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Frameworks that connect to the Common Core State Standards for English Language
Arts and Literacy in Social Studies, such as the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework
for Social Studies States Standards, highlight the need to engage in inquiry-based instruction
(NCSS, 2013). Participation in such inquiry requires students to engage in disciplinary thinking
and to articulate that thinking to others, both verbally and in writing. However, such disciplinary
thinking does not come natural to students (Wineburg, 1991). Thus, students require instruction
in disciplinary thinking to learn its complexities and nuances. Once students can engage in
disciplinary thinking, they can communicate it and participate in valuable discourse. Therefore,
the current dissertation was conducted to explore how students use discourse to engage in
argumentation and historical thinking.
Chapter 2 of the dissertation is a research synthesis of studies that use discourse to

improve learning outcomes in primary and secondary science and social studies classrooms. The

purpose of the synthesis was to determine the impact of argumentative discourse on students’



learning outcomes and to understand the instructional components teachers use when holding
discourse. Asterhan & Schwarz’s (2016) Argumentation for Learning (AFL) framework guided
the research synthesis and the subsequent multiple-case study. Results indicate that discourse can
be improved by using multiple instructional groupings, incorporating explicit instruction,
modeling, graphic organizers and technology, and engaging students in deliberation.

Chapter 3 offers findings from a multiple-case study that was designed to explore how
argumentation inhibitors and enablers moderate dialogue characteristics and learning outcomes
and to provide a rich description of discourse in ninth-grade US History classrooms with
academically diverse students. More specifically, the study captured how students engaged in
argumentative discourse and historical thinking using two different discourse structures. The
study used a cross-case analysis (Yin, 2018) to compare the discourse across three cases. Each
case included a teacher and four students. The first case occurred in a co-taught class, the second
case included the same teacher in an honors class, and the third case included a different teacher
in an honors class. The first and second case used a modified structured academic controversy
(SAC), while the third case used Johnson and Johnson’s (1988) approach to SAC.

The multiple-case study and the research synthesis informed the practitioner manuscript
provided in Chapter 4. The manuscript details how teachers can use structure and supports to
improve student participation and historical thinking in classroom discourse, especially for
students with disabilities (SWD) and other struggling learners.

The current dissertation provides several important findings. First, my synthesis indicated
that students achieve higher learning outcomes when teachers use multiple instructional
groupings, students engage in deliberative discourse, and teachers provide students with explicit

instruction, modeling, and graphic organizers. Second, the findings from the multiple-case study



offered insight into how students of differing academic abilities engage in argumentative
discourse and historical thinking. Students of all academic abilities participated at high levels and
engaged in deliberative argumentation, though there were differences in the quality of historical
thinking skills. The instructional approach used in the multiple-case study is further expanded in

the practitioner manuscript. Areas for future research are discussed in the dissertation.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Introduction

Students engage in discourse every day, whether in conversation or for
learning purposes in classrooms. Moreover, discourse has demonstrated to improve
learning outcomes (Bennet et al., 2010; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; Erduran et al.,
2024; Gotwals et al., 2022; Murphy et al., 2017). Discourse is referred to as
discussion, talk, and dialogue, though we use the term discourse as it emphasizes the
underlying thinking behind the act of speaking. In education, leading a discussion is
considered a high leverage practice (HLP), and education programs instill the
importance of education in teacher candidates (Brownell et al., 2019; Capobianco et
al., 2018; TeachingWorks, 2023). This expectation has also been emphasized by
several curriculum and policy initiatives linking discourse to student literacy. For
example, a report from the Institute of Educational Sciences (IES) recommended the
use of classroom discussion to improve adult literacy (Kamil et al., 2008).

Of course, not all discourse is the same. In school, teachers leverage the
natural act of discussion and attempt to embed it in their instruction for multiple
reasons. For example, in secondary subjects, teachers use discourse as opportunities
for students to learn content, and how to think about academic disciplines (Larson,
2021). Therefore, while the way discourse is implemented in K12 classrooms varies

(O’Connor & Snow, 2018) teachers frequently use discourse as opportunities for



students to consider differing ideas and learn core content, and they use multiple
approaches to integrate it into their instruction.

One approach to argumentative discourse is the structured academic
controversy (SAC), whereby students discuss controversial topics in small groups,
encounter conflicting ideas and opinions, and collaboratively resolve the controversy
(Johnson & Johnson, 1988). The SAC is a powerful means to incorporate discussion
because it offers both a discourse structure and an instructional procedure (Parker,
2021). A Socratic seminar, for example, is a discourse structure but not necessarily an
instructional procedure. Furthermore, one of the goals of SAC is to ensure all students
participate by holding each individual in a group accountable for their learning
(Parker, 2021).

Johnson and Johnson (1988) propose framing academic controversies as
problems requiring solutions rather than win-lose scenarios. They created a routine to
structure students’ approach to deliberation (i.e., discussing, advocating, analyzing,
evaluating, and rebutting information) to reach valid factual and judgmental
conclusions. To be successful, such discussions require instructional support to build
on students’ prior knowledge, reading comprehension, and effective discourse; it also
requires teachers” management of small group dynamics (Parker, 2021). A SAC also
requires cooperative learning, which can be difficult to accomplish without the proper
structure and support. Furthermore, there are also more practical impediments, such
as taking the time to gather the necessary materials. Moreover, given diversity in
students ability level and motivation, teachers may only hear from a vocal minority

when holding class discussions.



All students should build the skills necessary to engage in productive
discourse regardless of academic, linguistic, or cultural differences. This is
challenging for teachers as research indicates that struggling learners, including
students with disabilities (SWD) are less likely to engage in classroom discussions
(Bueso, 2022; Louick & Wang, 2021). Given that nearly 75% of students with
learning disabilities (LD) in the United States are educated within the general
education classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2022), general education
teachers must learn strategies to effectively engage these students in discussion.

The College, Career, and Civic Life Framework for Social Studies State
Standards (C3 Framework) recommends that teachers engage students in inquiry that
promotes thoughtful discourse about debatable and multifaceted questions (NCSS,
2013). And the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) promote using discourse
to grapple with complex problems (NRC, 2013). Both the C3 Framework and the
NGSS are well-founded, considering the potential benefits of incorporating discourse.
Moreover, these standards are achievable because studies show the efficacy of
discourse for special education (McLeskey, 2017) and general education (Grossman
et al., 2009) students.

Given that only 27% of 8th and 12th graders wrote at the proficient level on
the most recent National Assessment of Education Performance (NAEP), there is a
great need to improve writing (NCES, 2022). Prior research indicates that students
can use argumentative discourse to help improve their argumentative disciplinary
writing in science (Chen et al., 2016) and in the social studies (Wissinger & De La

Paz, 2016). History, for example, requires students to engage in historical thinking.
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Students use historical thinking to make arguments about a historical question, and
they must use evidence to support their claims. One way to engage students and
promote critical thinking is by using critical questions. Studies established that
discourse that incorporates critical questions can improve written historical arguments
(De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016) but more should be
done to determine how best to do so.

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how teachers can structure
discussion to promote high-quality discourse between students, including
academically diverse learners. | first conducted a research synthesis of science and
social studies interventions that integrated discourse to affect learning outcomes,
specifically disciplinary knowledge, disciplinary writing, argumentation structure,
and holistic writing (Chapter 2). I adopted Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016)
Argumentation for Learning (AFL) theoretical framework due to its helpful
categorization of argumentation inhibitors and enablers, dialogue characteristics, and
learning outcomes and explore the literature on discourse in two domains.

My overarching results indicated that interventions incorporating multiple
instructional groupings (e.g., small groups, whole class) alongside a combination of
explicit instruction, modeling, and graphic organizers using structured deliberative
discourse, were most effective. These are examples of AFL’s Task Design and
Process support, respectively. However, researchers rarely provide a fine-grained
analysis of what happens during discourse, and more information is needed to
determine how social studies teachers should engage academically and linguistically

diverse students in deliberative discourse.



Based on the findings in the research synthesis, | conducted a multiple-case
study to explore how two purposefully selected ninth-grade US History teachers and
their students engaged in discourse through a SAC and a revised, more supportive
SAC (SAC+G) in co-taught and honors classrooms (Chapter 3). | adopted AFL as my
theoretical framework for this study as the three-nodes (inhibitors and enablers of
argumentation, dialogue characteristics, and learning outcomes) can be used to study
the effects of the process supports that are embedded in both approaches to SAC.
Based on the findings of the latter study, | wrote a practitioner manuscript offering
detailed guidance on why and how teachers can use the SAC+G to improve
participation and quality in class discussions (Chapter 4). Thus, the current
dissertation makes important contributions by informing general and special
educators of practical ways to facilitate robust disciplinary thinking about historical

controversies, and to propose additional areas for future research.

Outline of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into five major sections: Introduction, Research
Synthesis, Multiple-case Study, Practitioner Manuscript, and Conclusion. The current
chapter (Chapter 1) introduces the problem and provides an overview of what this
dissertation aims to address. Chapter 2 is a synthesis of studies that use discourse to
improve learning outcomes in primary and secondary science and social studies. The
research questions for the systematic review are:

1. Does type of group formation (i.e., pairs, small group, large group) affect

student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?



2. What process supports have teachers utilized during discourse in science and
social studies K-12 classrooms, and which show better results?

3. How do dialogue characteristics (i.e., disputative or deliberative) impact
student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?
Chapter 3 is a multiple-case study that extends the findings of the research

synthesis of discourse studies in Chapter 2. This study utilized cross-case analysis
(Yin, 2018) to compare three cases. Each case contained one teacher and four
students. One teacher taught the first case, which was a co-taught class (referred to as
Mod), and the second case, which was an honors Mod. A second teacher taught the
third case, a different honors Mod, and this case used Johnson & Johnson’s (1988)
SAC rather than the one that was used in the first and second case. While the
instructional structures (i.e., SAC and SAC+G) were developed by others, my work
provides unique and important information about the resulting discourse
characteristics and students’ historical thinking learning outcomes. The research
questions for the multiple-case study are the following:

1. What is the quality of students’ historical thinking during discussions?

a. What types of dialogue characteristics are evident in small and large
group discussions?
b. How do students evaluate sources/make judgments?

2. What can we infer about students with different incoming academic and
cognitive profiles?

We found that student participation was high across all cases, and teacher

guidance was important for student engagement and understanding of the SAC
6



process. Moreover, students demonstrated high quality argumentation and historical
thinking skills with two exceptions. First, students in the honors SAC minimally
addressed sourcing, in comparison to both SAC+G cases. Moreover, students in the
second case, the co-taught class who used the SAC+G, engaged in sourcing at a
higher level. Conversely, students in the co-taught class had lower quality historical
judgments than their peers in the honors class. While student academic and cognitive
profiles appeared to impact historical thinking, the two SWD participated at similar or
higher rates than their non-disabled peers. This was an unexpected yet welcomed
finding, as prior research has shown that SWD participate at lower levels than their
non-disabled peers (Bueso, 2022; Louick & Wang, 2021).

Chapter 4 provides a practitioner manuscript to inform teachers of the
rationale for using a revised SAC (i.e., SAC+G) and to guide teachers through the
steps needed to implement it with academically diverse students, including SWD. The
manuscript details the benefits of using a SAC to explore historical controversies.
Moreover, the manuscript outlines specific structures and supports for teachers to use
with their students to improve student engagement and quality in classroom
discussions. | include sample excerpts of student and teacher discourse, a SAC+G
graphic organizer completed by a student, and a teacher’s feedback of her experience
using the SAC+G. Thus, the practitioner manuscript provides teachers with a clear
rationale, recommended step-by-step directions, and an example they can implement
to support student discourse in history classrooms.

I conclude with Chapter 5, which reviews the findings and implications of the

research synthesis and the multiple-case study. In addition, the chapter synopsizes the
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guidance presented in the practitioner manuscript. The chapter concludes with
research questions that can be addressed in future studies extending the current
dissertation. Lastly, the research synthesis, the multiple-case study, and the
practitioner manuscript are presented as individual manuscripts. This is to reflect that
each paper will be submitted for publication as standalone manuscripts, and | provide

individual titles for each of these chapters.

Definition of Key Terms

Argumentation for Learning: A framework proposed by Asterhan & Schwarz
(2016) that emphasizes the importance of understanding how different factors
influence the quality and effectiveness of argumentative discourse to enhance
educational practices and learning gains. It identifies three key components: inhibitors
and enablers, dialogue characteristics, and learning outcomes.

Cognitive apprenticeship (CA): A cognitive apprenticeship is an approach to
learning that reveals otherwise hidden cognitive processes to students and gradually
promote independence (Collins, Brown, & Holum, 1991). De La Paz and her
colleagues use CA to teach historical concepts and reading strategies and
argumentative writing (2010, 2014, 2016, 2021). Teachers model historical reading
and writing processes, explicitly teaching students to make credible judgments about
authors and evidence. Scaffolding includes tools (called IREAD and How to Write)
for students while reading, planning, and writing, and tools for teachers to monitor

students’ progress (Monte-Sano, De La Paz, & Felton, 2014a, 2014b).



Cross-case analysis: A data analysis approach involves systematically comparing
multiple cases to identify patterns and differences, which enhances the depth and
robustness of the study's findings (Yin, 2018). This method allows researchers to
generate more comprehensive and generalized insights by examining how each case
varies and aligns within the broader context of the research questions.

Deliberative argumentation: Argumentative dialogue in which the goal is to arrive
at a viewpoint by comparing and evaluating alternatives collaboratively (Felton et al.,
2009).

Disputative argumentation: Argumentative dialogue in which the goal is to defend
a viewpoint and undermine alternatives (Felton et al., 2009).

Guided Structured Academic Controversy: A turn and talk routine that breaks
down how students explore, comprehend and evaluate sources, with a graphic
organizer that provides structure for writing ideas and quotes. It adds structure to the
original approach for exploring academic controversies.

Historical thinking: The process of critically analyzing and interpreting past events
and contexts involving a set of disciplinary skills (e.g., sourcing, contextualization,
corroboration) that enables individuals to understand history (Nokes, 2017).
Multiple-case study: A methodology that provides a comprehensive framework for
conducting in-depth investigations across multiple cases, allowing researchers to
explore differences and similarities within and between cases (Yin, 2018). This
approach enhances the robustness of findings by offering detailed contextual analyses

and facilitating the development of theoretical insights.



Structured Academic Controversy (SAC): A process in which students can
collaboratively make well-formed arguments about complex and contentious issues

after examining at least two perspectives (Johnson & Johnson, 1988).
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Chapter 2: The Influence of Discourse Goals, Instructional Tools, and Grouping

Structures on Students’ Learning and Reasoning in Science and Social Studies

Students engage in discourse every day, whether in conversation or for
learning purposes in classrooms. Lecture, whole-class discussion, and small-group
discussions are common ways to support learning (O’Connor and Snow, 2018).
Educators use discourse for good reason. It is now recognized as a powerful teaching
practice (Bae et al., 2021; Erduran et al., 2004; Gotwals et al., 2022; Murphy et al.,
2009) that allows students to build collective knowledge (TeachingWorks, 2023). For
example, it facilitates academic learning (Andriessen & Baker, 2014; Engle &
Conant, 2002; Nystrand et al., 1997). Discourse is seen as a high-leverage practice
(HLP) that teacher candidates practice (Brownell et al., 2019; Capobianco et al.,
2018; O’Connor & Snow, 2018). Moreover, it has been found effective in general
(Grossman et al., 2009) and special education classrooms (McLeskey, 2017).

With respect to academic learning, the Next Generation Science Standards
(NGSS) and the College, Career, and Civic Life Framework (C3 Framework),
recognize that classrooms are ideal settings for using discourse as a sense making tool
(National Council for the Social Studies, 2013; National Research Council, 2013).
For example, students have been observed to use causal inferencing when engaged in
inquiry (Ford, 2008; Hynd, 1999). In science, students discuss ways to collect and
analyze empirical data to support a hypothesis or determine causal mechanisms (Chen
et al., 2016; Ford 2008). And in history, students read and discuss multiple

perspectives to discern significance of events (Nokes, 2017; van Drie & van Boxtel

11



2018). In both disciplines, it is commonly expected that students should discuss their
thinking to understand disciplinary concepts.

Though discourse takes place across a variety of academic subjects such as
English Language Arts (Reynolds, 2018) and mathematics (Zolkower & Shreyar,
2007), we limit the scope of our study to science and social studies. Science and
social studies are both well studied, so we will be able to see how disciplinary
thinking and reasoning affects argumentation across disciplines. These particular
disciplines require students to engage in inquiry, which demands discourse as part of
the learning process (Hackling et al., 2010; Monte-Sano et al., 2021). Moreover, both
subjects have a variety of disciplines adept for inquiry, such as biology and physics in
science, and history and civics for social studies.

Experts engage in argumentative discourse in different ways within various
disciplines (Hyland, 2014). For example, in science and history, what counts as
evidence, how evidence is evaluated, and how it is used varies (Chen et al., 2016;
Monte-Sano, 2014; Reisman, 2012) due to different epistemological foundations and
discourse practices (Cervetti et al., 2014; Herrenkohl & Cornelius, 2013). Scientists
justify how evidence supports a claim, using mechanistic reasoning when linking
evidence and claim (Russ et al., 2008), for example, and historians use causal
inferencing to weigh evidence connected to a claim (Nokes et al., 2007). Because
students emulate experts, teachers must also learn these disciplinary skills.

In school, two types of discourse that have been widely used to promote
reasoning in science and social studies are disputative and deliberative argumentation

(Felton et al., 2009; Gronostay, 2016). Both involve presenting alternative viewpoints
12



by providing claims and supporting evidence then evaluating claims and evidence.
Whereas dispute often leads students to combative discourse, deliberation allows
individuals to compare and evaluate alternative viewpoints respectfully with the goal
of arriving at a consensus. When asked to persuade fellow classmates, students
become more competitive and their arguments suffer (Felton et al., 2009). This may
be explained by considering the goal of disputative argumentation, which calls for
convincing peers of “correct” findings and defending them. In contrast, deliberation
calls for collaborating to arrive at a consensus where differences are presented,
discussed, and resolved. Deliberation in Felton et al.’s (2009) study (and in more
recent research; Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Garcia-Mila et al., 2013) led to improved
student writing. Clearly, deliberation is a skill that is important for students to learn.

Expectations such as these create challenges for learners, especially those who
are from academically, culturally, or linguistically diverse backgrounds. Therefore,
educators must be equipped to impart these skills to all students, irrespective of their
backgrounds. Students with disabilities (SWD) and multilingual learners (ML) make
up a large proportion of the student population. According to the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES, 2024), the percentage of ML in the K-12 population
grew from 9.2% in the fall of 2010 to 10.3% in the fall of 2020. That number grows
as immigration continues to rise. Similarly, 15% of students receive special education
services, with the most disability categories of struggling learners including those
with specific learning disabilities (SLD), attentional challenges (ADHD), and speech
or language impairments (SLI) that affect learning and social interactions in

classrooms. These challenges may cause students to be less willing or struggle to
13



participate in discourse (Bueso, 2022; Lambert & Sugita, 2016), especially if they
have not mastered English (Boyd & Rubin, 2002), leading to additional instructional
challenges for teachers.

Theoretical Framework

Literature on argumentation for learning has shown that writing arguments
can improve students’ conceptual understanding and engagement in science (Akkus et
al., 2007; Chen et al., 2016; Nam et al., 2008), and history (Schwarz, 2009). Previous
literature also demonstrates that small group discussion allows students to engage in
more purposeful dialogue and increase understanding (Bennett et al., 2010; Brooks,
2009). Education researchers find that carefully scaffolded discussion in both subjects
functions as bridges between every day and disciplinary arguments, if students learn
to critically evaluate evidence (Chen et al., 2016; Firetto et al., 2019; Reisman, 2012;
Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016).

These and other reviews (Bae et al., 2021; Gotwals et al., 2022; Murphy et al.,
2009) emphasize the importance of providing explicit instruction to hold effective
classroom discussions. However, we lack detailed outcomes regarding the effects of
discourse on academic content and disciplinary learning. Murphy et al.’s early (2009)
meta-analysis indicated very few (of 42) discourse approaches were effective at
increasing both (a) students’ literal or inferential comprehension and (b) their critical
thinking and reasoning about text. To our knowledge, no more recent synthesis has
provided this information, thus we aim to provide more details in the current review.

Asterhan and Schwarz’ (2016) three-node Argumentation for Learning (AFL)

framework appears viable for us to conduct an in-depth study of the literature on
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discourse. They explain that researchers should capture details about the purpose and
intent of instructional decisions “task design” and the scaffolding that teachers
develop “process support” when studying argumentative dialogue in order to identify
various “inhibitors and enablers” of argumentation. This suggestion aligns well with
other literature on the effects of cognitive supports such as planning tools which
generally function as a bridge between oral and written argumentation (De La Paz et
al., 2020; Matos, 2021; Shi et al., 2019). Individual student characteristics (such as
having differences in cognitive knowledge and skills, epistemological beliefs,
motivation, etc.) are also part of the AFL model.

Importantly, the AFL framework suggests how to study the characteristics of
the resulting dialogue. Knowing who contributes to discussions and the quality of
individual student contributions is important because merely engaging in discussion
may not allow everyone in the group to participate due to a few students dominating
conversation (De La Paz et al., 2021; Levin et al., 2021). Asterhan and Schwarz’s
framework also suggests how researchers may study the quality of students’ scientific
and historical discourse, and that doing so is also important in order to establish links
between inhibitors and enablers and student learning.

Current Study

The connection between discourse and learning is complex and highly
situated, which makes a direct connection imperfect (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007;
Murphy et al., 2009). The empirical research in this area continues to grow, and the
field has identified aspects of discourse that can be identified and analyzed. We seek

to use Asterhan and Schwarz’s framework to study the argumentative discourse
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literature in science and social studies. Accordingly, we explore the antecedents of
argumentation and how they facilitate or inhibit argumentative discourse, the
characteristics of the actual dialogue, and the learning outcomes of argumentation.

We seek to conduct a more fine-grained analysis of the process support (i.e.,
instructional components) that teachers use, as discourse instructions and teacher
scaffolding shape how discourse in the classroom takes place. For example, what
kinds of graphic organizers or scaffolds are used prior to, during, and after holding a
discussion? Are teachers modeling how discourse should be held, and is there explicit
instruction around discourse?

Equally important is how teachers structure discourse, be it in pairs, in small
groups, as whole class discourse, or as a combination thereof. Pairs and small groups
tend to promote higher participation rates among individual members (Kuhn &
Crowell, 2011). In contrast, whole-class discussions can draw from a broader pool of
ideas, including perspectives that may not arise in smaller settings (Herrenkohl,
2006). Consequently, it is essential for teachers to comprehend and evaluate the
advantages and limitations of various instructional groupings.

In both science and social studies classrooms, teachers have successfully used
inquiry to support a classroom community that facilitates students’ abilities to
develop knowledge and think collaboratively (Bae et al., 2021; Monte-Sano et al.,
2021). Moreover, this is a natural consequence of learning in a social environment
when students co-construct and critique knowledge (Mercier & Sperber, 2011). The
current review considers disciplinary knowledge as crucial learning outcomes

because it is difficult to master complex concepts if simpler concepts are not mastered
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(Ford, 2008; Shanahan, 2014). Reading comprehension is also important but less
commonly included as a dependent measure in the current discourse literature and
was therefore not a variable in our work. Disciplinary writing is also vital for students
because writing has been identified as a learning tool, and studies show that students
can write to learn disciplinary knowledge (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Bangert-
Drowns et al., 2004; Newell, 2006). Finally, the current review adds to the literature
by specifying how instructional groupings and type of discourse impact learning
outcomes for diverse learners.

Research Questions

We used the AFL framework proposed by Asterhan and Schwarz (2016) to
sharpen our focus on the role of specific antecedents (i.e., elements of task design and
process support) that have been operationalized in the literature. Teachers’ decisions
related to group formation are considered part of task design, and process supports
broadly include teacher scaffolding and discourse instructions. We also seek to study
the role of deliberative or disputative argumentation discourse, or the role of dialogue
characteristics more broadly, in the literature on scientific and historical discourse.
The following research questions guided our review:

1. Does type of group formation (i.e., pairs, small group, large group) affect
student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?

2. What process supports have teachers utilized during discourse in science and
social studies K-12 classrooms, and which show better results?

3. How do dialogue characteristics (i.e., disputative or deliberative) impact

student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?
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Method
Search Procedure

We consulted systematic literature methodology papers and chapters
(Alexander, 2020; Cooper and Hedges, 2009) and the updated Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement (Page et al.,
2021) to conduct a systematic search of the literature. We conducted the search using
the following databases: Education Research Information Center (ERIC), Academic
Search Ultimate, APA PsycArticles, APA PsycINFO, Education Source, EBSCOhost,
Education Source, and E-Journals in the past 24 years (2000 to 2024). We identified
terms related to discourse, science, and social studies, refining and expanding search
terms as terminology differed in science and social studies. We utilized the following
search terms: discourse, discussion, dialogue, talk, and argument* (for argumentative
or argumentation). We identified the following terms in science (science education,
science teaching, science learning) and in social studies (social studies, social studies
education) in primary and secondary U.S. classrooms.

We used Boolean search procedures to include discourse, argumentation,
primary and secondary education, social studies, and science in our initial search. In
total, the online database search produced 21,206 texts, including 13,029 studies,
6,783 reports, 2,024 magazines, 1,612 dissertations, 1,135 electronic resources, 871
reviews, 607 books, 295 conference materials, 137 news articles, 31 government
documents, 24 trade publications, and four biographies. We further narrowed our
search by requiring studies to be peer reviewed, quantitative or mixed methods, and

between the year 2000 to May 2024. This resulted in 550 articles.
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Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We screened titles and abstracts according to specific criteria. First,
interventions had to include one discourse task. Second, we focused on science or
social studies. Third, studies included students in primary and secondary grades (K-
12). Fourth, foreign studies were acceptable if published in English. Fifth, we
excluded studies that did not define a learning outcome. Of the 550 texts, 520 were
excluded. The resulting 30 full texts were reviewed and included in the final sample.
Reference lists were then reviewed but did not lead to additional articles. The total
sample was 30 articles as shown in the Prisma diagram in Figure 2.1.
Coding Procedures

An early step in the research process involved organizing specific aspects
about each study. We developed a coding matrix to categorize general study
information, participant information, study setting, study design, independent
variables, dependent variables, procedures, and intervention duration (dosage). We
recorded whether the study involved disputative discourse or deliberative discourse
(Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016). These elements were not always explicitly stated in the
text, so we used the literature to guide operational definitions for the terms. Any type
of discourse that had a goal of convincing or persuading or was competitive in nature
was coded as disputative. Discourse that had a goal of arriving at conclusions through
collaboration was coded as deliberation.

Studies were also coded for instructional grouping to learn whether these
variables produced any effects. Researchers have studied ways to engage students in

discourse through various instructional groupings, such as in pairs/dyads, in small
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groups, whole-class, or a combination of these (Kuhn & Crowell, 2011; Reisman et
al., 2019). Several process supports were identified and coded: explicit instruction
(El), teacher modeling (MODEL), use of graphic organizers (GO), and technology
(TECH). We should note that EI and MODEL refer to their use without specifying
how those supports were utilized. Learning outcomes, when students learned content
specific to the discipline, were labeled disciplinary knowledge. Disciplinary writing
was scored as a learning outcome if researchers scored historical or scientific
thinking. Argumentation structure was scored as a learning outcome if researchers
scored elements such as claim, evidence, explanation, counterclaim and/or rebuttal.
Finally, holistic writing was scored as a learning outcome when researchers measured
students’ general writing skills (e.g., persuasiveness, spelling, grammar, etc.).

The first author coded all 30 studies, and one secondary coder who was blind
to the research questions coded 11 studies (37%). The coder was trained by the first
author on four randomly selected studies from the available pool and reached 89%
agreement during training. Interrater reliability was calculated at 91%. Any
differences were resolved through discussion.

Calculation of Effect Sizes

For studies that did not provide effect sizes (ES), a coder who was unfamiliar
with the study independently calculated Hedges’ g to investigate the efficacy of the

interventions on learning outcomes. Hedges’ g was calculated using the following

formula: Hedges'g = SMl;MZ where M1 is the treatment group posttest mean, M2 is
pooled

the control or comparison group posttest mean, and SDpooled is the pool standard
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deviation of both treatment and control group. To eliminate arithmetic errors, we used

an online calculator (https://www.statology.org/hedges-g-calculator/). Four studies

did not report ES or provide information needed to obtain them.

Results

The systematic review yielded 30 studies, including randomized (N=7), quasi-
experimental (N=17), and mixed methods (N=6). Table 2.1 provides an overview.
Table 2.2 provides information about the discipline, setting, instructional
components, and student population (i.e., students with disabilities [SWD],
multilingual learners [ML] and general education students [GEN]). Table 2.3 includes
ES, with interpretation of ES (e.g., small, medium, large).

The student sample included primary (N=4), secondary (N=25), or both
schooling levels (N=1). Studies were primarily conducted in the US (N=17), followed
by Europe (N=10), Latin America (N=2), and the US and Europe (N=1). Only 13
studies identified SWD and eight identified ML students, (or non-native speaking
students if in a foreign country). More than half of the studies (N = 17) did not report
whether participants were SWD or GEN and almost three-quarters (N = 22) did not
identify participants as ML or non-native speakers.

The types of discourse used in the studies were disputative (N=2), deliberation
(N=23), or both disputative and deliberation (N=5). Discourse was held in pairs
(N=6), small groups (N=6), whole class (N=3), a combination of all three (N=1), a
combination of small groups and whole class (N=13), and one study did not specify.
Half of our studies were conducted in social studies classrooms (N=15), with the

remaining occurring in science classrooms (N=14), and both subjects (N=1). In all,
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discourse was used by researchers and teachers in a variety of ways, with studies
from three continents.
RQL1. Does type of group formation (i.e., pairs, small groups, large group) affect

student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?

We first report findings about the effects of group formation, as teachers’
decisions regarding how to cluster students when they discuss differences in opinions,
ideas and viewpoints may facilitate or negatively impact the resulting discourse. We
then link these findings with four learning outcomes (disciplinary knowledge,
disciplinary writing, argumentation structure, and holistic writing).

Pairs were used in six studies (de Vries et al., 2002; Felton et al., 2009, 2015;
Garcia-Mila et al., 2013; Munneke et al., 2007; van Drie et al., 2005) with ES ranging
from d = 0.74 to n? = 0.41, six studies used small group discussions (De La Paz et al.,
2017; Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; MacArthur et al., 2002; Murphy et al., 2018;
Zhang et al., 2023), with ES ranging from g = 0.49 to n* = 0.60, three studies used
whole class discussions (Gronostay, 2019; Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; Reisman,
2012), with ES ranging from d = 1.56 to n;; = 0.03.

In addition, 13 studies used both small group and whole class (Akbas et al.,
2019; Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz et al., 2021, 2022; Del Favero et al., 2007;
Ferretti et al., 2001; Grooms et al., 2018; Kent et al., 2015; Larrain et al., 2018, 2021;
Relyea et al., 2022; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016), with ES
ranging from g = 0.07 to g = 2.81, and one study used pairs, small groups, and whole

class discussions (lordanou et al., 2019) with ES ranging from g = 0.33 to g = 0.50.
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These findings indicate that larger effect sizes in disciplinary knowledge and writing
are associated with teachers using more than one instructional grouping.

Seventeen studies reported disciplinary knowledge gains, and with two
exceptions, students who participated in some type of discourse group had better
learning outcomes compared to students in a control group. Students in control
groups differed in the process supports (e.g., Akbas et al., 2019; De La Paz &
Wissinger, 2017) and dialogue characteristics (Felton et al., 2009). For example, De
La Paz and Wissinger (2016) found that students who engaged in disciplinary
discussions (intervention group) as opposed to traditional discussions (control group)
showed improved historical knowledge and historical thinking, including in far
transfer (n;; = 0.19). Furthermore, Larrain et al. (2018) found improved post-delayed
disciplinary content knowledge (n?> = 0.31) via lesson plans designed to foster
dialogic and argumentative interactions (intervention group) as opposed to teacher-
centered pedagogy (control group). Del Favero et al. (2007) however reported
negative results and Wanzek et al. (2015), did not report significant differences in
content knowledge after the intervention (ES of g = 0.07).

Of the 15 studies with positive outcomes between discourse and disciplinary
knowledge, seven were in social studies (Akbas et al., 2019; De La Paz & Wissinger,
2017; Ferretti et al., 2001; Kent et al., 2015; MacArthur et al., 2002; Reisman, 2012;
Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016), eight in science (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; Felton
et al., 2009, 2015; Grooms et al., 2018; Larrain et al., 2018, 2021; Murphy et al.,
2018; Relyea et al., 2022), and one in both science and social studies (lordanou et al.,

2019). Six social studies interventions had moderate to large ES, ranging from 1712) =
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0.03 to n? = 0.30. Seven science studies had positive moderate to large ES, ranging
from d = 0.74 to n;, = 0.44. Relyea et al. (2022) was an exception, with an ES of g =
0.43.

Murphy et al.’s (2018) science Quality Talk study was notable as findings
indicated decreased teacher talk (and increased student talk) that led to improved
conceptual understanding. Akbas et al. (2019) found that using argumentation-based
science learning (ABSL) allowed students to be more active in their learning as they
comfortably expressed themselves, learned through inquiry, and held fun discussions
compared to a more traditional teaching approach. These findings suggest that when
students discuss content, they learn from each other. Furthermore, these results show
no difference in findings across disciplines.

Improvements in disciplinary writing were found in 13 studies. Seven were in
science (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz et al., 2022;
Grooms et al., 2018; Murphy et al., 2018; Relyea et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023) and
six in social studies (De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017,
2021; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016). Two studies, by Casado-
Ledesma et al. (2023) and Chen et al. (2016) did not have the necessary information
to calculate ES, so conclusions about these science studies are limited.

Of the remaining 11 studies, De La Paz et al. (2022) had positive moderate to
large ES on near transfer (d = 1.08) and far transfer (d = 0.76), including for SWD (d
=0.73). Grooms et al. (2015), Murphy et al. (2018) and Relyea et al. (2022) had small
to moderate ES, ranging from d = 0.40 to 2 = 0.06. Students’ writing in social

studies also improved significantly in conditions involving discourse. One study by
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De La Paz et al. (2021) had a smaller ES (d = 0.33) than related studies. The
intervention was a single week, however, in contrast to other studies with longer
interventions, which had moderate to large ES, ranging from d = 0.56 to n; = 0.45.
Wanzek et al. (2015) also had small ES (g = 0.31 on the written content and g = 0.16
on support), though possibly due to low teacher fidelity.

The writing ranged from relatively simple to more complex products. For
example, in Grooms et al.’s (2015) study, students engaged in an argumentation
session after analyzing data, followed by writing scientific investigation reports that
were revised after undergoing a double-blind group peer review (e.g., Grooms et al.,
2015). Students in De La Paz et al. (2017) wrote five-paragraph argumentative essays
about a historical controversy after reading, annotating, and discussing two
documents. In sum, discourse can improve disciplinary writing in social studies and
science classrooms regardless of the complexity of the writing task.

Thirteen studies demonstrated improvements in oral or written argumentation
structure. Eight took place in science classrooms (Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz et al.,
2022; de Vries et al., 2002; Felton et al., 2009, 2015; Garcia-Mila et al., 2013;
Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; Zhang et al., 2023), four in social studies classrooms
(Ferretti et al., 2001; MacArthur et al., 2002; van Drie et al., 2005; Wissinger & De
La Paz, 2016), and one took place in both science and social studies (lordanou et al.,
2019).

Four studies focused on oral deliberation (Felton et al., 2009, 2015; Garcia-
Mila et al., 2013; MacArthur et al., 2002). These studies had small to large ES,

ranging from r = 0.33 to n, = 0.17. For example, Garcia-Mila et al. (2013) found that
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process support and dialogue characteristics affected the way students formed oral
arguments. Students who engaged in deliberation crafted better claims, supported
their evidence more effectively, and composed better rebuttals compared to students
who engaged in disputative argumentation. In addition, students who engaged in
discourse stated claims supported by relevant evidence and analyzed the evidence
more effectively.

Felton et al. (2009, 2015) and Garcia-Mila et al. (2013) collectively show that
students in deliberation conditions constructed higher quality arguments than those in
the disputative condition. MacArthur et al. (2002) demonstrated that general
education and special education students can construct oral arguments, though they
did not explicitly warrant claims. Nevertheless, students with and without disabilities
had high levels of participation in the debate.

Of the 13 studies that showed improved oral or written argumentation, 10
studies demonstrated a causal connection between discourse and improved written
argumentation structure (Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz et al., 2022; de Vries et al.,
2002; lordanou et al., 2019; Munneke et al., 2007; Murphy et al., 2018; Nussbaum &
Edwards, 2011; van Drie et al., 2005; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016; Zhang et al.,
2023). Chen et al. (2016) and de Vries et al. (2002) did not report nor provide
necessary information to calculate ES. The science studies’ ES were moderate to
large, ranging from d = 0.73 to n? = 0.31. The social studies interventions had larger

ES, ranging from g = 1.12 to ;; = 0.41. Overall, discourse helped improve students’

oral and written argument structure.
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Three studies measured holistic writing (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017;
Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016). The control group in De La Paz et al (2014) had
higher holistic quality (ES of d = 0.10) than the treatment group. After modifying
their 2014 intervention to address lack of improvement in holistic quality, De La Paz
et al. (2017) showed large ES in holistic quality (n; = 0.32). Wissinger and De La Paz
(2016) did not show a difference in holistic writing because the study design focused
on different types of process support rather than controlling for presence or absence
of discussion. With such studies including holistic quality, more studies are needed to
determine whether discourse functions as a mediator, when other instructional
variables are not controlled.

RQ2. What process supports have teachers utilized during discourse in science

and social studies K-12 classrooms, and which show better results?

Seventeen studies utilized EIl as an instructional component (Casado-Ledesma
et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2014,
2017, 2021, 2022; Ferretti et al., 2001; Grooms et al., 2018; Kent et al., 2015;
Munneke et al., 2007; Murphy et al., 2018; Reisman, 2012; Relyea et al., 2022;
Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016; Zhang et al., 2023). Teachers
used explicit instruction to guide student learning in both social studies and science,
and vocabulary instruction for the disciplines was common. Studies using El provided
small to large ES, ranging from n; = 0.03 to n;; = 0.45, though two studies did not
have the necessary data to calculate ES (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; Chen et al.,

2016). These results suggest that EI improves learning, which is not surprising as this
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is an evidence-based approach for teaching vocabulary, disciplinary knowledge,
disciplinary writing, and argumentation.

Fifteen studies used MODEL in their instruction (Casado-Ledesma et al.,
2023; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021, 2022; Kent
et al., 2015; MacArthur et al., 2002; Murphy et al., 2018; Nussbaum & Edwards,
2011; Reisman, 2012; Relyea et al., 2022; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La
Paz, 2016; Zhang et al., 2023). Unique to this group of studies, Casado-Ledesma and
colleagues used video modeling, which significantly predicted learning gains in
argumentation. However, it was not possible to determine an ES from the manuscript.
All studies using MODEL had small to large ES, ranging from n; = 0.03to n; =
0.45. Of the social studies interventions that used MODEL, 11 studies had moderate
to large ES. Only Reisman (2012) and Wanzek et al. (2015) had small ES (n; = 0.03
and g = 0.31, respectively), and that was in factual and content knowledge. However,
Reisman’s findings are not surprising given that teacher fidelity in her study was low.
Wanzek et al. (2015) indicated similar challenges, teachers may have needed more
time to implement the Team-Based Learning (TBL) due to its complicated nature.
With these exceptions noted, it appears that studies using MODEL had moderate to
large ES with two exceptions, suggesting that MODEL is an effective strategy.

Twenty-three studies utilized GO in their interventions (Akbas et al., 2019;
Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La
Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021, 2022; de Vries et al., 2002; Ferretti et al., 2001; Grooms
et al., 2018; lordanou et al., 2019; Kent et al., 2015; MacArthur et al., 2002; Munneke

et al., 2007; Murphy et al., 2018; Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; Reisman, 2012;
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Relyea et al., 2022; van Drie et al., 2005; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La
Paz, 2016; Zhang et al., 2023). These studies reported small to large ES, ranging from
1y = 0.03 to nj = 0.44. Nineteen had moderate to large ES. For example, Nusshaum
and Edwards (2011) found that including critical questions in argumentation vee
diagrams (AVD) improved argumentation (e.g., more integrated arguments). In sum,
helping students organize their arguments in a visual manner can improve learning
outcomes.

The small ES in Reisman (2012) and De La Paz et al. (2021) are not
surprising given teachers’ low fidelity in the former study and the brevity of the
intervention in the latter. The low ES sizes in Wanzek et al. (2015) are also
unsurprising given teachers needed more time to effectively implement the
intervention. Finally, Casado-Ledesma et al. (2023) showed no benefit to adding a
GO to an experimental group that integrated El and deliberative discourse.

These results collectively highlight the importance of teachers providing
students with effective process supports such as graphic organizers. In this literature,
teachers used GO to facilitate the organization and integration of new knowledge. GO
provide a structured framework that allows students to focus on understanding and
engage in higher-order thinking skills.

Seven studies incorporated TECH in their intervention. Students in four
studies engaged in discourse via a computer chat (de Vries et al., 2002; lordanou et
al., 2019; Munneke et al., 2007; van Drie et al., 2005). One study included video
modeling (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023), one study used a computer-enhanced

curriculum (Larrain et al., 2021), and one study used deliberation using technology
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(Ferretti et al., 2001). Casado-Ledesma and colleagues recruited students of the same
age as participants to video model the discussion task. They provided these students
with a script of the EI. Larrain et al. (2021) used an app to support argumentation
pedagogy through the integration of purposely designed whole-class and group-work
interactions. The app allowed teachers to control the flow and interactions of
preloaded lessons on one tablet, and student groups would receive a separate tablet
with the student view of the app through which they received task instructions, visual
resources, etc.

The studies using chats showed varied ES, ranging from g = 0.33 to n;; = 0.41,
except in de Vries et al.’s (2002) study, where ES could not be determined due to
inadequate data. Only lordanou et al. (2019) had a small ES (g = 0.33). It appears
likely that using virtual chats also aided students to learn when engaged in discourse,
though more research is needed.

It is worth mentioning that Casado-Ledesma et al. (2023) evaluated each
instructional element. They used four groups to evaluate EI with MODEL via video
modeling (TECH), GO, and deliberative discourse. They found that students in all
conditions improved in their socio-scientific knowledge, but EI combined with
deliberative discourse demonstrated the greatest gains. Nine studies with three
instructional components took place in social studies classrooms (De La Paz &
Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021, Ferretti et al., 2001; Munneke et
al., 2007; Reisman, 2012; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016) and one was conducted in

science classrooms (De La Paz et al., 2022). Small to large ES were reported, ranging
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from d =0.33 to g = 2.81. Most studies had large ES, indicating that three
instructional components may be sufficient to promote learning.

RQ3. How do dialogue characteristics (i.e., disputative or deliberation) affect
student learning outcomes in science and social studies K-12 classrooms?

Of the 17 studies that reported disciplinary learning, all but two (Del Favero et
al., 2007; Wanzek et al. 2015) reported increased learning through discourse. Of the
15 studies with positive findings, 13 used deliberation (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023;
De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; Ferretti et al., 2001; Grooms et al., 2018; Kent et al.,
2015; Larrain et al., 2018, 2021; Munneke et al., 2007; Murphy et al., 2018; Reisman,
2012; Relyea et al., 2022; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016) with
small to large ES, ranging from n; = 0.03 to n> = 0.44. Two studies used both
disputative and deliberation (Felton et al., 2009; lordanou et al., 2019) with small to
moderate ES, ranging from g = 0.33 to n>=0.11. Felton et al. (2009) compared both
and found deliberation to be more effective.

One study used disputative discourse (MacArthur et al., 2002) with moderate
ES (g = 0.49). MacArthur et al. (2002) reported that student engagement was high
during the debate, and that students demonstrated gains in knowledge. However, the
eight-week project-based investigation contained more than just the debate, so it is
difficult to conclude that the debate led to the increased knowledge rather than the
other parts of the curriculum (e.g., small-scale investigation, “migration and conflict”
schema). Moreover, students used discourse that resembled everyday argumentation
rather than academic argumentation. The studies using deliberation reported large

ES,. This evidence suggests that when students engage in consensus building to arrive
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at an integrative position, they are more likely to comprehend and retain information.
Findings from studies using critical questions (e.g., De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017;
Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016) suggest that students who participated in deliberative
argumentation engaged in critical thinking.

Use of deliberation also led to better (i.e., more sophisticated reasoning or
higher quality) written texts (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2016; De La
Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021, 2022; de Vries et al.,
2002; Grooms et al., 2018; Murphy et al., 2018; Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; Relyea
et al., 2022; van Drie et al., 2005; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016)
with small to large ES, ranging from d = 0.33 to n;, = 0.45. One study that had both
deliberation and disputative (lordanou et al, 2019) reported small to moderate ES,
ranging from g = 0.33 to g= 0.50. Larger ES were present when students deliberated,
suggesting that deliberation led to higher quality written products. Moreover, students
applied disciplinary thinking at higher levels in their writing.

Discussion

This systematic literature review was designed to examine the impact of
discourse on students’ learning in science and social studies classrooms. Following
Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016) AFL framework, we wanted to know how
argumentation inhibitors and enablers (e.g., process support, task design) plus
dialogue characteristics (e.g., deliberative, disputative) affected learning outcomes.
More specifically, we wanted to know whether and how instructional groupings,
instructional components, and/or discourse type had an impact on students’

disciplinary knowledge and writing in science and social studies classrooms. The
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systematic review yielded 30 studies (seven randomized, 17 quasi-experimental, and
six mixed methods). These studies came from Europe, South America, and North
America. We also provided the ES of studies based on the independent variable and
the learning outcome when possible.

How tasks are designed, including group formation, play an important role as
an inhibitor or enabler of argumentation (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016). In answering
our first research question regarding instructional groupings, we found that students
benefited from discourse when they were in more than one instructional grouping.
Integrating instructional groupings of various sizes and purposes enables students to
engage in extensive and meaningful discussions with multiple peers, along with
receiving teacher feedback. Consistent with prior research, this approach leads to
improvements in disciplinary knowledge (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007, 2016; Colley &
Windschitl, 2016; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; Murphy et al., 2017), highlighting
why discourse is considered a high-leverage practice (Brownell et al., 2019;
Capobianco et al., 2018; O’Connor & Snow, 2018). To achieve this, it is essential for
teachers to establish norms and routines that foster a collaborative classroom
environment (Monte-Sano et al., 2021).

Different instructional groupings are often used to build on each other (e.g.,
De La Paz et al., 2022; Hemberger et al., 2017) and for different purposes. During
whole class discussions, providing students with a set of critical questions will
facilitate analysis and critique of ideas (Felton et al., 2022; Nussbaum et al., 2023). In
addition, assigning students to work in pairs allows students more opportunity to

engage in discourse, especially students who otherwise would not participate in either
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small group or whole class discussion, such as ML and SWD (Boyd & Rubin, 2002;
Kelly, 2007; Walqui & Heritage, 2018).

Educators can expand upon pair discussions by organizing students into small
groups (e.g., lordanou et al., 2019). These small groups provide students with the
opportunity to engage with multiple peers, who may present distinct or similar
viewpoints. Effectively structured small group interactions can foster meaningful
deliberative discourse, regardless of initial pair placements. Students can test the
ideas constructed in pairs with a larger audience, thus gaining more confidence and
fostering argumentation skills (lordanou et al., 2019). Furthermore, small group
discussions serve as a platform for further knowledge construction, argumentation, or
preparation for subsequent whole-class discussions (e.g., Akbas et al., 2019; Ferretti
etal., 2001).

Whole class discourse may then be used for broader evaluation of ideas after
students discuss them in small groups (e.g., Felton et al., 2022; Grooms et al., 2018).
Whole class discussion allows students to engage with all their peers in the classroom
and their teachers to address varying points of view (Chen et al., 2016; Gronostay,
2019; Reisman, 2012). Teachers can play a substantive role in facilitating and
supporting meaningful student engagement in disciplinary interactions (Felton et al.,
2022). Such discussions can be advantageous as students evaluate the strengths and
weaknesses of various arguments, ultimately identifying the most compelling one
with appropriate guidance. Through discourse, students transform into active

participants, engaging with peers and contributing to their own learning process,
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rather than remaining passive recipients of teacher-led instruction (Erduran et al.,
2004; O’Connor & Snow, 2018).

Teachers can move from one instructional grouping to another based on the
quality or engagement of discourse (e.g., lordanou et al., 2019; Wissinger & De La
Paz, 2016). Unfortunately, curricula that focus on breadth of content rather than
reasoning will impede use of more than one instructional grouping. Our findings
suggest that teachers make time to structure more than one instructional grouping.
Doing so will allow them to effectively integrate learning from peers that may even
promote learning transfer (Felton et al., 2022). Teachers and curriculum designers
should work together to integrate more discourse. As Monte-Sano et al. (2021) noted,
“...we see the curriculum and teachers as partners in cultivating discourse” (p. 176).

In answering our second research question, which focused on the
effectiveness of four instructional components, we analyzed how teachers used El,
MODEL, GO, and TECH when engaging in discourse. Students benefitted from
receiving El and MODEL, as they can see and hear what discourse focuses on when
teachers verbalize their thinking (e.g., Berland & Lee, 2012; Casado-Ledesma et al.,
2023). In line with previous findings from Murphy et al. (2009) and Bennett et al.
(2010), students need to visualize how to engage in discourse prior to engaging in
discourse. Most studies did not clarify whether teachers actually modeled how
students should engage in discourse. This is unfortunate because students need
opportunities to observe argumentative discourse (Asterhan & Schwartz, 2016); in
fact, EI and MODEL are likely beneficial when used to help students practice

discussions as they are both evidence-based practices (EBP) and HLP in themselves.
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Perhaps seeing similar-aged students enact a task they will soon participate in
encourages students to engage. Likewise, video modeling, especially when teachers
embed “chunking,” is likely to be effective as doing so has the advantage of replaying
parts of El that students may have missed. Moreover, students can see the social
negotiation in using evidence-based arguments to exchange, evaluate, challenge, and
defend ideas within their classroom community to arrive at a consensus (Berland,
2011). For example, Casado-Ledesma et al. (2023) used students to simulate an
expert discussion to reach collaborative solutions. They demonstrated through the
video the processes involved in selecting arguments from sources, comparing
arguments from differing positions, formulating an integrative conclusion, and
writing an argumentative synthesis that incorporates this conclusion and its
justification. Although future research is needed to determine effects, video modeling
should be considered when providing EI and MODEL in future studies.

Additionally, providing students with GO allows them to organize their
thoughts as they prepare for discourse (e.g., Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011) or as they
shift from discourse to writing (e.g., De La Paz et al., 2017; Grooms et al., 2018).
Moreover, findings suggest that graphic organizers promote active learning and
critical thinking, as students engage in organizing and mapping out information,
which fosters deeper cognitive engagement and facilitates the development of higher-
order thinking skills. Diagrams help students categorize information for arguments
(e.g., arguments, counterarguments), such as Nussbaum and Edwards’ (2011)

argumentation vee diagram (AVD). These and other organizational tools are
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particularly beneficial for diverse learners, including those with learning disabilities,
as they can be tailored to meet individual learning needs.

In Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016) AFL framework, computer-mediated
discourse and software design are considered argumentation inhibitors and enablers.
Certainly, TECH may be helpful in facilitating discourse through digital GO, online
discussion forums, and videos -- however future studies are needed to determine how
teachers might incorporate technology in classroom discussions. In the current age of
mis/disinformation, it is crucial to teach students how to strategically evaluate the
credibility of online sources (Wineburg & McGrew, 2019) including those seen or
viewed through applications like Instagram or TikTok. It is also important that
teachers leverage TECH especially as many schools began to offer students electronic
devices with internet connection during the Covid-19 pandemic. In academic settings,
discourse through digital means affords students who may not otherwise participate in
oral discourse, such as ML and SWD, the opportunity to participate. It also provides
students more time to think about what they will say and the opportunity to revise
what they will communicate (de Vries et al., 2002).

In answering our third research question, on the effectiveness of discourse
intent, our findings corroborate Felton et al. (2009) and others who reported that
deliberation is more effective than disputative discourse at helping students learn
disciplinary knowledge (Zhang et al., 2023). This is true in both science (Casado-
Ledesma et al., 2023; Larrain et al., 2018, 2021) and in social studies (De La Paz et
al., 2017; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016), presumably because in both content

domains, as students co-construct knowledge, they can more easily internalize it.
37



Another benefit of deliberation is that it can facilitate written argumentation
by providing a “missing interlocutor” for students (Graff, 2003). Thus, when students
are asked to collaborate to arrive at a consensus, they can resolve differences for the
good of their argument. Moreover, even if students do not arrive at a consensus,
deliberation provides them an opportunity to improve their argument without the
negativity that can arise in disputative argumentation. Furthermore, argumentation
may be hindered by perceptions of interpersonal competition that can diminish
cognitive flexibility and receptiveness to different viewpoints, which can further lead
students to concede prematurely (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016).

This review has shown that SWD, particularly learning disabilities, and ML
can use deliberative discourse to improve their learning, both in terms of content
knowledge (MacArthur et al., 2002; Reisman, 2012) and in their writing (c.f., De La
Paz et al., 2017). Unfortunately, 57% of the studies did not report on the disability
status of participants and 73% did not report on whether students were native
speakers. Struggling learners, especially ML, are less likely to participate in
classroom discourse (Boyd & Rubin, 2002; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). Fortunately,
when teachers provide appropriate scaffolds for SWD and ML learners, struggling
learners have been shown to make comparable learning gains (De La Paz et al., 2023;
Grooms et al., 2018; Relyea et al., 2022).

At a minimum, researchers should report findings regarding vulnerable
populations. In addition, because El, GO, and MODEL are all EBPs for teaching

students with disabilities, studies that report findings for these student populations
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could help researchers understand what, for whom, and under what conditions
interventions work (Langley et al., 2009).

We found that discourse was effectively used to promote student outcomes
across each of the countries in this review. The recent emphasis in American schools
to incorporate discourse (NRC, 2013), and the minimal implementation of discourse
in classrooms (O’Connor & Snow, 2018), suggests that there is much room for
improvement in the United States. It would be interesting to explore whether other
countries have similar struggles in integrating discourse in their classrooms.
Likewise, with the increase in global migration, it would be interesting to compare
results with non-native speakers in other countries to ML in the United States.

NGSS and the C3 framework call for students to hold discussions in their
respective disciplines. Consistent with prior research (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007,
2016; Nystrand et al., 1997), this review showed that students who engaged in
discourse showed improved disciplinary knowledge in both science (e.g., Felton et
al., 2009; Larrain et al., 2018, 2021) and social studies (e.g., MacArthur et al., 2002;
Reisman, 2012). When students discuss their ideas, they can construct knowledge and
learn disciplinary knowledge as they exchange and critique each other’s ideas.

Finally, this study shows that when learning was measured through writing,
students improved their argumentation structure and overall ability to communicate.
This finding is consistent with prior research that shows that discourse can be a bridge
to writing (Shi et al., 2019). The majority of studies in this review contained
argumentation examples of students engaged in deliberative discourse stating a claim,

supporting it with evidence, evaluating the evidence, and making counterclaims and
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rebuttals. Students are then asked to either defend their claim based on the selected
evidence or to build on their claim by collaborating with peers to settle disputes. We
note, however, that holistic writing was only addressed in three studies. This shows
the main focus of most studies was on disciplinary or argumentative writing.
However, there is some evidence that students can improve their general writing
through disciplinary and argumentative writing (e.g., De La Paz et al., 2017).

Limitations

This review has a few limitations. Findings from Casado-Ledesma et al.
(2023), Chen et al. (2019), Gronostay (2019), and de Vries et al. (2002), should be
viewed as tentative as it was not possible to determine ES from these investigations.
Second, nine studies do not clarify whether the explicit instruction and/or modeling
relate to how to hold a discussion or if the supports were used for different purposes.
Finally, while our search methodology was as robust as possible, we may have
unintentionally missed a study that could have been considered in our sample.

Implications for Practice

Curriculum writers should ensure lessons allocate appropriate time for
discourse and focus more on direct instruction (including videos and metacognitive
modeling) and teachers will need to consider the time allotted to each instructional
grouping (Monte-Sano et al., 2021). Thus, when teachers combine discourse in pairs
with small groups and then whole class discussions, students engage in substantive
disciplinary discussions and construct a higher understanding of the disciplinary
knowledge and reasoning. Moreover, deliberation allows students to reason with their

peers collaboratively, whereas disputative argumentation can lead to a combative
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environment in which struggling learners may not feel comfortable participating. All
students benefit from EI, MODEL, and GO in discourse. Students also are likely to
appreciate having the option to engage in electronic discourse, and using tools such as
Google docs allow teachers to see in real time what students are thinking if they type
their discourse in a digital GO. Lastly, teachers can also use video modeling for
students to replay. Video models have been identified as EBP for SWD and have
even been found to be productive for college student writers (Alexander et al., 2023).

Future Research

Future studies should explore how task design (i.e., instructional groupings)
and process support (i.e., scaffolding) impact how students engage in discourse and
disciplinary thinking. Furthermore, studies should expand on discourse instructions
and teacher scaffolding given the promising results provided here and students’ poor
performance on national writing assessments. Research should also investigate the
best ways to use technology in discourse (e.g., blogs, vlogs, etc.), especially as
technology becomes more prevalent in schools. Moreover, the unprecedented rise of
artificial intelligence (Al) poses significant challenges and benefits for educators. Al
chatbots could help students, especially struggling learners, participate in disciplinary
discussion. Productive suggestions on how to use Al for learning (e.g., from
Edutopia, the International Society for Technology in Education, and/or
CommonSense Media) provide suggestions for researchers to explore in discourse

interventions.
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Conclusion

This systematic review illustrates how discourse may be effectively used in
science and social studies classrooms. Discourse may be supported in more than one
way, and still be effective. It is especially effective when students engage in
deliberation. Future researchers should validate new structures and processes that
integrate discourse in interventions and curricula using to push instruction, for
example when using video modeling and technology, and in new content areas, such
as civics education. We believe that doing so will also help students to be equipped
for post-secondary contexts when they consider complex or controversial social

issues that also require a reasoned approach to discussion.
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Chapter 3: Effects of Structured Controversy with and without Guided Support on

Academically and Linguistically Diverse Students’ Historical Thinking

Educators are increasingly encouraged to use discourse to help students make
sense of information they grapple with in history and social studies classrooms (De
La Paz et al., 2014, 2017; Monte-Sano, 2008; Nokes, 2017; Reisman, 2012, 2015;
Reisman et al., 2018). Monte-Sano et al. (2021) note that in history classes, discourse
has the potential to make thinking visible. Moreover, they posit that it is grounded in
sources that explain meaning and creates knowledge that everyone can utilize. Both
the teacher and students draw on points regarding textual evidence from multiple
sources, laying the groundwork for analysis, evaluation, and synthesis. However, as
emphasized by O’Connor and Snow (2018), facilitating discourse requires adequate
student participation and motivation to guarantee equitable access to knowledge,
ensuring the integrity and coherence of the knowledge being shaped, and managing
classroom constraints, including time.

In framing academic controversies through collaborative learning, Johnson
and Johnson (1979, 1985, 1988) state educators should define controversies as
problems in need of solutions rather than win-lose situations. Moreover, in
discussions about academic controversies, students have conflicting ideas and
opinions that they must work through until they reach an agreement. These authors
developed a routine that leads students to engage in deliberation, known as structured
academic controversy (SAC), so that students discuss information and advocate for a
position, analyze, evaluate, and rebut information, and arrive at factual and

judgmental conclusions. In a SAC, students acquire knowledge as they learn to
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employ language and information to interact with others regarding controversies over
facts, definitions, and values (Parker, 2021). The academic content is demanding,
thus requiring instructional supports to construct students’ lacking prior knowledge
and strategies to leverage their funds of knowledge. In addition, instruction also
presents challenges as it requires adept management of small groups alongside
facilitation of reading comprehension and effective interpersonal discourse.

van Drie & van de Ven (2017) describe how students used whole class
discussion to discuss a historical question prior to writing individual texts. In their
exploratory study, they show that students integrated arguments from documents and
whole class discussion. They demonstrate how ideas can evolve “from interpersonal
classroom interactions to intrapersonal individual writing” (p. 537). The primary role
of the teacher is to facilitate the discussion by allocating turns, posing questions,
requesting evidence for claims, and challenging the students’ assertions. Reisman et
al. (2019) found that teacher candidates initially engage students, with high
participation rates, in responding to open-ended questions after the teacher candidates
receive explicit instruction in social studies education coursework. In addition,
discourse can help students make sense of documents and plan before writing
(Monte-Sano et al., 2014; De La Paz et al., 2021). However, students continue to
struggle when writing argumentative essays.

According to the latest National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
writing results from 2011, only 27% of 12" and 8" grade students are at or above
proficient levels of writing performance, and only 5% of students with disabilities

(SWD) are at or above proficient in writing (NCES, 2022). It is noteworthy that
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because the proficiency levels between both grade levels for all students and SWD
are identical, the data shows an absence in growth from middle to high school for
both groups of students.

Clearly, instruction needs to improve to help students make progress in their
writing. There is extant literature on the impact that discourse, specifically
disciplinary discourse, can have on student writing. Interventions that focus on or
utilize argumentative discourse prove effective at improving argumentative writing in
science (Chen et al., 2016) and in history (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021;
Reisman, 2012). Such interventions have also proved effective at improving
argumentative writing for SWD in upper elementary and middle school (De La Paz &
Wissinger, 2017; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016; Wissinger et al., 2021).

According to the U.S. Department of Education, 64.8% of SWD received
special education services in general education classrooms in 2019 (NCES, 2019).
Students with high incidence disabilities account for 77% of students receiving
special education services (Gargiulo & Metcalf, 2023). Moreover, research shows
that SWD are less likely to engage in discussion (Bueso, 2022; Louick & Wang,
2021) and they struggle more to write compared to their neurotypical peers (Dockrell
& Connelly, 2016; Saddler et al., 2017). Our goal in this study is to explore how to
help all students to engage more meaningfully in discussion, as well as how to
transfer their ideas from discourse to writing.

Disciplinary Discourse and Writing

Though students may be familiar with making arguments, they must

differentiate everyday arguments from disciplinary argumentation to read and write in
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secondary contexts (Moje, 2008). National initiatives such as the Common Core
Standards and the C3 Framework for Social Studies have created standards to map
ideas about the development of argumentative milestones, including to prepare
students for civic life (Waring, 2024). The C3 Framework for Social Studies calls on
students to develop disciplinary practices and thinking by engaging in inquiry (NCSS,
2013). In social studies classrooms, particularly history and civics classrooms, inquiry
opens a forum where students can engage in meaningful discussion as they
investigate debatable and complex questions. And, in history, students consider
historical controversies by analyzing diverse sources with conflicting evidence and
ultimately develop conclusions (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021; Grant et al.,
2017; Monte-Sano et al., 2014; Nokes, 2017; Reisman, 2012).

To adequately participate in such controversies, students must acquire the
skills of historical thinking and the dispositions that historians possess. This means
understanding concepts such as contextualization, corroboration, and sourcing
(Wineburg, 1991), historical significance and cause and effect (Seixas, 2006) and
discipline-specific skills to think, read, and write about history (Nokes, 2017).
Historians seek to construct new knowledge by addressing historical questions that
have not been attended to previously or have been misinterpreted in their view
(Nokes & De La Paz, 2018). Understanding why people do these things is likewise an
important disposition.

In contrast, students typically view history as merely fixed events that
happened in the past (Lee, 2005; MacArthur et al., 2002; Nokes & De La Paz, 2018;

Wineburg, 2001). For example, students often have difficulty or are not able to place
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events in appropriate historical context but rather view past events through present-
day standards, values, or worldviews (Reisman, 2015). Students’ aptitudes in
engaging in historical thinking can then be defined by their ability to negotiate
productive solutions through specific skills. Though these skills are challenging,
students can achieve them with proper instruction and supports in reading, thinking,
and writing about history (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017, 2021; Monte-Sano, 2008,
2014, 2017; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016).

Deliberative argumentation can allow students to develop written
argumentation by permitting students to communicate their ideas to the “missing
interlocutor” (Graff, 2003). Chapter 2 presents a synthesis of disciplinary discourse in
science and social studies to improve learning outcomes, including disciplinary
knowledge and writing. We found that deliberation was the most common and most
powerful (i.e., medium to large ES) type of discourse (Casado-Ledesma et al., 2021,
Chen et al., 2016; De La Paz & Wissinger, 2017; De La Paz et al., 2017; De La Paz et
al., 2021; de Vries et al., 2002; Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; van Drie et al., 2005;
Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016).

Theoretical Framework

While originally designed as a means for systematically reviewing empirical
studies, Asterhan and Schwarz (2016) developed an argumentation for learning
(AFL) framework that considers inhibitors and enablers of argumentation such as task
design and process support that help operationalize how argumentation is
conceptualized and studied. The current study uses a well-developed task design (i.e.,

historical controversies, as described below) with all student participants, but it adds
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to the literature by also comparing two types of process support for classroom
discourse and student learning outcomes.

Asterhan & Schwarz (2016) recognize the importance of individual learners’
characteristics as additional enablers or inhibitors of argumentation. Characteristics
such as students’ cognitive levels, motivation, epistemological beliefs, and gender
have all been shown to matter in studies in which these are factored into the data
analysis. We anticipate that these characteristics and others (such as performance on
high stakes social studies tests) will also make a difference in the current study.
However, our analysis did not encompass students’ motivation or epistemological
beliefs, as these variables were neither measured nor available in our dataset.
Additionally, while we report students’ gender, it was not a focal point of our
investigation. This approach aligns with Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016)
recommendation to include gender data for the purpose of facilitating cross-study
comparisons, even when gender is not a primary research objective.

With respect to the characteristics of dialogue, Asterhan and Schwarz, (2016)
suggest that productive dialogue includes deliberative as opposed to disputative
argumentation or consensual co-construction, in which speakers expand or explain
others’ ideas. Therefore, the current study explores diverse students’ actual dialogue
characteristics, to determine whether the different process supports influence different
types of student learners.

Finally, several learning outcomes are suggested in the accompanying
framework. For the purpose of our study, we focus on students’ argumentation and

historical thinking skills during discussion. Our interest lies in how students construct
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arguments and the quality of their historical judgments during discussion. We plan to
look at other learning outcomes by analyzing students’ written arguments in a
subsequent study to seek evidence of additional types of learning. Finally, as noted by
Asterhan & Schwarz (2016), the limited evidence of a causal link between
argumentation and domain specific knowledge gains remains problematic. In
analyzing data collected for this study, we agree that inhibitors and enablers, dialogue
characteristics, and learning outcomes should be researched together.

With respect to task design, each Historical Investigation (HI) provides a
coordinated way to introduce historical thinking, reading, and writing skills. We
employ a cognitive apprenticeship (CA) instructional approach, which is useful when
teaching complex tasks (Collins et al., 1991). Collins et al. (1991) promote CA as
characterized by distinct phases aimed at promoting student mastery through a
gradual release of responsibility, tailored to students’ developing understanding.
Clearly, this instructional approach should help researchers to create developmentally
appropriate historical reasoning tasks for adolescents, and the fact that our approach
has led to positive learning outcomes for a wide range of learners in the past
demonstrates that our task design functions as argumentation enablers.

Current Study

The purpose of this study is to explore how argumentation inhibitors and
enablers moderate dialogue characteristics and learning outcomes, and to describe the
quality of the resulting discourse in ninth-grade US History academically diverse
students. Moreover, the current study explores whether two forms of process support

make a difference with diverse learner groups. We compare two types of structured
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academic controversies with students who receive instruction in co-taught vs. honors
classrooms. In addition, while most instruction was conducted face-to-face, students
watched a video in which adults modeled and gave specific instructions for how
discussion should progress (from hypothesis, to finding and evaluating evidence, to
deliberation).

Prior research has established the viability of a cognitive apprenticeship
approach to teaching students to write historical argumentative essays (De La Paz et
al., 2014, 2017, 2021; Monte-Sano et al., 2014; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016).
However, work is still needed to determine the role of disciplinary discourse as a
means for students to make sense of documents for themselves. Moreover, the
literature points to a need for structure in discourse, both in group formation and in
process support, and deliberative argumentation to achieve positive learning
outcomes (see Chapter 2). The current study aims to provide a rich description of how
two distinct SAC that integrate critical questions during the discussion phase of a CA
approach to instruction work. This study aims to address the following primary
research questions:

1. What is the quality of students’ historical thinking during discussions?

a. What types of dialogue characteristics are evident in small and large
group discussions? Do students engage in deliberative or disputative
argumentation?

b. How do students evaluate sources/make judgments?

2. What can we infer about students with different incoming academic and

cognitive profiles?
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Method

Research Design

This study is a descriptive case study using a multiple-case study design (Yin,
2018) that involves collecting and analyzing data from two teachers in three class
periods (called Mods in the participating district). Case studies permit in-depth
analysis of a case, and having multiple cases allows for cross-case analysis to detect
patterns across cases (Yin, 2018). The case study design was selected because it
offers rich, in-depth, and insightful descriptions of the relationship between student
discourse and discourse structure, as well as the quality of the discourse, by
identifying similarities and contrasts across cases (Merriam, 1998). According to
Miles & Huberman (1994), including multiple cases in a study can bolster “the
precision, the validity, and the stability of the findings” (p. 29).

In this study, we explored three cases, which are detailed below. The first case
(henceforth, “Co-taught”) examined how four students used an enhanced SAC (i.e.,
one that provided an explicit, guided routine for deliberation) to support discussion in
one of the teachers’ co-taught classrooms. Students in co-taught classrooms generally
had more learning challenges than students in other settings regardless of whether
they had disabilities or not. The second case involved a different, four-student group
with the same teacher (henceforth, “Honors 1”” who used the enhanced SAC
(henceforth, “SAC+G”) in her honors Mod. Doing so allowed us to compare the same
process supports with students with differing incoming cognitive characteristics.

Lastly, the third case (henceforth “Honors 2°) involved four students in a different
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honors Mod, with a teacher who used Johnson and Johnson’s (1988) original
approach to holding a SAC to drive discussion. Students in honors classes generally
exceeded academically compared to peers in other settings. The purpose of the
contrast between Honors 1 and Honors 2 classes was to explore how students with
similar academic and cognitive profiles used different discourse structures. In the
larger project, the second author had an MOU with the school district that specifies
provision of six historical investigations that address topics specified by the district,
along with teacher professional development (PD). Much of this has been described
elsewhere, and results from the first two years of our work has been published or
presented at national educational research conferences. Finally, there is ample
published empirical evidence on the use of the overall approach (i.e., a CA approach
to reading, thinking and writing historical essays) in terms of improving culturally,
linguistically, and academically diverse middle and high school students’ written
argumentative essays.

In our approach, students spend one day annotating, one day discussing and
one day writing about historical controversies. To extend previous work, we focused
on two opportunities: (a) teachers had been observed to struggle eliciting students’
historical thinking (i.e., sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization) during small
and whole class discussions (especially so with students who have been identified as
having LD or who are ML); and (b) we have yet to uncover the degree to which
critical questions or a structured approach to deliberation lead to improved

disciplinary discussions.
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While all U.S. history teachers in the district had access to the instructional
materials (in digital and traditional formats, with differentiated reading and writing
scaffolds and translated primary source documents) and personalized PD, in the
current academic year we worked with two purposefully selected high schools, with
very different student demographics, and eight ninth grade US history teachers.

Setting and Participants

The study took place at one high school. This was necessary as the lead social
studies teacher at the second high school opted for a lesson on a different historical
topic for the fifth HI. We collected teacher fidelity data at each school and student
work (written annotations and final essays) from students whose parents consented to
provide us with demographic information (e.g., social studies assessment scores,
disability status, primary language, etc.). Student participants were purposefully
selected using additional criteria: (a) attendance in a participating teacher’s class
period for both semesters; and (b) teacher nomination and student confirmation that
the student was comfortable speaking with peers in small group discussions.

Cresswell High School (CHS)

Data were collected in three, ninth-grade US history Mods in a middle to
upper income suburban, public high school in the mid-Atlantic region of the United
States. According to the latest available data from the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) for the 2022-23 school year, the school has a low poverty rate as
measured by FARM data, with 13.8% of students qualifying. The racial
demographics at CHS are as follows: 0.4% American Indian/Alaska Native, 7.6%

Asian, 20.2% Black, 12% Hispanic, 0.2% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 54.2%
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White, and 5.2% two or more races. CHS used an A/B-day block schedule, whereby
students attend the class every other day, and each period consist of 71 minutes.
Teachers

Ms. Adams is a White, female teacher in her first year as a teacher. The
previous school year, she interned at the same school with a ninth-grade US history
teacher who had also participated in the second author’s research. Later that year, she
became a substitute teacher for another participating ninth grade US history teacher
who took a leave of absence. Ms. Adams routinely provided instruction that was
responsive to the needs of her students. She created additional scaffolds to help
students remember content in previous lessons. She also showed great rapport with
her co-teacher and discussed the instructional goals and purpose of the stages of the
cognitive apprenticeship during planning meetings. Her high level of energy was an
asset to instruction, and her pacing of lesson content was appropriate.

Mrs. Fern is a White, veteran female teacher. She was the department chair
(DC) at CHS, and she actively engaged with the researchers and her fellow teachers
in the larger study. She facilitated collection of consent forms and communicated
intended adaptations of researcher lesson plans for feedback before use. She also led
most US history meetings, though she encouraged the rotation of leading the
meetings among her colleagues. Due to her role as DC, Mrs. Fern only taught one
honors US history Mod, though she also taught a Mod of AP psychology. Mrs. Fern
won a prestigious statewide social studies award, the Civic Education Coalition Civic
Leader of the Year award, during the year our study took place. She also actively

participated with the researchers in prior years of the research practice partnership
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(RPP). Finally, she provided high fidelity to teaching the HI using a CA approach to
instruction for this study.

Students

Seventy-two ninth-grade students participated in the current study. Table 3.1
shows the demographic information for all students in the six Mods. All participating
students were familiar with the first author, who was present to conduct the audio
recording. We selected one Mod from Ms. Adams to represent the teacher’s overall
population (i.e., all Mods), taking care to reflect the same demographics. Since Mrs.
Fern only taught one US History Mod, this was not possible.

We then purposefully selected four students from each of the selected Mods
considering (a) demographics (i.e., gender, IEP, 504), (b) performance on a district
history assessment at the beginning of the school year, and (c) adequate discourse
data for each student based on transcripts. In addition, students had to be in the same
small group. Twelve students comprised the final sample (see Table 3.2). All student
names provided are pseudonyms.

Co-Taught

Two pairs of students (Ford and Kristen, and Bryce and Julius) were taught by
Ms. Adams, in her third period co-taught Mod. The co-taught Mods included SWD
and students without disabilities. Two of the students were identified as SWD; Ford
had a learning disability (LD), and Bryce had a diagnosis of other health impairment
(OHI). The co-taught Mods included a special educator and a paraprofessional, who
both were present during instruction. Ms. Adams used our SAC+G to guide the

classroom discussion. The co-teacher pulled out students to the library who did not
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have consent to participate. The 12 target students were present in the classroom.
Students sat in pairs, and an audio recorder was placed on the table between the
students to capture their discussions.

Honors 1

The second case, Honors 1, consisted of two pairs (Heather and Rex, and Jake
and Taylor) in Ms. Adam’s fifth Mod. There were 31 students in the classroom, with
no pull-out groups. The seating arrangement was similar to the co-taught Mod, and
the audio recorder was similarly placed to capture the student pair’s discussion. While
Ms. Adams circulated the classroom during discussion activities, the large number of
students precluded her from interacting with some of the students in this case. Ms.
Adams used the SAC+G with this Mod as well. The school held mandated
assessments on the originally scheduled Day 2 of the HI. Thus, students returned to
the task four days after Day 1 due to the A/B block schedule.

Honors 2

Mrs. Fern led the third case (Honors 2), which consisted of four students,
Paisley, Nel, Yogi, and Isle. Mrs. Fern used an SAC that students used in similar
discussion activities in previous Hls. Her setup for the day comprised small groups of
four students. Students sat in groups of four, and the audio recorder was placed on
one desk within recording distance of all group members. The structure of the
discussion included four steps, and each step consisted of a small group discussion
followed by a whole class debrief. There were 30 students present in the classroom at
the time of the study. Students in this Mod, just as in Ms. Adams’ Honors 1, also

missed the original Day 2 due to the mandated assessment.
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Task Design

We created a series of HIs for the cooperating school district in prior years of
the project. This study focuses on HI 5, the final investigation in which students
discussed contrasting sources together before writing (see Table 3.3 for an overview
of the six historical investigations). Students explored one central historical question
(CHQ) in each investigation. Our original goal was that students learn to develop a
particular stance that is supported by evidence and makes sourcing, contextualization,
and corroboration judgments (determining the influence of and reliability of the
source, the context, and the quality of the author’s facts and examples in relationship
with the overall CHQ). Specific scaffolds, or tools to help teachers and students
engage in this type of thinking have been described as IREAD and How to Write, or
H2W, have been well described in published reports with culturally, linguistically,
and academically diverse students (see De La Paz, Otarola, and Butler, 2023 for a
report on the use of virtual professional development using this approach with high
school social studies teachers during the pandemic).

The CHQ for HI5 asked students to consider whether the construction of the
inner-city harbor, “Harborplace”, in the late 1970s in Baltimore would improve life in
the city and based on their reasoning to decide whether they would have voted to
approve the construction of the inner harbor at the time in which it was debated.
Students are provided with background information and primary sources related to
the CHQ. Instruction during the three days is modeled after prior HI instruction (De
La Paz et al., 2022). The focus of this study is the discussion, which occurs during the

second day of instruction. Students in the co-taught Mod read and analyzed two
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documents, while students in the honors Mods analyzed four documents (see
Appendix A). The documents detailed the various potential impacts of the
construction of Harborplace. Two documents had a more positive perspective upon
the construction, such as the potential for increased economic activity. The other two
had a less favorable perspective upon its construction, such as the displacement that
occurred in poor, predominantly African American neighborhoods.

Structured Academic Controversy

The SAC is designed to engage students in structured, cooperative debates on
controversial issues, fostering critical thinking, perspective-taking, and collaborative
problem-solving skills (Johnson & Johnson, 1979, 1985, 1988). Students in Honors 2
used a SAC and were provided with critical questions to guide students’ historical
thinking. Using the SAC promotes higher-order thinking skills, such as analysis,
evaluation, and synthesis (Nathan & Lee, 2004). Johnson and Johnson (1988) outline
that the teacher’s responsibilities include defining the objectives, preparing for the
activity, explaining and structuring the task and controversy, supervising student
performance and intervening when necessary, and evaluating and reflecting on the
lesson. Initially, we provided teachers with a SAC designed for use in student small
groups, allowing teachers to determine the group size at their discretion.

The original SAC graphic organizer begins with students discussing and
documenting their group's initial ideas on the historical investigation. Teachers offer
students at least two options for the CHQ. Students then decide whether they support
one perspective of the CHQ and provide evidence in the form of quotations from one

of two texts that align with that perspective, promoting corroboration. Subsequently,
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students repeat this process for the opposing perspective. Finally, students discuss
two questions: one regarding the author's perspective and the other concerning their
final decision. The question about the author's perspective is designed to prompt
students to evaluate the author's reliability or credibility critically. The teacher then
reconvenes the class for a final discussion on students' decisions regarding the CHQ
and their evaluations of the authors' perspectives. Following this discussion, students
record their final stance on the CHQ, which they use to prepare for writing a final
essay. In sum, the SAC method is grounded in the principles of cooperative learning
and encompasses active engagement and critical thinking to understand and respect
differing viewpoints.
Guided Structured Academic Controversy

In an observation of a previous HI two months prior to the HI in the current
study, we noted a lack of participation from most students in the discussion.
Moreover, students appeared confused by the CHQ, and Ms. Adams had to clarify
what the CHQ was asking. The field notes indicated that more students became
engaged in the discussion as the teacher circulated but overall had more off-topic
conversations than on-topic. This was consistent with prior observations on Day 2 of
HI, so we decided to revise how students could engage in discussion. Students in Ms.
Adams’ co-taught and honors Mods used a more supportive and guided SAC. The
SAC+G (SAC plus guided support), which we used as process support, was designed
to be responsive to SWD’s needs. It is based on the general premise that providing

explicit instructions to students, in the use of a turn and talk routine (Swanson et al.,
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2019), and in the use of modeling and using a graphic organizer leads to increased
discourse engagement and quality.

Students were prompted to engage in domain general and disciplinary reading
utilizing the IREAD tool and critical questions for evaluating sources and evidence.
Next, students began discussion in pairs, then each pair merged with another pair to
create a small group of four students who engaged in further discussion before a
teacher-led whole class discussion. Before its use in class, teachers showed students a
video where members of the research team modeled its use. This allowed students to
have explicit instruction in disciplinary discussion, which was intended to help them
to visualize themselves engaging in discourse, potentially leading to more students
participating during instruction, and ideally, higher quality discourse. We modeled
this after Casado-Ledesma et al. (2023), though they used students as participants in
the video modeling.

Teachers guided students in small group and large group discussion,
incorporating discussion facilitation suggested by Monte-Sano et al. (2017) and
Swanson et al. (2019). As students engaged in discussion, they completed a graphic
organizer (GO) to record their ideas (see Figure 3.2). Students subsequently selected
ideas from the discussions independently, utilizing the completed GO as a planning
tool to organize textual evidence they deemed most credible and the judgments that
supported their beliefs. Completing the graphic organizer resulted in key information

that could be effectively used when composing their historical arguments.
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Data Collection

Data included teacher and student audio recordings, permanent products
(written graphic organizers, digital work), semi-structured interviews with teachers
after data collection, and field notes. Target student groups were audio recorded.
During whole class discussion, one audio recorder captured discussion between the
teacher and her students. The semi-structured interviews took place one week after
the instruction via a virtual meeting. This gave teachers an opportunity to reflect on
how the discussion unfolded, suggestions for future modifications (i.e., informal
social validity check), and to answer the first author’s questions. We examined five
student transcripts of audio recordings ranging from 28 to 35 minutes. These
transcripts come from audio that was edited to only include the relevant discussion
(e.g., video modeling was not included, periods of silence). All audio recordings were
transcribed using online software (Rev). Finally, we used observations, field notes,

and interview data to compare with audio recordings for triangulation.

Data Analysis

Our approach to conducting a cross-case analysis (Yin, 2018) of classroom
discourse compared classes using the SAC+G (comparing students in the co-taught
class with Honors 1) and compared outcomes in Honors 1 and Honors 2 (with the
original SAC and SAC+G). We did not compare the co-taught class to Honors 2
because we anticipated that SWD were at a disadvantage without significant support

in the highly structured routine.
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The discourse analysis in the current study requires an in-depth analysis of
how students’ discussion was developed to unpack the relationships between small
group and whole class discourse and the development of historical thinking. The unit
of analysis was an utterance contributing to the development of knowledge. We
analyzed each utterance, which we define as one turn at talk, for codes. Chen et al.
(2016) suggested researchers study separate stages in discourse, and we adapted their
approach in science to our work. The three stages are: (1) identifying distinct
activities within a class, (2) identifying events within an activity, and (3) analyzing
data related to discussion by using a cross-case analysis method.

An activity constituted a step of the SAC+G graphic organizer, which could
include more than one related question, such as Q1 and Q2 (see Figure 3.2). This was
similar for Honors 2, though each question of the SAC+G constituted a step and an
activity for this case. An event would constitute the responses uttered by the students
and teachers related to an activity. Where applicable, we used multiple codes for the
same utterance.

Sixteen codes emerged: initial answer, final answer, reasons (for and against),
evidence, sourcing, contextualizing, causal inferencing, rebuttal, quality of facts,
corroboration, reaffirm, elaborate, add idea, oppose idea, and prompt or question.
Utterances not directly relevant to the task were coded as other. Next, the codes were
organized into historical thinking based on the literature: evidence, sourcing,
contextualization, causal inferencing, quality of facts, and corroboration. All

transcripts were double coded by the first author and by a researcher familiar with the
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larger project to determine interrater reliability. Interrater reliability was calculated at
87% exact agreement. Any disagreements were resolved through discussion.

The semi-structured interviews with the teachers were systematically analyzed
and coded. The following themes emerged: (a) structure increased struggling
learners’ engagement in discussion; (b) the quality of discussion was overall higher
quality compared to other lessons; (c) writing and discussing was overwhelming for
some students prior to SAC+G; and (d) honors students in Ms. Adams’ Mod
participated less than other peers and required extrinsic motivation to engage in
discussion. In addition, we analyzed the students’ graphic organizers and field notes
from a prior HI.

To measure the quality of historical thinking discourse, we adapted historical
thinking writing rubrics for sourcing (Nokes, 2017) and contextualization (Monte-
Sano & De La Paz, 2012). In line with Nokes’ (2017) scoring for sourcing, we used a
spectrum and focused on whether students mentioned the source, whether students
used ahistorical thinking in their attempts to source, and whether students used
sourcing information to critically evaluate sources (see Table 3.4 for examples). In
scoring for contextualization, we focused on the degree to which students accurately
identified and situated their arguments within the appropriate temporal, spatial, and
situational frameworks, thereby linking related events (see Table 3.5 for examples).
We scored the transcripts similarly to how a written product would be scored. All
transcripts were scored by the first author and by a researcher familiar with the larger
project to determine interrater reliability. Interrater reliability was calculated at 89%

exact agreement. Any disagreements were resolved through discussion.
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Results

We report the results of this cross-case analysis by research question,
comparing the co-taught Mod with Honors 1, and comparing Honors 1 with Honors
2. We captured utterances as argumentative and historical thinking. Argumentative
encompassed utterances that reaffirmed ideas, elaborated ideas, added ideas, opposed
ideas, rebutted ideas, and prompted or questioned ideas further. Historical thinking
included utterances related to textual evidence, sourcing, contextualization, causal
inferencing, quality of facts, and corroboration. We also corroborate students’
transcripts with their written graphic organizers. Finally, we include the teachers’

semi-structured interviews to support the research questions’ findings.

RQ1: What is the quality of students’ historical thinking during discussions, and

do students engage in deliberative or disputative argumentation?

To answer the second research question, we first examined the utterances that
involved historical thinking. Historical thinking was comprised of utterances related
to using evidence, sourcing, contextualizing, causal inferencing, quality of facts, and
corroboration. The AFL framework facilitated the coding of these utterances through
process support, specifically discourse instructions. Our instructions prompted
students to think like historians, so we asked questions about the source and the
evaluation of documents using historical judgments (e.g., contextualization). Next, we
examined the quality of students’ use of sourcing, which we modified from Nokes
(2017) and is found in Table 3.4, and the quality of contextualization, which we

modified from Monte-Sano and De La Paz (2012) and is found in Table 3.5. Finally,
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we looked at the overall arguments students made to determine whether they engaged
in deliberative or disputative argumentation. We utilized the AFL framework during
coding as we looked at the process support, specifically discourse instructions and
teacher scaffolding. Our instructions were designed to engage students in deliberative

argumentation, and the teacher scaffolding supported such discussions.

Similarities in Historical Thinking Between Co-taught and Honors 1

The total numbers of historical thinking utterances in Co-taught and Honors 1
were similar (see Figure 3.5). This demonstrates that students in Co-taught engaged in
historical thinking to the same degree. For example, Ford used causal inferencing in
the following statement, “Basically | say yes because due to the amount of how much
entertainment and how much shop opportunities there will be and whatnot in that
area, it will cause the people to probably go there more often and have jobs there for
some people that cannot get a job normally.” Ford inferred a cause-and-effect
relationship between the construction of Harborplace and the attraction of people to
the area, which led to more jobs. Similarly, Heather made the following observation,
“Yeah, it's all about the displacement of, I don’t know, lower class citizens of
Baltimore. This particularly affected Black Americans who had moved in and are
now being displaced, meaning more crowded poor areas and homelessness.” Heather
implied a cause-and-effect relationship with displacement leading to crowding and
homelessness.

Students in Co-taught and Honors 1 used corroboration, and Ms. Adams

prompted students in both classes. During step 6, she asked each Mod if the
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documents agreed, to which most students responded no. Ford explained how the
documents did not agree, “I would say that they do not quite agree because Document
A talks about how all these things are going to possibly be happening to the city and
whatnot and people are not quite reassured of it and plus they're kicking people out of
their homes just to build things, which is a bad thing for a popularity rate. But with
Document B, it's talking about how the opportunities of jobs that could possibly
happen if that harbor thing is built.” In Honors 1, Rex concurred that the documents
did not agree and provided a simpler explanation, “Because they have different
opinions.” Ford articulated his corroboration judgment at a higher level than Rex, as
he provided solid reasoning compared to Rex’s basic explanation. Furthermore, when
asked about the quality of the discussion, Ms. Adams responded: “The discussion was

really good. | would say... compared to like regular lesson discussions.”

Differences in Historical Thinking Between Co-taught and Honors 1

The quality of the historical judgments differed, as students’ discourse varied
based on their ability to critically analyze sources using multiple historical thinking
skills. For example, Bryce attempted contextualization (italicized), “All right, so | had
document B... so it's pro African American in this time, which is huge, so they just
want more job opportunities for the less fortunate.” Bryce showed that context is
important by emphasizing it as “huge”, but he did not go further with his judgment,
giving it a score of a Level 2. By contrast, Taylor’s contextualization was more
sophisticated, “Our author has lived in Baltimore for a while, so he knows the area

and knows a lot of people in the area probably. So, he would understand the problems
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that are going in all Baltimore.” Taylor implied that the author is a long-term resident
of Baltimore, so he was more likely to be informed about the city. This is an example
of a Level 4 contextualization judgment.

The quality of sourcing judgments also differed between students in Co-taught
and Honors 1. Julius made the following judgment, “On the document perspective,
it's from Ron Howell, a reporter for the Baltimore Sun, and his answer is no to
whether or not he supports the building of the Harborplace in Baltimore because this
quote from the source he said that ‘this project will have an effect on the future racial
socioeconomic makeup of several Baltimore neighborhoods’.” Julius properly
attributed the source of the document but did not critique the document to strengthen
his argument. This is an example of a Level 2 sourcing judgment. On the other hand,
Heather made a more elaborate sourcing judgment:

“So, | guess, the first source's perspective, the author is Ron Howell, and he
wrote for the Baltimore Sun, so it's a pretty credible source right there already,
they were pretty popular. And yeah, in good favor in journalism | guess. So
yeah, he was talking in favor really. He interviewed Mr. Quayle, Quayle, I
don't know — who's one of the leading voices in the anti-displacement
organization there. And so he was speaking in favor of those being displaced
by other upper class citizens. And it was really to inform people about just
how big the impact is going to be for a lot of Black Americans that were
displaced from revitalized neighborhoods and what the impact would be the

city as a whole.”

Like Julius, Heather noted the basic sourcing information (e.g., author, publication)

but critiqued the document to strengthen her argument. She delved into the reliability
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of a journalist and their purpose (“to inform”). This is an example of a Level 4

sourcing judgment.

Similarities in Argumentation Between Co-taught and Honors 1

Students in both Mods made similar argumentative moves (see figure 3.3).
The only major difference was in opposing ideas, in which students in Honors 1 did
not make any such utterances. Through their argumentative utterances, students in
both Mods demonstrated elements of deliberation in answering the CHQ. For
example, students in Co-taught did not change their answer to the CHQ from their
initial answer to their final answer. Kristen and Julius answered “no”, and Bryce and
Ford answered “yes”. Despite not coming to a consensus, these students showed some
signs of engaging in deliberation as they weighed each other’s ideas, acknowledged
them, and were open to others’ ideas. Furthermore, they did not dispute each other by
trying to persuade one another of their answers. Students in Honors 1 had varying
responses initially. For example, Heather answered “both”, Jake answered “no”, and
Taylor and Rex answered “yes”, and Heather and Jake later changed their response to
“yes” in their final answer, as indicated by their graphic organizers. This suggests
deliberation among these students, as they constructed knowledge and their argument
together and arrived at a consensus.

Below is an excerpt from Honors 1 that illustrates the class constructing an
argument together.

Ms. Adams (22:45): “...Document B, what do we got? Yeah.”
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Student 1 (22:52): “In general, document B is pretty supportive towards it as
most of the article was talking about how it's recruiting qualified minorities to
join its staft.”

Ms. Adams (23:03): “Okay.”

Student 2 (23:04): “For not just the construction, but the years to come if they
need workers for it.”

Ms. Adams (23:07): “Yeah. What types of jobs do you need in an aquarium?”
Taylor (23:11): “Gift shop.”

Ms. Adams (23:12): “Yeah, you got a gift shop, someone’s got to take the
tickets. Someone has to clean the glass when people slobber on it. [Student
317

Student 3 (23:19): “People who take care of the animals.”

Ms. Adams (23:20): “People who take care of the animals. It would be like
you can't just have the gift shop running and then being like, I don't know,
those fish just swim around and we don’t know what to do with them.”

In reviewing the advertisement from the Baltimore Afro-American (see Appendix A),
Ms. Adams allowed the students to choose in which direction to go. Once the students
discussed a topic of interest (e.g., jobs for minorities), she helped the students
elaborate on the types of jobs. Students could borrow from these ideas as they built
their own argument.

In both cases, one student from each pair demonstrated initiative in leading
the conversation. In the Co-taught Mod, for example, Bryce and Ford contributed first
at each step and at one point prompted their partners for a response. In Honors 1,
Hannah and Jake played a similar role, often beginning the discussion. Figure 3.3
shows the frequency of argumentative moves between the co-taught Mod and Honors
1. Students made similar number of moves to reaffirm, elaborate, add ideas, and

prompt or question each other to build an argument. Below is an excerpt of Ford,
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Kristen, and Ms. Adams engaging in a sensemaking discussion in the Co-taught Mod
that shifts to an argumentative discussion.

Ford (00:58): “So, it's basically talking about on how the harbor should be
improved in life by doing all these external things and whatnot and add them
into the city.”

Ms. Adams (01:13): “What do you think?”

Kristen (01:16): “Whether, I think they'll improve it or not?”’

Ms. Adams (01:19): “It can be either. What do you think the question's really
asking? What could be some of the perspectives?”

Kristen (01:25): “I don't think it will improve it because it was asking people
to move and stuff. So, it was affecting people.”

Ms. Adams (01:35): “And what could've been the other argument for that?
What do you think?”

Ford (01:44): “Well, I think it'll improve it actually because you're expanding
more to a public area where people can set up businesses and that's more job
opportunities for people in cities and more income coming in, more

fluctuations. I think that'll improve.”

Ford and Kristen both added ideas, and Ford elaborated on his idea at the end
of the excerpt. Ms. Adams prompted Kristen, who was quite shy, for her opinion.
After Kristen responded that she did not believe the construction would help, Ms.
Adams asked for a different argument, and Ford added his argument for the
construction of Harborplace. Ford, Kristen, and Ms. Adams engaged in the beginning
stages of argumentation. Similarly, in Honors 1, Jake and Taylor held an
argumentative discussion, as illustrated below.

Jake (00:09): “What'd you find about document A?”
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Taylor (00:11): “So with document A, I found that a lot of the refugees, you
could say, well, essentially less fortunate people that are being kicked out of
this area because their houses either being foreclosed or they're selling them.
And then rich people were coming in, buying up their property, fixing it up to
make it look very nice, and then selling it for a higher price. And they're doing
this to neighborhoods and blocks. And they're not having any space where the
less fortunate people, or for people [to] have any space to live because they

don't really have any affordable housing.”

Jake (02:47): “So for our historical question, the construction of Harbor Place
would be beneficial to the growth of Baltimore because it added tourists
industry since all the actual industry got taken away. And Baltimore is known
for bad things, so it'd be nice if they incorporated that. So, it would be added
for good things.”

Taylor (03:12): “For me, my personal opinion, this construction, it's done so
much to people. They got kicked out of their homes, and they had to rebuild
and all that stuff. But what is coming after could possibly have good impact

on that city because you can bring in more people with it.”

Students in both cases demonstrated an understanding of the CHQ and

identified reasons for and against the construction of the Harborplace, adding ideas

and elaborating on ideas. They both identified displacement of people and some

economic benefit as reasons to support or not support the construction.

However, not all discourse was argumentative. Asterhan and Schwarz (2016)

made a distinction between argumentation and explanation based on the purpose of

the dialogue. Thus, though the dialogue may sound similar, the distinguishing factor

is the purpose. Below is an excerpt of consensual co-construction, a form of

explanation:
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Bryce: Yeah. What do you think about construction of Harborplace in
Baltimore, do you think it improves life?

Julius: No.

Bryce: Why not?

Julius: | feel like money could be used towards homelessness, poverty.
Bryce: Yeah, that's true. The money could be used towards that, but it also
opens a more public area where small businesses could be opened up and
provide and provide more opportunities for less fortunate people like
homeless people.

Julius: Yeah, I didn't think about it that way.

Both students provide their answer to the CHQ and reasons to support their answer.
The purpose of their discussion is to explain their thinking rather than to make an
argument.

Below is an excerpt of Jake and Taylor’s discussion regarding whether the
construction would be beneficial.

Jake (08:23): “My personal opinion, the construction Harbor Place, it will not
improve life.”

Taylor (08:29): “My opinion is that it will improve life because it’s jobs to
minorities, and also is opening up big revenue streams for the city of
Baltimore. That should overall improve life.”

Jake (08:42): Yep. The reason why | say no, this will not improve is because,
they're basically kicked people out of their homes this entire time just trying to
build this, and so they're basically not going to be able to come back to where
they used to live. So that forces them out of their home to try to find a new
home when they're still limited on money. (0:18)

Jake and Taylor provided their personal opinion, but they did not engage in
disputative argumentation or deliberative argumentation in this example. Rather, Jake

reaffirmed Taylor’s opinion in the beginning of his second utterance and then
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elaborated on his opinion with a solid reason. This is an example of Asterhan &
Schwarz’s (2009a; 2016) consensual co-construction dialogue characteristic, which
suggests that students were focused on making sense of the documents as opposed to

arguing with them.

Differences in Argumentation Between Co-taught and Honors 1

The excerpts above also demonstrate that the detail provided by the students
differs. Jake and Taylor provided greater argumentative detail, unprompted by Ms.
Adams, than Ford and Kristen. Another difference between the pairs’ discussion was
Taylor alluded to reasons to support and not support the construction. Kristen
suggested she would not support the construction and provided a reason when
prompted by Ms. Adams, and Ford suggested he would support it. Neither Ford nor

Kristen addressed a different perspective.

Similarities in Historical Thinking Between Honors 1 and Honors 2

Echoing Ms. Adams’ reflection on the quality of the discussion, Mrs. Few
said, “I would say that the quality of the discussion was really good, very, very
strong.” Students in Ms. Adams’ Mod and in Mrs. Fern’s Mod had a similar number
of sourcing utterances (see Figure 3.6). Moreover, the quality of the contextualization
judgments was similar. Hannah made the following statement during the whole class
discussion, “And on the other hand, it's a pretty credible and still now pretty credible
news source. And this was one of, | don't know what employment in magazines
looked like for African Americans at this time. But | think that this was going out to

the Black families that had been kicked out themselves, and | think... But | mean, as a
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whole, it was probably pretty credible. But yeah, | would yeah.” Hannah discussed
the reliability but also the context of the source, as it was an advertisement for jobs in
the Harborplace, and its target audience was African Americans in Baltimore. This is
an example of a Level 4 contextualization judgment.

Similarly, students in Mrs. Fern’s Mod made high-level contextualization
judgments, as seen in the following excerpt during a whole class discussion:

Mrs. Fern (06:11): “What do we know about the time period? What is some
information we know about this period of time that might help us to answer
the question?”

Paisley (06:22): “The civil rights movement was happening and at the time a
lot of middle income or wealthy White people had left because of de-
industrialization. So, to get people back to the city they were trying to make
over or make it be more appealing to White people again, the wealthy White
people. So, they were displacing people out of their homes to try and make it
seem more appealing and moving them. But that wasn't great because they
were moving the minorities and a lot of it centered around the civil rights
movement because there's a lot of protesting and things like that in
Baltimore.”

Mrs. Fern (07:07): “Outstanding, outstanding contextualization. That's a
massive, amazing judgment.”

Student 1 (07:14): “There was stagflation.”

Mrs. Fern (07:15): “Ah, yes. Good one. Another important thing we know

about the time period.”

Mrs. Fern prompted students for contextual information, and Paisley provided two
pieces of contextual information, the Civil Rights Movement and de-industrialization.
Another student mentioned stagflation in the economy, which students knew was a

bad economic situation as it was provided in the vocabulary for this HI. The excerpt
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shows contextualization at a Level 4. Mrs. Few agreed that the level of historical
thinking was high, adding, “I heard a couple of kids you know make judgments of
maybe what you know the author was trying to convey, or what their angle might be,
kids who threw out ideas that | wouldn't, that I didn't, think of. So, | would say it was
a very good discussion.” In sum, both Mods showed high levels of historical thinking

in their discussions.

Differences in Historical Thinking Between Honors 1 and Honors 2

Students in Honors 2 also had more utterances in corroboration, quality of
facts, and using evidence. Moreover, students in Honors 2 had twice the number of
contextualization judgments as the students in Honors 1. Furthermore, the quality of
the sourcing in both cases varied. In Honors 1, the following excerpt demonstrates
high-quality sourcing and argumentation:

Taylor (19:14): “So, with ours, we read over it and read some of the footnotes.
And we saw that [Ron Howell] who wrote this article works for the Baltimore
Sun, which is a magazine. And also, has lived in Baltimore for a while. So, we
were saying that the source is reliable, because there's nothing really for him
to benefit of if he is to lie so they can [inaudible] very well. And also, since he
knows the Baltimore area a lot, that he would know the most information and
get the actual real story.”

Heather (19:47): “Yeah. [Jake], what do you think about that?”

Jake (19:49): “I think it... You said all the words I was going to say. But just
because the Baltimore Sun, | don't know why he would lie about stuff that's
happening in town.”

Heather (19:49): “Because it was very factual.”

Jake (19:49): “Yeah. Yeah.”
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Taylor (20:05): “Because there's no real reason to lie.”
Jake (20:06) “Because if you lie, you're caught.”
Heather (20:09): “And the Baltimore Sun is a very credible newspaper even

now.”
In this discussion, three of the four students in Honors 1 participated substantively.
Moreover, Taylor provided a Level 4 sourcing judgment by not only providing
sourcing information but also judging the author’s reliability. It is also evident that
students engaged in deliberation, as they collaborated to construct an argument,
specifically that the author was reliable because he worked at a renowned newspaper
in Baltimore.

By contrast, students in Honors 2 engaged in lower-level sourcing. The
sourcing excerpt is an example:

Nel (25:25): “Okay. | said | selected the perspective of the author of document
B. I put document B but I spell it B-E, | don't know why | do that. Because
they give excerpts from news articles.”

Paisley (25:39): “I said that overall, it's like documents based off of their
evidence, who the author is and what their intention may be. | selected the
perspective of document D because they have a lot of statistics and research in
it. And it comes from, they did a conference or a press conference where they
talked all about... Is that this one where they... Yeah, they did a press
conference and all of the leaders of it talked all about it. But they could be
embellishing or lying about it. But because of who they are as people and their

jobs, I selected document D.”

Nel and Taylor attempted to source the documents they mentioned, but they did not
provide the specific sourcing information. This is a Level 1 sourcing judgment. While

they understood that documents have authors, they did not explicitly state that. This is
76



most likely due to the differences in the structure of the SAC. The SAC+G used in
Honors 1 explicitly asked students who the authors of the documents were. The
process support differed as the graphic organizer used in Honors 2 did not explicitly

ask students to source the documents.

Argumentation in Honors 1 and Honors 2

Students in both Honors Mods also provided rebuttals, seeing both sides of the
issue. Below is such an instance in Honors 1:

Rex (11:04): “I believe it will, because it will for the upper class, but it won't
for the lower class, since the lower class will be kicked out their homes. But
the upper class would be able to find newer jobs, better place to live, a cleaner
environment, and just in general, a better place to be in.”

Heather (11:28): “Yeah, so it would really just benefit upper class citizens by
giving them the luxury of the aquariums, of all these different things, and
really just judging by Document two, the only really chance... The only
benefit this would bring is jobs like being a janitor, all that jazz. In the
Baltimore aquarium for example. But really, that's the only benefit that they'd
be getting, and that's, yeah, it really does just benefit wealthy people in the
city.”

Rex weighed both sides and though he said he believed the construction will improve

life in the city, he added the caveat that it would only be for the wealthy since lower-

income people would be displaced. In a prior step, Heather similarly weighed both

sides. Both students had strong rebuttals for whichever position they ultimately took.
In Honors 2, students also weighed both sides carefully. The following

excerpt demonstrates instances of students making a rebuttal:
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Paisley (17:36): “Okay. With document B or document two, | agree. |
would've voted for it because it's creating jobs for minorities, which kind of
counter... | don't know what that word is, but it kind of evens out the playing
field because the argument was that people were getting displaced and that
they were losing their jobs in their area, especially minorities. But if they were
creating jobs, then they could get money to move back where they used to live
or just have enough money to sustain themselves. And | used, ‘If they
recognize the need to hire minorities.” And | also used, ‘If the Baltimore
Aquarium is to be successful, it must be a community-oriented facility in all
areas.””

Yogi (18:32): “I said that | would not vote for the construction of the Inner
Harbor or document four or document D mainly just because the whole point
of the document is saying that a lot of people were questioning the financial
legitimacy of the partnership with the construction company, Rouse
Company. So, it was more so of a lot of people were like, eh, is this credible?
We don't know. So, seeing that is if you have to question it and a lot of the
public is questioning it... Eh, I don't know.”

Nel (19:06): “All right. [Isle]?”

Isle (19:08): “Yeah.”

Nel (19:09): “Wait, wait. So would you vote for it?”

Yogi (19:11): “No.”

Isle (19:14): “I said | probably wouldn't have voted for it just on document D
because it really only talks about the profits people are going to make off it
and there's no talking about how it's going to affect people.”

In this discussion, Paisley agreed with Nel that she would have voted for the

construction of Harborplace, mainly because it would attract jobs for displaced

minorities. Yogi and Isle countered with two distinct reasons; Yogi said the finances

were questionable, and Isle said the construction was about making profits and not
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about the people. Here again, the students created an argument with two perspectives
and strong reasons for each perspective.

The number of argumentative moves shown by students in both cases was
similar, as seen in Figure 3.4. They elaborated, opposed ideas, provided rebuttals and
prompted or questioned each other at comparable rates. There were slight differences
in the number of reaffirmations and adding ideas, with Ms. Adams’ students having
fewer reaffirming utterances but more adding ideas. In Honors 2, students engaged in
argumentative discussion. The excerpt below is one example.

Paisley (02:02): “I'm honestly kind of divided on if it will or will not, because
Baltimore was suffering financially and their economy was really hurting,
which has a lot of different effects because that can cause prices to go up,
which people that are low income would, it would be hard for them to buy
food that they need and things like that. But those people were also being
displaced, especially low-income people, African American people, especially
in those little suburb areas. So, it hurt people, but it also helps people. So,
honestly, it's divided between are you willing to help the people that need it
the most or helping the city because it intertwines, it's a cause and effect.”

Isle (02:57): “I kind of put something similar. The construction might help
them, that might help the city to look better, but it's taking people out of their
homes. So how much good is it we're really doing?”

Nel (03:08): “All right. I put the construction of Harborplace in Baltimore
would directly improve lives of people living nearby the harbor and indirectly
improve the entire city by giving it pretty much a heart. And...”

Yogi (03:24): “I said it was more of a two-sided coin, more so, because on one
hand it helps the city look better. And like Nick said, it gives it a bit of a heart,
but at the same time, you're also giving jobs to the poor who are being

displaced in the first place. So at least they're getting jobs, but then there's the
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whole reason of why they're getting jobs in the first place because they're
getting kicked out and it's destroying where they live.”
Paisley (03:51): “Oh, yeah. I didn't really think about that part.”

In this exchange, each student contributed ideas to answering the CHQ, each
in turn building an argument. Moreover, Paisley, Isle, and Yogi saw both sides of the
argument and provided reasons for both sides. The main reason against construction,
in both cases, was displacement, and the main reason for construction was job
opportunities. In building their initial answer to the CHQ, Paisley, Isle, and Yogi
answered “both” and Nel answered “yes”. By the end, all four agreed that
construction would improve life in Baltimore, just like the students in Honors 1. This
is a clear example of deliberation, as students engaged in discussion to reach a better
understanding of the CHQ, weigh the evidence, and ideally arrive at a consensus.
Finally, Mrs. Few said, “having them take a look at each document separately, |
think, force them to really think about all of the varying possibilities and answers to
the question.” This suggests the structure of the discussion allowed her students to

listen to peers’ views about all the documents.

RQ2: What can we infer about students with different incoming academic and
cognitive profiles?

To answer the third research question, student performance on a US History
assessment administered by the district before the study took place was used to
identify differences in individual characteristics (see Table 3.2; students earned scores

of mastery, threshold, and below threshold on this assessment). In addition, we report
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teachers’ reflection on how students of various academic and cognitive profiles

engaged in discussion.

Academic and Cognitive Differences Among Cases

The first case was a Co-taught inclusion Mod, where SWD and other students
who require more support are placed. Before this study, these students were reluctant
to participate substantively to develop arguments. However, in this study, these
students participated at a similar rate as students who did not receive the co-teaching.
For example, Ms. Adams said, “For the most part, my lower [performing] students, I
think, really benefited from this. Especially because | selected some low [performing]
ones for the... actual recording, and they shined... | was really pleased with how they
did.” With regards to her honors students, Ms. Adams said, “I think the participation
was up for honors... from small group to the big group because they... like to feel
like, important. And I think, knowing that there was someone there... observing
them, and that there were recording devices even nearby.” Mrs. Few had a different
experience. She said that some kids who usually participate, “they seemed to clam up
immediately, because we had, you know, because you were there, and we were
recording them. They knew that there was a possibility, so I'm not sure why they
suddenly were like, I'm not going to talk today or whatever, and that was a little
frustrating.” In sum, participation in the discussion was high for both Co-taught and
Honors 1 but mixed in Honors 2, with the first author’s presence perhaps having an

unintended impact.
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Ford and Bryce both scored below threshold on the first district quarterly US
History assessment (below 50%), which was administered to students at the
beginning of the year. Ford received a score of 43.75%, and Bryce received a score of
40%. Kristen and Julius did not have IEPs and scored at the threshold mark (between
50% and 70%), receiving a 60.16% and 50%, respectively. Julius had a 504 plan,
though we did not receive specifics about which disability. The quality of the
sourcing judgments for all four students was at Level 2, and the quality for their
contextualization judgments for three students was at Level 2, with Kristen at Level
1. Taken together, the students’ placement in a Co-taught Mod and their results on the
district assessment indicated that their disciplinary skills were at a lower level.
However, there were notable exceptions. For example, Ford showed a more elaborate
corroboration judgment than Rex, and Co-taught had higher scores on sourcing
judgments than Honors 2.

At times, Ford had challenges either articulating his thinking or making
inferences, though it is not possible to know which. An example of this, and how Ms.
Adams engaged with him, can be found in the excerpt below:

Ford (19:54): “This author might have known more about the possible
outcomes of what could've happened to the city around the time of the- trying
to build it and whatnot.”

Ms. Adams (19:54): “Why do we say that?”

Ford (20:13): “Because the amount of time that the person lives there and
whatnot.”

Ms. Adams (20:16): “Okay, and do you get that from the headnote? Where do

we know that?”
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Ford (20:30): “No, it's a reporter that's been working there for a while and
probably some of their colleagues and whatnot have possibly lived there their
whole life and whatnot.”

Ms. Adams (20:42): “Does it say that?”

Ford (20:42): “No.”

Ford attempted to make a historical judgment, and Ms. Adams pushed him to explain
his thinking. As he explained his thinking, he realized, with the help of Ms. Adams,
that the judgment he made was inaccurate.

On the other hand, students in Honors 1 generally performed better on the
district quarterly History assessment. Three of the four students scored at mastery
(above 70%), with one student ,Jake, scoring at threshold with 51.56%, Taylor
scoring at mastery with 95.31%, Rex scoring at mastery with 71.55%, and Heather
scoring at mastery with 93.75%. While these scores varied, these students also
provided higher level historical thinking in their discussion. For example, the quality
of sourcing judgments for Heather, Rex, and Taylor was at level 4, and Jake was at
Level 3. The quality of contextualization judgments for Heather, Rex, and Taylor was
at level 4, and Jake did not make any contextualization judgments. In sum, the
students in Honors 1 made higher-level judgments than the students in Co-taught.

Similarly, students in Honors 2 performed better on the district quarterly
History assessment. Two students scored at threshold, and two scored at mastery.
Paisley scored at mastery with 93.75%, Isle scored at mastery with 89.06%, Yogi
scored at threshold with 64.84%, and Nel scored at threshold with 62.50%. The two
lower performing students, Yogi and Nel, had 504 plans, though we did not receive

specifics about any disability. Furthermore, the quality of sourcing judgments was
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poor for students in Honors 2, with all students having made Level 1 judgments. This
finding may be attributed to the lack of specificity regarding sourcing in the structure
of the original SAC. The quality of contextualization judgments was a Level 4 for
Paisley, and a Level 3 for Nel, Yogi, and Isabel. We have provided examples of
historical thinking from students in Honors 1 and Honors 2. There was, therefore,
some evidence that students’ cognitive profiles may have affected their historical
thinking skills.

Both teachers agreed that the structure embedded in the SAC and SAC+G was
beneficial to lower and middle performing students. For example, Mrs. Few, who
used the SAC, said:

“And I think... that particular group of students that are sort of my middle of
the road... they maybe are not going to think really deeply about content or
move past just the like basic completion of an activity.... They were
benefited, both because the point of the activity was to discuss with peers. So,
in order to do the completion piece, they had to talk with someone else. At
least they had to listen, if nothing else, to their classmates. But also, they...
heard really good quality comments.”

Mrs. Fern believed that the collaborative structure of the SAC was important for some
students to hear from their higher performing peers. Ms. Adams also believed that
lower performing students, especially SWD, benefited from the SAC+G. Ms. Adams
said:

“l do think for the [SWD], so it can be helpful.... I think the tool itself was
really helpful for the lower [performing] students, because sometimes they're
like, I don't know what to discuss. And I think it broke it down really nicely

for them to say like, this is the part you're discussing.... They went box to
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box, and | think that was really helpful for the lower to mid [performing]
students”

However, she also cautioned that it may be cognitively overwhelming for some
students to write responses on the graphic organizer while discussing ideas. She said,
“In some ways it's harmful because they're focused so much on the writing, and just
getting the questions answered on their paper as opposed to talking to each other. So,
it's tricky because, like it would be nice for them to be able to write and discuss. But |
just don't think that they're at that level yet.” Ms. Adams made this statement with

regards to honors students who may lack intrinsic motivation.

Discussion

This study sought to explore students’ discussion regarding historical thinking
and argumentative reasoning in-depth through a multiple-case study design (Yin,
2018). As states continue to use the C3 Framework to align their standards and create
social studies curricula, engaging in inquiry is essential. This requires teachers and
students to participate in discourse. Prior research indicates that teachers play an
important role in student discussion (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017; Monte-Sano et al.,
2021; Reisman, 2012). In the Co-taught Mod, Ms. Adams played a crucial role in
maintaining the procedural flow of the SAC+G, frequently intervening to provide
instructions and support. Her facilitation was essential in guiding students through the
steps of the SAC+G, and she left room for in-depth argumentation and critical
analysis. In Honors 1, Ms. Adams’s facilitation in the Honors classroom was less

procedural and more focused on fostering critical thinking and deep discussion.
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The SAC framework in Honors 2 followed a different structure, with students
working in small groups before participating in whole-class discussions in four steps.
Mrs. Fern provided more procedural instructions and facilitation compared to Honors
1, presumably reflecting a need for more structured guidance. She prompted students
to provide explanations and elaborations, and she facilitated connections to
background information such as stagflation and deindustrialization. This is consistent
with what researchers have found in their work with teachers (De La Paz et al., 2014,
2017; Monte-Sano, 2008; Reisman et al., 2019). Moreover, both Ms. Adams and Mrs.
Fern deftly handled what O’Connor and Snow (2018) deemed the complexities of
facilitating discourse.

Student engagement varied in the Co-taught Mod, with some reliance on
teacher intervention to sustain discussion. Participation was uneven, with some
students dominating the conversation while others remained passive or provided
minimal input. While SWD are not as likely to participate in classroom discussion
(Bueso, 2022; Louick & Wang, 2021), we found that both SWD, Ford and Bryce,
participated more than their non-disabled peers, including in historical thinking
utterances. Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016) AFL framework highlights how individual
characteristics, including cognitive differences, can enable or inhibit argumentation.

In a debriefing interview two weeks after the discussion, Ms. Adams affirmed
that overall participation from SWD and struggling learners increased compared to
prior discussions. Moreover, it was gratifying to see that the historical thinking
utterances were quite similar, as shown in Figure 3.5. In Honors 1, engagement was

uniformly high, with students actively participating and contributing meaningful
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insights without teacher prompting. The SAC+G allowed students to explore the
CHQ thoroughly, though it may have constrained these higher-level students.
Engagement in Honors 2 was also high, with students demonstrating strong
participation and interaction, supported by the teacher's facilitation. Students in
Honors 2 participated more in historical thinking than students in Honors 1, as shown
in Figure 3.6.

We also explored the quality of students’ argumentation and historical
thinking, specifically looking at their sourcing skills as measured by Nokes (2017)
and their contextualization skills as measured by Monte-Sano & De La Paz (2012).
We used task design and process support as outlined in the AFL framework (2016).
Specifically, we problematized content through the CHQ and document set (see
Appendix A), ensuring a space for argumentation. Moreover, we provided clear
discourse instructions and teacher scaffolding that allowed for argumentation.

Students in all three cases engaged in disciplinary argumentation Moje (2008).
Argumentation in the Co-taught Mod was generally competent, with students
providing basic arguments. Three of the four students produced rebuttals,
demonstrating an ability to weigh arguments. In addition, the quality of historical
analysis was limited, reflecting the students’ varied academic abilities. Students made
partial sourcing and contextualization judgments but made several judgments that
showed high engagement levels. However, Ford made a substantively better
corroboration judgment compared to his peer in Honors 1, Rex.

In Honors 1, students demonstrated sophisticated argumentation and historical

thinking, incorporating sourcing, contextualization, and quality of evidence into their
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discussions. Their ability to construct and defend nuanced arguments was markedly
superior. Argumentation in Honors 2 was similarly robust, with students engaging in
high-level deliberation and argumentation. Mrs. Fern’s prompts for sourcing and
contextualization enhanced the depth of discussion, though her students did not
demonstrate high-quality sourcing skills. This result was surprising given the high-
quality argumentation and other historical thinking skills (e.g., contextualization,
corroboration). This demonstrates the importance of explicit instruction in historical
thinking skills because sourcing does not come natural to students, as supported by
prior research (De La Paz et al., 2014, 2017; Monte-Sano et al., 2014, 2017, 2021).
We also explored whether students engaged in deliberative or disputative
argumentation (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Felton et al., 2009, 2015). It is important
to look at how students held their discussion to determine whether they engaged in
deliberative or disputative argumentation. We see the students never engaged in
disputative argumentation or had a combative discussion in any of the Mods. Rather,
they understood each other’s perspectives and remained respectful throughout,
consistent with characteristics of deliberative argumentation (Asterhan & Schwarz,
2016; Felton et al., 2009, 2015). Students in the Co-taught Mod and Honors 1 also
engaged in consensual co-construction, which is distinct from argumentation because
students seek to explain or clarify more than form arguments as defined by Asterhan
and Schwarz (2009a; 2016). Though the quality of argumentation differed between
cases, all students worked together to understand and construct an argument, which
leads to greater learning (Felton et al., 2009, 2015; Johnson & Johnson, 1979, 1985,

1988; Johnson et al., 1996). The graphic organizers serve as a pre-writing tool. We
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think that by deliberating, students can better develop their written argumentation
(Graff, 2003).

Finally, there were certainly differences among the students with varying
academic and cognitive profiles. This pertains to the “individual characteristics”
category within Asterhan and Schwarz’s (2016) inhibitors and enablers of
argumentation. For example, though Ms. Adams’ students in Co-taught and Honors 1
participated at a similar rate, the quality of their discussion differed by their academic
and cognitive ability. Ford and Bryce, both SWD, had lower-level quality historical
judgments. They also had the lowest scores on the district History assessment.
Moreover, students who need more support benefit from scaffolding and can use time
in small groups to prepare for participation in whole class discussions (Monte-Sano et
al., 2021). Specifically, Ford participated extensively in the whole class discussion.
Perhaps with more practice, these students will improve their oral argumentation and
historical thinking.

Students in Honors 1 and Honors 2 had the highest scores on the district
History assessment and generally had higher quality historical judgments. The only
exception was Honors 2, which we attributed to a difference in emphasis on sourcing.
Ms. Adams repeatedly emphasized the importance of properly sourcing the
documents, as outlined in the SAC+G. The proper sourcing of the documents was not

explicitly outlined in the SAC used by students in Honors 2.
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Limitations

Due to the case methodology, causal outcomes cannot be made. The findings
reported here are based on qualitative analyses of 12 students from two teachers at
one school. However, this in-depth case study offers a rich description of how
knowledge is constructed and negotiated in argumentative discourses. It also provides
insight into how argumentation affects learning historical thinking skills. Second,
there was no comparison group to other types of structured discourse (e.g., Socratic
seminar) used in social studies. Finally, as this cross-case analysis lacked formal

controls, exogenous factors could have influenced the reported results.

Implications for Practice

We believe that by modifying inhibitors and enablers of argumentation, (e.g.,
task design and process support), a common discourse structure can be made into an
explicit routine and used at scale for SWD and other struggling learners. The two
main principles found here are discussion and explicit instruction, which are HLPs.
Students in Ms. Adams’ Co-taught Mod appeared to benefit from the step-by-step
structure of the discussion, which in turn allowed all students to participate. We
believe that starting students in pairs with the aim to deliberate is helpful for their
comfort and confidence to speak. Ending the discussion with a whole class debrief
allows students to hear new ideas, and it allows the teacher to clarify ideas or prompt
students to elaborate on their thinking. The SAC+G may be useful for students in
Honors classes, though teachers should monitor whether the structure is as flexible as

some higher-level students may require. The use of turn and talk (Swanson et al.,
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2019) is particularly useful when students are in pairs. Finally, the graphic organizers
as pre-writing planning tools allow students to formulate their arguments before
writing their essay, which is an effective process support to improve writing (De La

Paz et al., 2014, 2017; Monte-Sano et al., 2017; Wissinger & De La Paz, 2016).

Recommendations for Future Research

While we provide an in-depth exploration of student discourse, future research
could follow our SAC+G and coding to use discourse analysis to provide an even
richer description of how students engaged in argumentation, historical thinking, or
both. Future research could also focus on quantitative findings stemming from the
findings in this study. For example, discourse could be analyzed quantitatively to
examine whether engaging in deliberative argumentation improves student learning
as measured by historical content knowledge. In addition, future research could
quantitatively examine whether the use of a SAC+G and video modeling by school-
aged students improves the participation and quality of historical thinking among
SWD and other struggling learners. Future research could also examine whether a
SAC+G has an effect on student oral argumentation, written argumentation, or both.
Future research could also examine how historical thinking translates from discussion
to writing, looking specifically at sourcing, contextualization, corroboration, and
rebuttal. This can also be extended to examine how argumentation skills translate
from oral communication to written communication. This study was conducted at a

majority White school. Future research should examine whether a SAC+G as outlined
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in this study also improves the performance of culturally and linguistically diverse

students.
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Chapter 4: Improving Students with Disabilities and Other Struggling Learners’
Argumentative Discussions with Guided Support for Structured Academic

Controversies

Bryce: All right, so | had document B about minority applications, so
basically this talks about the construction of the Baltimore Aquarium and how
a bunch of new job opportunities will be opened and six minority applications
from the Afro-American. So, it's pro African American in this time, which is
huge, so they just want more job opportunities for the less fortunate. Then
again, all that money that they're building an aquarium for entertaining could
also be putting back in the community, which they are. So, I think they were
pro, for it.

Julius: On the author’s perspective, it's from Ron Howell, a reporter for the
Baltimore Sun, and his answer is no to whether or not he supports the building
of the Harborplace in Baltimore because this quote from the source, he said
that this project will have an effect on the future racial socioeconomic makeup
of several Baltimore neighborhoods.

Bryce: Well, document A was about people buying out people's homes and
then modernizing homes just for cheap profit.

Bryce: Yeah. What do you think about construction of Harborplace in
Baltimore, do you think it improves life?

Julius: No.

Bryce: Why not?

Julius: | feel like money could be used towards homelessness, poverty.

Bryce: Yeah, that's true. The money could be used towards that, but it also
opens a more public area where small businesses could be opened up and
provide and provide more opportunities for less fortunate people like
homeless people.

Julius: Yeah, I didn't think about it that way.
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Many children enjoy the social aspect of talking with friends at school.
Indeed, discussion is a social act that occurs naturally when people interact. However,
it is a different matter altogether when students must meaningfully engage in
disciplinary classroom discussions, and this topic has been of longstanding interest to
teachers. According to the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for Social
Studies, students are expected to engage in discussion and argumentation through
inquiry to cultivate disciplinary practices and ways of thinking (NCSS, 2013). As
such, discussion is a complex instructional practice that can pose significant
challenges for teachers (Mercer, 2004). The excerpt above comes from two students
in a ninth grade US History co-taught classroom. Bryce has an IEP and Julius has a
504 plan, but they are both able to have substantive disciplinary discussions.

We believe it is vital that all students participate in discussion and not just the
few who tend to dominate the conversation. Research demonstrates that some
students have little prior experience with argumentation and those with limited
background knowledge are likely to need different supports than peers who
understand how to engage in argumentation. For example, students with disabilities
participate at lower levels than their fellow non-disabled peers (Louick & Wang,
2021). It is also true that the type of argumentation matters, as students in disputative
conditions have been found less likely to share incomplete understandings with
dialogue partners than those in deliberative conditions (Asterhan & Babichenko,
2015). Prior research has also demonstrated that when students engage in deliberative

argumentation rather than other argumentative dialogue (e.g., disputative
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argumentation), they increase participation, produce better writing, and learn more
about topics (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Felton et al., 2009).

Social studies inquiry provides engaging opportunities for discussion as
students explore complex and debatable questions. Students analyze diverse sources
to consider multiple perspectives, weigh often contradictory evidence, and develop
well-supported conclusions about unresolved social and historical issues (Grant et al.,
2017). Throughout this process, students communicate and learn from each other as
they work toward conclusions collectively (Parker, 2006).

Furthermore, to hold effective discussions, teachers should give students
sufficient time to exchange ideas and reasoning about texts with their peers and
teachers (Kamil et al., 2008). It is recommended that teachers: (a) carefully and
purposefully prepare for the discussion; (b) ask follow-up questions to sustain and
extend the discussion as needed; (c) provide a task or format that students can easily
follow while discussing texts in small groups; and (d) implement a specific discussion
protocol that consistently provides specific guidelines to clarify procedures. In this
way, student and teacher roles are defined, and both can effectively engage in
classroom discussion despite its challenging nature.

Many states have aligned their social studies standards with the C3
Framework. As a result, social studies teachers need the knowledge and tools to
facilitate discussions through inquiry. This approach is particularly effective in
history classrooms, where historical inquiry allows students to engage in meaningful
discussion by investigating complex and disputable questions. The effects of the war

on drugs is one example. After digesting the question, students analyze various
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sources with contradictory evidence and consider multiple perspectives to form
conclusions about historical controversies.

Structured Academic Controversy

Historical arguments are a response to a historical question, or controversy,
and an appropriate historical question provides students with more than one possible
response. Historical arguments can be more engaging when students have some sort
of interest in the event or if the event evokes emotion, so teachers may want to
consider using current events to introduce a structured academic controversy (SAC).
Consider the following potentially contentious question: “How much collateral
damage is acceptable in war?” For specific examples, we can reference the atomic
bombs in Japan during WWII. To history buffs, this may be compelling and
intriguing. To adolescents today, it is ancient history (it has been almost 80 years).
We need buy-in from the students to have the discussion. Therefore, a modern
example like the current Israeli-Gaza war, could work better. While some teachers
may wince at the thought of teaching such a hot-button issue, that is the point of SAC.
Teachers can use SAC to engage students in argumentative discussion whereby
students collaborate to make well-formed arguments about complex and contentious
issues after examining at least two perspectives (Johnson & Johnson, 1988).

The SAC is a great classroom practice that is relatively simple to implement,
so that even novice teachers can use it. Moreover, a SAC can also be used in civics
classes with controversial topics. In a SAC, the teacher specifies the objectives,
prepares for the exercise, explains and organizes the task and controversy, monitors

student performance and intervenes as necessary, and evaluates and processes the
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lesson. Social studies teachers should be well-equipped to conduct discussions
involving academic controversies to help their students improve academically. The
SAC also has benefits beyond the classroom, as it facilitates the social aspect of
learning through discussion. By using a SAC, students can increase achievement,
self-esteem, problem solving, and decision making.

Historical Investigation

Students need explicit instruction in planning, and composing, alongside
explicit instruction in historical reading skills, and a cognitive apprenticeship
approach to instruction is useful to teach these skills. Wineburg (1991a) specified
three heuristics that historians use and that history teachers can readily adopt when
reading historical documents: sourcing, contextualization, and corroboration. We
developed a 9" grade US History curriculum with six historical inquiry lessons in
which students are taught historical thinking skills as well as specific historical
reading and writing skills (De La Paz et al., 2023). We used a Central Historical
Questions (CHQ) to guide this historical investigation, “Will the construction of
Harborplace in Baltimore improve Life in the city?”.

To engage students in discussion, we initially provided teachers with a SAC
graphic organizer (see Figure 4.1) meant for discussion in small groups. Throughout
the SAC, the teacher debriefs with the whole class for a quick discussion to ensure
understanding. After discussing, students write down their final stance on the Central
Historical Question. The teacher’s main tasks during the group discussions are to
ensure students understand the historical question and that they are participating in

the discussion with their peers. However, we noticed through observing classrooms in
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our studies that very few students were engaged in discussion. This led us to rethink
how to use the SAC.

Guided Structured Academic Controversy

We know from prior research that students with disabilities do not participate
as much as their non-disabled peers (Bueso, 2022). The revised, guided SAC we
developed is intended for teachers seeking additional supports for disciplinary
discussions with these and other struggling students. The goal of the supportive SAC
is to help students engage in productive, authentic, and deliberative argumentative
discourse. Deliberative argumentation encourages students to collaborate on
arguments and try to build consensus. As such, the revised SAC provides more
guidance and support than the original SAC, as students move from discussion in
pairs to small groups to whole class.

We call the result SAC+G because of the enhanced guidance for both teachers
and students. Moreover, the SAC+G includes more questions to drive evaluations of
judgments related to historical thinking, including sourcing, contextualization, and
corroboration. These questions are integrated into a routine for teachers and students,
modeled on turn and talk (Swanson et al., 2009). In addition, this routine breaks down
step-by-step how students comprehend and evaluate sources, which we found to be
helpful in eliciting more abstract reasoning (see Chapter 3). The accompanying
graphic organizer provides a structure for writing ideas and evidence. It includes
sentence starters to help students plan how to write the evaluation of sources in their

essays. Moreover, the SAC+G contains six step that will be described in detail in the
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next section: (a) warm up; (b) identify perspectives, (c) initial hypothesis; (d) find
evidence; (e) evaluate each document; (f) whole class discussion.
Preparation

We believe it is important to provide teachers with detailed instructions on
how to properly use the SAC+G to maximize its success in the classroom. However,
our instructions are recommendations. Teachers have flexibility to adapt the SAC+G
as they see fit for their students. Our recommendations are based on research that has
shown promising results, and we hope teachers adopt the SAC+G for their classroom
discussions. Figure 3.2 shows the SAC+G graphic organizer, which can be completed
digitally or on paper.
Warm Up

The warm up consists of questions meant to engage students in recalling the
central historical question and recognizing that there are differing opinions about it.
Teachers should take this opportunity to remind students that history is not fixed, and
the purpose of the question is to have students think like historians. Students have two
options for the warm up, prompting both a concrete and an interpretive response.
Teachers choose one of the questions and then model the question they did not ask
students to complete. Students have three to five minutes to complete the warm up,
and when time is up, teachers should direct students to move on to the first step.
Step 1: Identify Perspectives

In this step, teachers show students the first two rows in the graphic organizer
that contain Questions 1 and 2. These two questions ask students to determine the

perspective of the document, and it is vital to remind students to write the name of the
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documents (e.g., “Urban Renewal’s Refugees”) as opposed to referring to the
document number or letter (e.g., Document 1, Document A). Teachers then set a
timer for two to three minutes while students work in pairs. One partner should focus
on the first source and the other partner should focus on the second source. Then,
teachers ask students to share their responses with their partner. This should take
approximately five minutes, though some students may finish in less time while
others may not finish in the allocated time. The teacher should circulate the classroom
to comment, elaborate, and give constructive feedback.
Step 2: Initial Hypothesis

In this step, teachers show students the third row in the graphic organizer and
instruct students to answer Question 3. It is important that teachers explain this is
students’ initial hypothesis and that their response is not fixed and may change based
on the subsequent discussions. Students should be prompted to provide a reason for
their claim. As teachers circulate the classroom, they should ensure that students are
writing down their response after discussing their thoughts. This activity should take
two minutes, and then teachers should promptly move to the next step.
Step 3: Find Evidence

In this step, teachers show students the fourth row and explain that Question 4
is meant to provide evidence that supports students’ responses to the historical
question in Question 3. Teachers should encourage students to talk with each other to
critique the evidence and clarify that the purpose of this activity is to push students to
explain their reasoning. Students should be given five minutes to complete the

activity. The teacher should continue to circulate the classroom to comment and
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elaborate or provide constructive feedback in case students provide inaccurate
evidence to a claim. More importantly, teachers should ensure other students weigh in
and provide more accurate evidence in this case. We acknowledge this can be
difficult, but that is why we encourage circulating the classroom to ensure student
engagement. This activity should take two minutes, and then teachers should
promptly move to the next step.

Steps 4 and 5 Evaluate Each Document

In step 4, teachers show students the fifth and sixth rows and explain that for
Questions 5 and 6, teachers will assign pairs to work on the first or the second
document. Another option is to allow pairs who are working at a table of four
students to decide who is evaluating the first document and who is evaluating the
second document. Students have five minutes to complete this activity. The pair first
chooses one historical judgment question from the list of critical questions in the
SAC+G graphic organizer. If students are comfortable with sourcing, encourage them
to focus on contextualization or the important details. Teachers should also encourage
students to engage in corroboration using background information or another
document. After each pair evaluates a document orally, they should proceed to write
down their answers. This activity should take five minutes.

In step 5, teachers then ask pairs to share evaluations with another pair and
encourage students to critique and evaluate each other’s ideas. The discussion should
be ongoing to make the best possible argument. Teachers provide feedback as to how
evaluations can be improved, and other students may join in. This should take five

minutes. When time is up, teachers ask pairs to share their ideas and comment,
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elaborate, provide constructive feedback, and try to arrive at a consensus. This should
take two minutes. Here, it is intended and expected that students engage in
deliberative argumentation and collaborate to arrive at a consensus. Teachers should
advise students to support the side that has the most evidence, regardless of personal
opinion.
Step 6: Whole Class Discussion

At the end of the lesson, teachers bring the class together for a final whole
class discussion. The purpose of this step is to decide which evidence is strongest,
regardless of students’ initial hypothesis, and to share evaluations of documents.
Teachers should ask students if the evidence is stronger for one perspective than
another perspective. This should take between five to 10 minutes, depending on how
the discussion flows and student engagement. Then, teachers solicit answers and tell
students to decide for themselves which perspective is strongest. This is the final
hypothesis, and teachers should ask students to reflect on whether their final
hypothesis differs from their initial hypothesis and why or why not. Teachers provide
students five minutes to complete this step.

Planning to Write

After the discussion, teachers show students the seventh row and tell students
to complete each part to plan their essays. Teachers should review with students that
they should select ideas using a star or checkmark and number quotes and ideas in the
order they will use for their essay. If time permits, teachers can solicit student plans.
Teachers should circulate among students as needed to ensure they complete this step,

as it will facilitate their essay writing. Teachers encourage students to use the
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sentence starters to evaluate the sources if they notice students struggling. This step
should take five minutes.

Student Discussion in Action

We provide excerpts from students in two of Ms. Adams’ classes, one co-
taught and one honors. This serves as a contrast to show how the SAC+G impacted
discussion among students with varying academic profiles. The first group of students
was comprised of Ford, Bryce, Kristen, and Julius, and they were in Ms. Adams’ co-
taught class. Their historical thinking skills were lower than their peers in the same
teacher’s honors class, as measured by the district quarterly History assessment
administered at the beginning of the school year, and teacher feedback. Ford and
Bryce had Individual Education Programs (IEP) for a LD and other health
impairment, respectively, and Julius had a 504 Plan. Kristen was very shy and mostly
spoke when prompted by the teacher or a peer.

The discussion below occurred when two pairs merged to discuss students’
evaluation of a historical document. Students were encouraged to make historical
judgments based on sourcing, contextualization, corroboration, or the quality of facts.

Ford: “We did document A. What was yours about?”

Julius: “So, I said 1 think the source might be a little one-sided because it says,
‘Baltimore Aquarium seeks minority applications.” And this is by the African
American newspaper, so | think it's just over viewing the positives for like the
minority at the time.”

Ms. Adams: “So maybe there is some underlying bias there. Maybe it's one-
sided. What did you all say?”

103



Ford: “This author might have known more about the possible outcomes of
what could've happened to the city around the time of the — trying to build it
and whatnot.”

Ms. Adams: “Why do we say that?”

Ford: “Because the amount of time that the person lives there and whatnot.”
Ms. Adams: “Okay, and do you get that from the headnote? Where do we
know that?”

Ford: “No, it's a reporter that's been working there for a while and probably
some of their colleagues and whatnot have possibly lived there their whole life
and whatnot.”

Ms. Adams: “Does it say that?”

Ford: “No.”

Ms. Adams: “That he lived there? So, we can't make that judgment, because
we don't know that. So, we can't make a judgment that we don't know about.
We have to judge what we have in our information. So, what do we know
about him? We know he's a reporter. So, what do you think?”

Ford: “Yeah he was part of the news anchor and whatnot.”

Ms. Adams: “So what type of judgment could be make based off of that?”
Kristen: “That they know more because they have more resources.”

Ms. Adams (21:10): “So maybe they have more research, maybe more access
too. What do you think about your source? Do you trust it? Do you not trust
it?”

Julius: “I'm a little in between.”

Ms. Adams: “Okay, why?”

Julius: “Because, well, | mean, the author, he's on site and his quotations and
stuff. On the other hand, he's just putting the good stuff, not the bad stuff, like

there is always downsides to things.”

The students and teacher engaged in historical thinking through sourcing.

Ford did not specify the author’s name, but he did know the author is a reporter. He
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then made an inference that the author lived in Baltimore, and rather than
immediately correct him, Ms. Adams prompted Ford to explain his thinking.
Ultimately, Ford realized that there was no information regarding where the author
lived, and Ms. Adams pressed forward. Kristen’s sole contribution was that the author
had more access to resources and was therefore a reliable source. Julius understood
the author had aspects that made him reliable, but he also noticed that the author
could be biased. This excerpt illustrates a historical thinking discussion with high
engagement by two students with disabilities, facilitated by the SAC+G. This is
promising because students with disabilities and other struggling learners tend to
participate at lower levels than their peers without learning challenges. In addition,
we share Ford’s completed graphic organizer as an example (see Figure 4.2).

The second group of students was comprised of Heather, Rex, Taylor, and
Jake, and they were in Ms. Adams’ honors class. Their historical thinking skills were
higher than their peers in Ms. Adams’ co-taught class, as measured by the district
quarterly History assessment and Ms. Adams’ feedback. Ms. Adams did not
participate in this discussion, as she had 31 students in her honors class and was
unable to reach all groups in the allotted time. Students were encouraged to make
historical judgments based on sourcing, contextualization, corroboration, or the
quality of facts. Below is a discussion of students’ evaluation of a historical document
during the small group discussion where the two pairs merged to discuss.

Jake: “What did y'all discover from your document?”
Heather: “We talked mainly about the reliability of the document two. So,
Ryan pointed out that there might be some bias as it was primarily, or it was a

African American owned newspaper, and due to displacement of a lot of
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Black families, it could have been biased to events. However, it was and still
is a very notable and credible newspaper.”

Jake: “Yeah, okay.”

Heather: “It’s there.”

Jake: ““You want to go over what we've figured out?”

Taylor: “So, with ours, we read over it and read some of the footnotes. And
we saw that the guy who wrote this article works for the Baltimore Sun, which
IS a magazine. And also, has lived in Baltimore for a while. So, we were
saying that the source is reliable, because there's nothing really for him to
benefit of if he is to lie so they can — very well. And also, since he knows the
Baltimore area a lot, that he would know the most information and get the
actual real story.”

Heather: “Yeah. [Jake], what do you think about that?”

Jake (19:49): “I think it... You said all the words I was going to say. But just
because the Baltimore Sun, | don't know why he would lie about stuff that's
happening in towns.”

Heather: “Because it was very factual.”

Jake: “Yeah. Yeah.”

Taylor: “Because there's no real reason to lie.”

Jake: “Because if you lie, you're caught.”

Heather: “And the Baltimore Sun is a very credible newspaper even now.”

In this excerpt, three of the four students participated in the conversation.

Although Rex did not participate, in the prior step, he and Heather discussed the

sourcing and reliability of their document. This excerpt demonstrates higher historical

thinking skills around the sourcing and reliability of the documents. The students

critiqued the documents based on sourcing information but provided more detail than

the students in the prior excerpt. Finally, Ford and Taylor made a similar inference of

the author’s knowledge of Baltimore due to him residing in Baltimore, which Ms.
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Adams said could not be supported by information in the document. Taylor, however,
proceeded to add to his judgment that (a) lying is not beneficial to the author, and (b)
the author gets accurate information about Baltimore because he knows the city from
covering it as a reporter.

Teacher Reflection

Upon reflecting on the implementation of the SAC+G in her co-taught and
honors classrooms, Ms. Adams stated:

“I liked it for myself.... I thought it was helpful... it gave a good model for
them to kind of know what they were writing. | think the students also did
really well.... I do think for the [students with disabilities], it can be helpful. ”

Ms. Adams concluded that some students, specifically students with disabilities,
benefitted from a more structured discussion. She also cautioned that some students,
specifically in honors classes, may worry more about writing than discussing or may
be unable to handle completing both. Teachers should be aware of this and ensure
that their scaffolding and structure are not cognitively overwhelming, and that
appropriate time is allotted for discussion and for writing. As for the quality of the
discussion, Ms. Adams stated:

“I think this one — the discussion was really good. | would say like compared
to like regular lesson discussions.... They did really nice, especially in small
groups. I really thought the small groups those were the ones that were like
doing it, were really good. What | heard sounded really great, and it's not like
it was exactly what | wanted to hear from — but not everyone. Some of them
were not the best, but for the most part, like those who | was worried about,
and maybe didn't know how they would do, I thought they did really well. |

was really quite pleased with a lot of those discussions.”
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Ms. Adams reported that with the SAC+G, the quality of the discourse was better
than other discussions throughout the year. Thus, it appears that the SAC+G was
helpful for students, especially for struggling learners.

Conclusion

The idea that students lack motivation and will not engage in discussion is
pervasive and discourages teachers from having discussions in the classroom,
especially with students with disabilities and other struggling learners. We developed
the SAC+G to engage and support all students, regardless of academic and linguistic
ability. We found that through its use, students of all academic profiles can participate
in an engaging and thoughtful discussion. Moreover, when students are asked to
collaborate in grappling with a historical controversy, we encourage deliberative
argumentation. This is especially important because prior research has found that
students who engaged in deliberative discussions had better learning outcomes.
Finally, as students learn through inquiry-based instruction, they must be prepared to
communicate what they know orally and in writing. For this reason, we specifically
crafted our graphic organizer to prepare students for a written final product and to
equip teachers with a valuable tool for their toolkit. Through their discussion, students
find evidence to support their claims, evaluate authors’ perspectives and credibility,
and contextualize and corroborate documents as they collaboratively learn. After
exchanging ideas and writing down what they discussed with their peers and teachers,
students are better equipped to write argumentatively. Creating a structured and

supportive environment for discussion is a tall order, but the results are worth it.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

The use of argumentative discourse in education dates to the great
philosophers of Ancient Greece. Today, argumentative discourse continues to be
promoted in primary and secondary classrooms through new standards and
frameworks that encourage inquiry, such as the College, Career, and Civic Life
Framework (C3 Framework) in social studies, which encourages teachers to engage
students in inquiry that promotes thoughtful discourse about debatable and
multifaceted questions (NCSS, 2013). Prior research indicates that deliberative
discourse improves student participation and learning outcomes (Asterhan &
Schwarz, 2016; Felton et al., 2009). When students are faced with complex academic
problems, they can achieve better results when they collaborate, and teachers can use
a structured academic controversy (SAC) to guide students through effective
discourse (Johnson & Johnson, 1988).

First, | conducted a research synthesis to investigate the impact of disputative
and deliberative argumentation discourse on students’ learning outcomes and to
understand the instructional components utilized by teachers in primary and
secondary science and social studies classrooms (Chapter 2). The findings of this
synthesis identified important instructional components related to discourse that can
yield positive results for student learning. Based on my synthesis, | conducted a
descriptive multiple-case study (Chapter 3). Specifically, | explored three cases
through a cross-case analysis to provide insightful descriptions of the relationship

between student discourse and discourse structure, as well as the quality of the
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discourse through a revised, guided SAC. I collected and analyzed data from two
teachers in three classes, with each class comprising a case. | wrote a practitioner
manuscript after concluding the study that outlines how teachers can use a guided
SAC to increase the participation and quality of all students’ argumentative discourse
in history classrooms.

I will summarize the findings and limitations of my research synthesis and
multiple-case study in this chapter. In addition, I will describe how the practical
implications of the synthesis and multiple-case study helped inform the practitioner
manuscript. Furthermore, | will review the guidance offered in this manuscript.
Finally, I will conclude by exploring future research directions based on the synthesis

and multiple-case study.

Research Synthesis

As more academic disciplines approach instruction through inquiry-based
learning, it is essential that educators understand how to hold effective disciplinary
argumentative discourse with their students. Following Asterhan & Schwarz’s (2016)
Argumentation for Learning (AFL) conceptual framework, deliberative and
disputative argumentation are the two main types of argumentative discourse. Thus,
my purpose in conducting the research synthesis was to determine the impact of
disputative and deliberative argumentation and inhibitors and enablers of
argumentation (e.g., task design, process support) that aid students’ learning
outcomes in primary and secondary science and social studies classrooms.

Specifically, I identified four learning outcomes that included disciplinary
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knowledge, disciplinary writing, argumentation structure, and holistic writing. Thirty
studies from regions across the world (e.g., North America, South America, Europe)
qualified for inclusion in my synthesis.

The synthesized findings of these studies revealed that that students benefited
from discourse when they were in more than one instructional grouping (e.g., small
groups, whole class), demonstrating improved learning outcomes. Students also
benefitted from explicit instruction, teacher modeling, and graphic organizers, and
while technology use is promising, it requires further research. The findings further
demonstrated that deliberative discourse is more effective than disputative discourse
in improving students’ disciplinary knowledge and disciplinary writing, including for
students with disabilities (SWD) and multilinguals (ML).

In addition, students’ argumentation improved, especially when learning was
measured through writing — and there were no differences in findings between
academic domains. One limitation of the research synthesis was that various studies
did not clarify whether the explicit instruction and modeling related to holding a
discussion or for another purpose (e.g., content knowledge). Moreover, the
description of the discourse was often not explored in-depth. Thus, | conducted my
study to address these gaps and extend the findings of my research synthesis through
a qualitative study.

Multiple-Case Study

| conducted a descriptive multiple-case study in the Spring of 2023 using
cross-case analysis to explore how argumentation inhibitors and enablers moderate

dialogue characteristics and learning outcomes (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016) and to
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richly describe the quality of the discourse in ninth-grade US History culturally and
academically diverse students. Specifically, I analyzed the students’ argumentation
and historical thinking skills. The first case involved four students and their teacher in
a co-taught class, the second case involved the same teacher and four other students
in an honors class, and the third case involved four students and a different teacher in
an honors class. The first two cases (Co-taught and Honors 1) used a revised, guided
SAC termed SAC+G, and the third case (Honors 2) used an original SAC. | compared
the co-taught and Honors 1 classes to explore how students with differing academic
and cognitive profiles used a modified SAC during a historical investigation (HI).
Similarly, | compared the Honors 1 and Honors 2 classes to explore how students
with similar academic and cognitive profiles used different discourse structures.

The SAC+G included three instructional groupings, comprised six steps, and
had an accompanying graphic organizer. In steps 1 through 4, students in pairs
discussed the meaning of the central historical question (CHQ), provided an answer
to the CHQ (i.e., the claim), found supporting textual evidence, and evaluated at least
one source using historical thinking skills (e.g., sourcing, contextualization). In step
5, student pairs merged with a different pair to share and expand upon their historical
evaluations. In step 6, the teacher conducted a whole class discussion to debrief what
students discussed. | collected data including teacher and student audio recordings,
permanent products (written graphic organizers, digital work), semi-structured
interviews with teachers after data collection, and field notes. I utilized software to
transcribe all audio recordings. Sixteen codes emerged after analyzing student and

teacher utterances. The codes were organized into two main types, argumentative and
112



historical thinking. I then compared argumentative and historical thinking utterances
for quality across the co-taught and Honors 1 classes and Honors 1 and Honors 2
classes. In addition, | analyzed the teacher interviews and identified the following
themes: (a) structure increased struggling learners’ engagement in discussion; (b) the
quality of discussion was overall higher quality compared to other lessons; and (c)
writing and discussing may be overwhelming for some students.

Findings revealed that both teachers played vital roles in their classroom
discussions. The teacher played an important role in the co-taught Mod by
maintaining the procedural flow of the SAC+G and frequently intervening to provide
instructions and support. The teacher likewise played a crucial role in facilitating the
discourse in Honors 1, but her facilitation focused less on procedural flow and more
on promoting critical thinking and deep discussion. In both cases, she encouraged a
higher level of academic discourse by encouraging students to elaborate on their
arguments, grapple with different perspectives, and critically evaluate historical
evidence. In Honors 2, the teacher provided more procedural instructions and
facilitation compared to Honors 1, suggesting a need for more structured guidance.

Findings also revealed that participation in the co-taught class was similar to
honors classes, though it was more uneven among the four students. Surprisingly, the
two SWD participated more than their peers without disabilities in the co-taught
class, suggesting such purposeful structure can be beneficial for SWD. Moreover, Ms.
Adams added that she believed the SAC+G particularly helped struggling learners,

especially SWD.
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Students demonstrated varied historical analysis skills. In the co-taught class,
while students attempted to use historical thinking skills such as sourcing and
contextualization, they demonstrated limited historical thinking skills compared to
students in Honors 1. However, one student in the co-taught made a more elaborate
corroboration judgment than a student in Honors 1. Students in Honors 1 showed
high-level argumentation and historical thinking, as they incorporated sourcing,
contextualization, and quality of evidence in their discussions. In Honors 2, students
demonstrated advanced argumentation and historical thinking skills, specifically in
contextualization. However, these students did not source documents properly,
perhaps reflecting a need for the teacher to prompt students for sourcing information.
Both teachers said they heard high level discussions and were pleased with much of
what teachers discussed. In sum, this demonstrates the importance of explicit
instruction in historical thinking skills because they do not come natural to students.

Furthermore, findings revealed that all students engaged in deliberative
argumentation, though students in the co-taught class also engaged in consensual co-
construction. Asterhan & Schwarz (2016) state that while the talk may resemble each
other, consensual co-construction is considered explanation rather than argumentation
because the purpose of each is different. Moreover, none of the students engaged in
disputative argumentation, and they remained respectful and constructive throughout.
This was not surprising as the SAC+G was developed for students to engage in
deliberative argumentation rather than disputative argumentation.

Finally, the differences among students with various academic and cognitive

profiles were evident. The quality of students’ discussions varied according to their
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academic and cognitive abilities. The students in the co-taught class scored lower on a
district History assessment and exhibited lower-quality historical judgments
compared to students in Honors 1, apart from one student’s corroboration judgment.
Students in honors classes achieved higher scores on the district assessment and
showed better historical thinking, apart from the sourcing judgments in Honors 2. Ms.
Adams said that while participation and quality improved, there was still room for
improvement for her struggling learners.

Practical Implications

The multiple-case study of the current dissertation has several practical
implications. First, the study demonstrated that provided with explicit instruction,
proper structure, and teacher facilitation, all students can engage in argumentative
discussion regarding a historical controversy. Though SWD typically do not
participate as much as their non-disabled peers (Bueso, 2022; Louick & Wang, 2022),
their high participation level in this study is encouraging. Thus, both special educators
and general educators should consider purposefully structuring and guiding their
discussion activities, particularly the use of group formation (e.g., pairs, small groups,
whole class), to involve all students. Teachers should be flexible in their group
formation, as some students may not require as much support as other students, and
further support may in fact impede discussion for students with higher-level academic
profiles. This may require professional development on how to structure classroom
discussions to effectively engage diverse learners.

Second, historical controversies are naturally argumentative. Prior research

shows that deliberative argumentation yields better learning outcomes than
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disputative argumentation (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Felton et al., 2009). Teachers
should consider developing a collaborative and respectful environment that lends
itself to deliberation rather than dispute. Modeling how to hold deliberative
discussions could be beneficial, and avoiding debates may be helpful when resolving
historical controversies. Moreover, teachers should consider video modeling, as
presented in this study, to ensure the modeling demonstrates meta-cognitive thinking,
is consistent, and to facilitate reteaching.

| wrote a practitioner manuscript that offers guidance to social studies teachers
on how to effectively hold a more supportive and guided SAC (SAC+G) to foster
higher levels of participation and quality in argumentative discourse for all students
based on these practical implications and the practical implications of my research
synthesis. In the manuscript, | explain that teachers can plan for discussion in
historical controversies by thoughtfully planning a structure with supports and
providing explicit instruction to students. Specifically, teachers were provided with a
graphic organizer and instructions on how to effectively hold the SAC+G, including
suggested pacing.

After providing detailed instructions on how to prepare for the SAC+G and
use an accompanying graphic organizer, | provide student discourse excerpts, a
student’s completed graphic organizer, and a participating teacher’s reflection. These
are meant to encourage teachers to hold argumentative discussions in their classrooms
through careful and strategic planning. Given the complexities of discourse in

classrooms, it is important that teachers have procedural and disciplinary information,
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including strategies and tools to incorporate in their planning and delivering of
instruction involving discourse.

Future Directions

The current dissertation has essential findings and implications that can be
addressed in future research. For example, Chapter 3 offers a rich description of how
teachers and students engage in historical thinking with the SAC+G. Taking the
qualitative results from the study, two quantitative research questions that could be
addressed in future research include: (a) To what extent does engaging in deliberative
argumentation during the SAC+G impact students’ historical content knowledge? and
(b) What is the effect of using the SAC+G and video modeling on the participation
and historical thinking quality of SWD and other struggling learners? Answers to
these questions would increase our understanding of instructional approaches that
address how structuring discourse could benefit students’ understanding of
disciplinary knowledge in history.

The practical implications of Chapter 3 suggest it is important to strategically
structure discourse to elicit higher participation and historical thinking from students.
Given that the study took place in a majority White high school, these results could be
expanded to schools whose populations are more culturally and linguistically diverse.
Two research questions that could be addressed in future research include: How does
strategically structured discourse impact the participation and historical thinking
skills of students who are culturally and linguistically diverse? and (b) What is the
effect of strategically structured discourse on the level of participation and the quality

of historical thinking among students from culturally and linguistically diverse
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backgrounds? This research could extend the discourse literature and identify specific
strategies that educators could use with culturally and linguistically diverse learners.

Finally, the SAC+G graphic organizer was designed to not only encourage
active and high-quality participation, but as a preparation for a culminating written
product. The study’s HI called for an answer to the CHQ by stating a claim, providing
reasons supported by textual evidence, explaining how the evidence connects to the
claim, evaluating the historical sources, and providing a rebuttal within a five-
paragraph argumentative essay. Thus, two possible research questions that could be
addressed in future research include: (a) How do elements of historical thinking, such
as sourcing, contextualization, and corroboration, translate from classroom discussion
to individual writing? and (b) How do argumentative skills developed through oral
communication in discussions transfer to written communication in argumentative
writing? Examining these questions through a mixed-methods study could result in
strong quantitative contributions that further connect discourse and writing, as well as
new qualitative descriptions and insights.

Conclusion

The current dissertation explored argumentative discourse and historical
thinking in ninth-grade US History teachers and students from various academic
profiles. In contemporary education, argumentative discourse remains a focal point in
primary and secondary classrooms, bolstered by frameworks that advocate for
inquiry-based learning and encourage meaningful dialogue on complex questions.
Research underscores the benefits of deliberative discourse for enhancing student

participation and learning outcomes (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016; Felton et al., 2009).
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Furthermore, collaborative approaches, particularly through SAC, can facilitate
effective discourse on complex academic problems (Johnson & Johnson, 1988).

This dissertation presented a research synthesis examining the effects of
disputative and deliberative argumentation on learning outcomes, along with
instructional strategies in science and social studies classrooms (Chapter 2). The
synthesis identified key instructional components that positively influence learning.
Subsequently, a descriptive multiple-case study (Chapter 3) explored three cases,
offering a cross-case analysis of the interplay between structured student discourse
with a more supportive and guided SAC and students’ argumentative and historical
thinking discourse with students of varying academic and cognitive profiles. Data
from two teachers in three classes provided a foundation for a practitioner manuscript
(Chapter 4), detailing a specific structure and guided supports to enhance student
participation and discourse quality in high school history classrooms.

Expanding on this dissertation may equip researchers and teachers with
greater access to knowledge, instructional practices, and resources to help
argumentative discourse thrive in secondary classrooms. Finally, continued research
in this area may improve the argumentation outcomes, both orally and in writing, of

students from academically, culturally, and linguistically diverse populations.
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Appendix A

INVESTIGATION #5:

WILL THE CONSTRUCTION OF HARBORPLACE IN
BALTIMORE IMPROVE LIFE IN THE CITY? DECIDE IF
YOU WOULD HAVE VOTED TO APPROVE THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE INNER HARBOR.

In the 19th and early 20th centuries, Baltimore's manufacturing blossomed,
contributing to transportation and urban development across the nation. Qil refineries,
steel plants, as well as shipbuilding, lumber, iron, coal, and canning companies
decked the waterfront. Business especially boomed during both World Wars, as the
military needed airplanes, ships, and weapons.

Between the 1950s and 1970s, Baltimore began to experience deindustrialization.
This happened in part because President Nixon’s newly formed economic relationship
with China contributed to the exporting of manufacturing jobs. As a result, many
wealthier, mostly White citizens, fled cities across the United States for the suburbs
leaving poorer, mostly Black, and other minority residents in poor urban areas.
Mayors across the United States began to implement programs to revitalize these
areas.

To attract wealthier people to Baltimore, officials began to seize what they considered
ruined areas, which were typically occupied by black and minority populations, for
large scale construction projects. Mayor William Donald Schaefer and developers had
a grand vision to build an attractive entertainment and retail district that would draw
tourists, dollars, and national notice. At that time, in Baltimore, the question was
whether to build a major attraction, “Harborplace” based on who it would benefit and
who stood to lose. Therefore, our central question for this investigation is Would you
have voted to approve the construction of the Inner Harbor? Take out your pens and
get ready to investigate.

Construct your own timeline here:
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Document A: Urban Renewal’s Refugees

Head Note: Ron Howell, a reporter for the Baltimore Sun, wrote that while the
construction of the Inner Harbor was praised for revitalizing the city in the 1970s, many
city leaders and activists began to question the negative consequences of urban revival,
such as the displacement of lower-income families and individuals.

There has been much talk in recent days, at various community meetings
around the city, about an issue some claim will have significant effects on the
future racial and socioeconomic makeup of several Baltimore neighborhoods.

The issue is displacement — the relocation of poor people from city
neighborhoods that are experiencing “revitalization,” or, the “return of the
middle class.”

Vincent P. Quayle, Director of the Saint Ambrose Housing Aid Center, has said
that speculators in some neighborhoods increasingly are evicting tenants in
order to sell the houses to middle class families or to other speculators.

A former Jesuit who holds a real estate brokers license, Mr. Quayle is one of the
city's leading anti-displacement voices. He originally established the Saint
Ambrose Housing Aid Center several years ago to help low-income people
become homeowners.

Speculators [investors], he says, are trying to sell predominantly black Harwood
and Barclay-Greenmount neighborhoods as extensions of Charles Village in
order to attract white middle-class homeowners to those areas.

“Two years ago the 2500, 2600 and 2700 blocks of Guilford avenue were
virtually all black,” Mr. Quayle says.... Evictions of the former renters occurred
in the process, he said, and the three blocks now each contain about six white
families.

Mr. Quayle has predicted that largely crowded Park Heights in the largely black
areas around it will become “dumping grounds” for blacks displaced from
revitalized neighborhoods. He has maintained that landlords already are
increasing the numbers of units in northwest Baltimore buildings.

Source: Excerpt from The Baltimore Sun, pg. K1, by Ron Howell, March 12, 1978.
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Document B: Baltimore Aquarium Seeks Minority Applicants

Head Note: As construction of the Inner Harbor began in the 1970s, city leaders who were in
charge of the construction and management of the Aquarium announced that they would
actively recruit Black and other minorities for staff positions. This ad appeared in the
Baltimore Afro-American, an African American owned newspaper from 1892 to the present.

The Baltimore Aquarium, currently under construction at Pier 3 of Baltimore’s
Inner Harbor, is actively recruiting qualified minorities to join its staff.

As part of its effort, the Aquarium invited minority community leaders to a
special recruitment luncheon held at the World Trade Center Oct. 17.

During the luncheon, minority leaders were asked to assist the Aquarium in
recruiting minority candidates for the various positions that will be available
over the coming months and up until the Aquarium officially opens during the
spring of 1981.

Agquarium director James S. Kepley, told the group of local as well as national
minority leaders that the Baltimore Aquarium recognizes the need to hire
minorities.

He recently said, “If the Baltimore Aquarium is to be successful, it must be a
community oriented facility in all areas from hiring to educational programs, to
volunteers.”

Kepley adds, “In the future, we plan to participate in career seminars and other
related activities to inform minorities of the job opportunities at the Baltimore
Aquarium and opportunities that exist in other similar facilities.”

Accountants, building service workers, cashiers, stenographers, membership

coordinator, membership secretary, gift shop manager, security officer and chief
engineer are just some of the positions that will be filled.

Source: Excerpt from The Baltimore Afro-American pg. 6, November 10, 1979.
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Document C: Letter to the Editor: Inner Harbor Plan

Head Note: Martin Daugherty, a born and raised Baltimore citizen, wrote a letter to the editor
of The Baltimore Sun, Baltimore’s most prestigious newspaper. In this letter, he voiced his
opinion for the construction of Harborplace, a hotly debated issue at the time.

Sir: | have waited as long as | can to speak out in public on the proposed Rouse
[this is the name of the company] development of the Inner Harbor —
Harborplace. Opponents have talked about the Inner Harbor as if it were carved
in stone, a religious retreat or an ancient burial ground. Believe me, it’s none of
the above.

Back in the Sixties, in an effort to restore Baltimore to the position it held in the
U.S. in the Nineteenth Century, when it was the second largest city in the
country, the citizenry of Baltimore voted to rehabilitate the disheveled Inner
Harbor. As a matter of fact, we voted to develop the whole west shore of the
Inner Harbor.

Mr. Rouse and his enlightened firm, seeing this would deny the view, submitted
a proposal to build using the northwestern corner only. This proposal left a
beautiful view from the western shore, a large portion of the open space and an
economically self-supporting business, drawing from the business district as
well as tourists and convention-goers.

Source: The Baltimore Sun, pg. A16, August 31, 1978.
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Document D: Furor over Harborplace continues around City Hall

Head Note: As city officials introduced the Harborplace construction plan, many began to
question the financial legitimacy behind the city’s partnership with the construction company,
the Rouse Company.

Questions and answers about that financial agreement between Baltimore and
Rouse Company, which wants to build a pair of market pavilions at the Inner
Harbor, led to a moving press conference yesterday in and around City Hall.

Estimated income for the city in the first year, not including some state tax
revenue, is projected at $628,000.

The agreement provides the company an initial 10 per cent profit. The company
would pay full real and personal property taxes and ground rent of $100,000.
The city would share 25 per cent of the developer’s profits after certain costs —
including debt service, taxes and ground rent — are deducted.

Representatives of Citizens for Preservation of the Inner Harbor, which is
working to defeat the project, came to Mr. Pressman’s conference to challenge
the basis on which the projections were made.

The projected revenue data, the opponents persisted, are suspect because they
were put together by the city and the Rouse Company. They asked, for example,
if there had been any independent appraisal of the 3.2 acres of land at the corner
of Pratt and Light streets where the project is to be constructed.

[Walter S. Orlinsky, the City Council president] suggested that the city has been
hiding the real details of the agreement and that it may not have gotten the best

possible deal for the taxpayers. Mr. Rouse, he said, appears to be getting a large
profit — $400,000 — at small risk of his own capital.

Source: Excerpt from The Baltimore Sun, pg. C4, November 3, 1978.
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Table 2.1

Description of Studies

Appendix B

- - Duration : Discourse
Authors Design Grade Participants (n) (sessions) Discourse Type Setting
1. Akbasetal.,2019 MMR 7 94 students 24 Deliberation SG, WC
2 Sta;a dcz)blégdesma Quasi 9 151 students 8 Deliberation SG
8. Chenetal., 2016 MMR 5 22 students, 1 teacher 11 Deliberation SG, WC
4. DelaPaz& 22 students (6th), 17 . . SG
Wissinger, 2017 RCT 67 (7th) 15 Deliberation
5. DelLaPazetal., MMR 8 310 students, 13 18 Deliberation -
2014 teachers
6. DelaPazetal, . 1,029 students, 36 . . SG
2017 Quasi 8 teachers 54 Deliberation
7. DelaPazetal., . 74 students (10th), 138 . . SG, WC
2021 Quasi 10-12 (11th), 20 (12th) 5 Deliberation
8. ?Oezléa Paz etal, Quasi 8 110 students, 1 teacher 12 Deliberation SG, WC
9. 2DOeO\2/r|es etal, MMR 11 15 students 2 Deliberation P
10. Del Faveroetal., Quasi 8 100 students 7 Deliberation SG, WC

2007
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11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Felton et al., 2009

Felton et al., 2015

Ferretti et al.,
2001

Garcia-Mila et al.,

2013

Gronostay, 2019

Grooms et al.,
2018

lordanou et al.,

2019

Kent et al., 2015

Larrain et al.,
2018
Larrain et al.,
2021

MacArthur et al.,

2002

Munneke et al.,

2006

Murphy et al.,
2018
Nussbaum &

Edwards, 2011

Quasi
Quasi
Quasi
Quasi
Quasi

RCT

RCT

RCT
Quiasi
Quiasi
Quasi

RCT
Quasi

MMR

7 101 students
7 70 students
5 87 students
7 65 students
8-9 221

10-11 63 students, 2 teachers

gtusciﬁ dl: gf Study 1: 88 students,
’ 6_ g " Study 2: 107 students
11 24 students, 5 teachers

4 61 students

4 20 teachers, 502
students
6 31 students
10-11 175 students

9-12 301 students, 7 teachers

7 30 students

126

N/A

Study 1:
9, Study
2:9
45

30

25

24

13

Deliberation,
Disputative
Deliberation,
Disputative

Deliberation

Deliberation,
Disputative

Disputative
Deliberation

Deliberation,
Disputative

Deliberation
Deliberation
Deliberation
Disputative
Deliberation
Deliberation

Deliberation

SG, WC

wC

SG, WC

P, SG, WC

SG, WC
SG, WC
SG, WC

SG

SG

wC



wC

25. Reisman, 2012 Quasi 11 236 (182) students 105 Deliberation

26. Relyeaetal., 2022 Quasi 6 135 students, 6 teachers 20 Deliberation SG, WC

2. \Z/ggsDr'e etal, Quasi 11 72 students 6 Deliberation P

28. \ZI\CI)ir;zek etal, RCT 8 6 teachers 45 Deliberation SG, WC

29. Wissinger & De RCT 6-7 151 students 15 Deliberation SG, We

La Paz, 2016

30. Zhang et al., 2023 MMR 6 137 students, 3 teachers 20 De_llberat!on, SG

Disputative

Note. Participants in parentheses represent final sample used for analyses. MMR = mixed methods research, Quasi = quasi-

experimental, RCT = randomized control trial study design, L = longitudinal, SG = small group, WC = whole class, P = pairs
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Table 2.2

Demographics of Studies

Citation Setting Discipline SWD ML GEN
1. Akbas et al., . .

2019 Turkey Social studies - - 94
2. Casado-

Ledesma et al., Spain Science 0 - 151

2023
3. Chenetal., .

2016 USA Science 2 - 22
4, De lLaPaz &

Wissinger., USA Social studies 24 - *15

2017
5. De LaPaz et . . +

al.. 2014 USA Social studies - - 310
6. De La Paz et . . 482, 269%*,

al.. 2017 USA Social studies 71 54 DB5**
7. De LaPaz et . .

al. 2021 USA Social studies 2 7 218
8. De LaPazet .

al., 2022 USA Science 32 - 78
9. de Vriesetal., .

2002 France Science - - 15
10. Del Favero et . .

al.. 2007 Italy Social studies - - 100
11. Felton et al., . .

2009 Spain Science - - 101
12. Felton et al., . Science

2015 Spain - - 70
13. Ferretti et al, USA  Social studies 28 i 59

2001
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

Garcia-Mila et
al., 2013

Gronostay, D.,
2019

Grooms et al.,
2018

lordanou et al.,
2019

Kent et al.,
2015

Larrain et al.,
2018

Larrain et al.,
2021

MacArthur et
al., 2002

Munneke et
al., 2006

Murphy et al.,
2018

Nusshaum &
Edwards, 2011

Relyeaet al.,
2022

Reisman, 2012

van Drie et al.,
2005

Wanzek et al.,
2015

Wissinger &
De La Paz,
2016

Spain

Germany

USA

1: Cyprus,
and 2: USA

USA

Chile

Chile

USA

Netherlands

USA

USA

USA

USA

Netherlands

USA

USA

Science

Social studies

Science

1: Science, 2:
social studies

Social studies

Science

Science

Social studies

Science

Science

Social studies

Science

Social studies

Social studies

Social studies

Social studies

129

24

36

20

70

26

65

221

61

502

22

175

301

30

65

156, 54*

725

322

151



30. Zhang et al.,

2023 USA Science - 74 63

Note: Includes all participants, not just those used in a final sample. SWD = students
with disabilities, ML = multilingual learners, GEN = general education students, a =
struggling learners, b = advanced learners, ¢ = specific demographics unknown.
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Table 2.3

Effect Size by Treatment Condition

Study Dependent Measure v ES
Akbas et al., 2019 Content learning Argumentation-  12=0.30
based science
learning (ABSL)
De LaPaz & Historical knowledge Disciplinary np =0.23
Wissinger., 2017 Persuasive quality Discussion TI;Z; =043
Historical thinking 1y =0.40
Historically thinking np =0.19
(maintenance)
De LaPaz etal., 2014 Historical arguments  Historical thinking d =0.56
Holistic quality curriculum d=0.10
De LaPazetal., 2017 Historical writing Historical thinking 73 = 0.45
Holistic quality curriculum s =0.32
De LaPaz et al., 2021 Historical writing Historical thinking d =0.33
Contextualized curriculum d=0.44
thinking
Use of evidence d=0.32
De LaPaz et al., 2022 Written arguments Cognitive d=1.08
(near transfer) apprenticeship
Written arguments (far curriculum d=0.76
transfer)
SWD Written d=0.73
arguments (far
transfer)
Del Favero et al., 2007 Understanding of Discussion-based 77 = 0.06
historical inquiry problem solving
Situational interest 1y =0.05
Felton et al., 2009 Content learning Deliberation n?=0.11
Argument quality n>=0.13
Felton et al., 2015 Argumentative Deliberation d=0.74
exchange length
Ferretti et al., 2001 Unit knowledge Social Studies *g=1.86
Project-Based g=233
Historical content Learning Unit *g=1.85
g=281
Historical inquiry *g=0.53
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Garcia-Mila et al., 2013

Grooms et al., 2018

lordanou et al., 2019

Kent et al., 2015

Larrain et al., 2018

Larrain et al., 2021

MacArthur et al., 2002

Munneke et al., 2007

Consensus v
Persuasion

Quality of
Argumentation (Level
4, Consensus)
Claim-Data
(Persuasion)
Claim Rebuttal
(Consensus)
Claim-Data-Rebuttal
(Consensus)
Claim-Data-Warrant-
Rebuttal (Consensus)
Claim-Data-Warrant-
Backing-Rebuttal
(Consensus)
Scientific performance
task (familiar task)

Assessment of
Scientific
Argumentation in
the Classroom

Functional evidence- Q&A cards
based idea units
Weaken-other position
statements
Assessment of Social Team-Based

Studies Knowledge
Vocabulary
knowledge

Content knowledge

Content knowledge

test (maintenance)
Group-work

argumentative
utterances
Time devoted to group
work
Group-work
argumentative
utterances
Group-work
argumentative
utterances
Knowledge posttest

Learning (TBL)

Peer-group
argumentation

Computer-

enhanced

curriculum
Standard support

Special Education

group

Argumentative CSCL Diagram

Activity
132

g=1.29
r=0.43
d=0.53
r=0.37
r=0.315
r=0.34

r=0.33

d=0.59

g=0.33
g=0.50
g=0.50
g=101

g=0.38
=031

2 =0.20

1 = 0.85

g=148

g=131

g=0.49

7= 0.41



Murphy et al., 2018

Nusshaum & Edwards,
2011

Relyea et al., 2022

Reisman, 2012

van Drie et al., 2005

Wanzek et al., 2015

Wissinger & De La Paz,
2016

Zhang et al., 2023

Breadth of argument
Depth of argument

Written argumentation Quality Talk
Conceptual
understanding
Mean frequency of Argument from
weighing stratagems sign test
Increased weighing of
arguments
Decrease in Pseudo-
integration
Academic vocabulary ~ Dialogic Inquiry
knowledge for Socio-scientific
and Conceptual
Scientific Understanding in
argumentation School Science
(DISCUSS)
Historical thinking Document-based
Historical thinking curriculum

(maintenance)
Factual knowledge
Reading
comprehension

Chat contributions Diagram argument
organizer
Written essay: content Team-Based

Written essay: support
Social studies
knowledge
Historical knowledge

Substantiation
Mature rebuttals
Total words

Learning (TBL)

Experimental
condition

Dialogic Inquiry
for Socio-scientific
and Conceptual
Understanding in
School Science
(DISCUSS)

Total idea units

n*=0.31
n>=0.14
n*=0.06
n*>=0.03
d=114
d=1.56
d=1.19

d=043

d=0.40

nZ =0.09
nZ =0.08

n2 =0.03
1y =0.05

g=1.12

g=0.31
g=0.16
g=0.07

np = 0.44
ny =0.24
np =0.41
g=0.74

g=0.92

Note: Effect size interpretation: nf, and n? - 0.01 = small, 0.06 = medium, 0.14 =

large; d and g - 0.2 = small, 0.5 = medium, 0.8 = large. a represents SWD.
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Table 3.1

Student Demographic Information

Baseline Adams: Co-Taught Adams: Honors Fern: Total
characteristic Mod SAC Mod SAC Honors
SAC
Modl Mod2 Mod3 Mod4 Mod5 Modb6
Gender
Female (N= 2 or 3) 4 3 5 7 4 7 30
Male (N =2 or 3) 8 9 7 5 8 5 42
Race
White 5 6 5 6 9 7 38
Black 3 5 5 4 0 3 20
Hispanic 3 1 1 0 0 2 7
Asian 0 0 0 2 1 0 3
Multi Racial 1 0 1 0 2 0 4
IEP 7 3 2 1 0 2 15
504 1 1 2 0 2 2 8
ELL 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
FARM 2 2 2 1 1 0 8

Note. N =72. “Mod SAC” refers to modified SAC used in Ms. Adams’ Class periods.
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Table 3.2

Selected Students Characteristics

Student MOD Teacher  Gender Race IEP 504 Attendance % District Score
Yogi Honors 2 Fern M Black N Y 96 Threshold
Nel Honors 2 Fern M White N Y 95 Threshold
Isle Honors 2 Fern F White N N 98 Mastery
Paisley  Honors 2 Fern F White N N 96 Mastery
Ford Co-taught  Adams M White Y N 97 Below threshold
Kristen  Co-taught ~ Adams F Black N N 94 Threshold
Julius Co-taught  Adams M Black N Y 93 Threshold
Bryce Co-taught  Adams M Hispanic Y N 97 Below threshold
Jake Honors 1 Adams M White N N 98 Threshold
Taylor Honors 1 Adams M White N N 95 Mastery
Rex Honors 1 Adams M Asian N N 100 Mastery
Heather  Honors 1 Adams F White N N 97 Mastery

Note. District Scores were for a history assessment and are described as follows: “Mastery” is a score between 70% - 100%,
“Threshold” is a score between 50% - 70%, and “Below threshold” is a score below 50%.
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Table 3.3

Overview of the Six Historical Investigations

Investigation

Central Historical
Question

Historical, political, and local connections

#1- Progressivism

#2- Great
Depression

#3- Containment of
Communism

#4- Civil Rights for
Latinos

#5-
Deindustrialization

#6- War on Drugs
and Mass
Incarceration

Who was a stronger
advocate for African
Americans during the
early 1900s, Booker T.
Washington or W.E.B
Du Bois?

What path offered the
best chance for a better
life for the “Okies” in the
1930s: remaining in the
Dust Bowl or migrating
to the West?

Why did the U.S. lead
the 1954 coup in
Guatemala?

To what extent was the
UFW a successful
movement?

Will the construction of
Harborplace in Baltimore
improve life in the city?

Did President Ronald
Reagan’s “Intensified
War on Drugs” have its
intended consequences?

Analyzing what happens when individuals
work within existing societal structures vs.
suggesting that society make fundamental
changes.

Analyzing how individuals within larger
social groups made economic decisions in
times of need

Analyzing what happens when governments
prioritize its economic interests in the world.

Analyzing how social movements, such as
the BLM and other movements (e.g., March
for Our Lives), push for lasting change in
America

Analyzing how individuals within a
community interact with local officials and
businesses in revitalizing an urban area.

Analyzing the origins and impact of the
“War on Drugs” on policing and mass
incarceration
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Table 3.4

Sourcing Historical Judgment Rubric

Level Description Example
1 Student does not mention “Document B says that it’s
the source of the documents  going to help.”

2 Student mentions source but  “Document A was written
does not use source by Ron Howell from the
information to evaluate Baltimore Sun.”
documents

3 Student mentions source “l was going to say that the

and evaluates the document  author's reliable because it's

using ahistorical reasoning  during the time period but
also, he's a reporter, so he's
obviously writing this for
his own benefit. So, it could

be biased.”
4 Student critiques document  ““I agree with what she was
using source information saying with document C
and uses their critique to being written by just the

strengthen their argument. citizen who might not have
that much information as
the city officials who wrote
or who were part of
document D...”

Note. Modified from Nokes (2017) writing rubric for discourse purposes.
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Table 3.5

Contextualization Historical Judgment Rubric

Score Description Example
1 (a) No context mentioned “I think it was like right
after WWIL.”
OR
(b) Student uses
anachronisms (e.g., makes
a chronological mistake or
uses information from
another time period w/o
noting the different era)

2 (a) Mentions the time, “Because it was beneficial
place, or audience in the to the majority of the
documents (e.g., “In citizens in Baltimore at the
document 2, a letter to the time.”
commander in the 3rd
district . . .” “After the Civil
War...”)

3 (a) Describes contextual “What [he] said, stagflation
details alongside the was going on in the
evidence without explicitly  economy.”
connecting them.

4 (a) Integrates context and “The civil rights movement

evidence in an explanation
or conclusion.

OR

(b) Uses context and
evidence together to draw a
conclusion or make an
inference.

was happening and at the
time a lot of middle income
or wealthy White people
had left because of de-
industrialization.”

Note. Modified from Monte-Sano & De La Paz (2012) writing rubric for discourse

purposes.
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Figure 2.1

Prisma Diagram

Records identified through
initial database search

(n=21,206) Records included after

abstract review
(n=30)

Boolean search with narrower
identified terms

(n=550) Total number of studies

included
(n=30)

Record excluded: did not meet
criteria

(n=520)
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Figure 3.1

Inhibitors and enablers
of argumentation

=

Task Design
% Problematizing content
% Group formation
% Informational resources
#* Hypothesis testing

Communication media
4 F2F or computer-mediated

Process support
4 Discourse instructions
4 Teacher scaffolding
& Software design

Individual characteristics
% Cognitive (knowledge, skills)
4 Motivation
% Epistemological beliefs
% Gender

Soclal-Cultural Aspects
% Social status and friendship
% Local and cultural norms

Dialogue
Characteristics

Deliberative
argumentation

Disputative
argumentation

Consensual
co-construction

CETTE pans

Quick

consensus-seeking
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The Three-node Argumentation for Learning framework (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2016).

Learning outcomes

Domain-specific knowledge
< Conceptual

< Factual

% Procedural

Argumentation and critical

thinking skills

o CLTTLES
Declarative knowledge
about argumentation




Figure 3.2

SAC+G Graphic Organizer

WARM UP:

What is the historical question about? Or, why did people have different opinions

on this issue?

1. What is the 1% source’s
perspective? Write WHO it
is...

Answer: Quote that shows the source’s
perspective:

2. What is the 2" source’s
perspective? Write WHO it
is...

Answer: Quote that shows the author’s
perspective:

improve life in the city?

3. Do you think the construction of Harborplace in Baltimore will

4. Look for evidence that
supports what you think.

Quotes to support what | figured out:

source/document.

Use 1 EAD question (see
foldable or list)

5. Evaluate the 1% Answer 1:
source/document.

Use 1 EAD question (see

foldable or list)

6. Evaluate the 2" Answer 1:

7. Decide which perspective
you believe, based on the
evidence.

Put a check mark or star by
author 1 or 2, above.

Organize and write:

A. Put a star or (¥]by quotes you will use and
number (1, 2, 3) the quotes to show the order you
will use them.

B.  Star or [Mwhich evaluations that you will
use.
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C. Write your essay, using “sentence starters”
from the next page to introduce judgments.

Critical Questions Sentence Starters for Evaluating Sources & Evidence for
Question 4 & 5

Author’s reliability (E of IREAD)

* | trust/doubt this author because....

* This (author) is reliable or unreliable because...
* | think the audience is...

* This (author) might have known more about...
* The author probably believes...

Influence of context (A of IREAD)

» Compared to other people’s views at the time/ place, the (author)

* Given what else was going on at this time/place (source’s) facts makes sense
because...

* the source may have been affected by (this event from history) ....

Quality of the author’s facts (D of IREAD)

* (Author) supports this point by showing that...

* The evidence used to support the author’s claims is...

* This document might not give me the whole picture because...
* Another document to consider might be...

Corroboration:

» Given what else was going on at the time (or in name of place)
* Based on what [ know from the background information

* These documents all agree/disagree about . . .

» Another document to consider might be . . .
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Figure 3.3

Argumentative Utterances for Co-taught and Honors 1
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Figure 3.4

Argumentative Utterances for Honors 1 and Honors 2
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Figure 3.5

Historical Thinking Utterances in Co-taught and Honors 1
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Figure 3.6

Historical Thinking Utterances in Honors 1 and Honors 2
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Figure 4.1
SAC Graphic Organizer (De La Paz et al., 2014; 2017; Monte-Sano et al., 2017).

State your group’s initial ideas on what the CHQ is about
In the box state your initial ideas about the controversy, using background information,
timeline, etc.

Document #1 or #3

Did the US help lead the 1954 | Select evidence (quotations) from this document
coup in Guatemala to contain | that help you understand why the US helped lead
communism? the 1954 coup to contain communism.

Document #2 or #4

Did the US help lead the 1954 | Select evidence (quotations) from this document
coup in Guatemala due to that help you understand why the US helped lead
private interests? the 1954 coup due to private interests.

Discuss with your group:
Why did you select the perspective of one author or the other?

What did you decide about the CHQ? Write your interpretation:

Critical Questions

What is the historical question asking?
What do you know about the time period and setting?

153



What is each author’s point of view?

Do the documents agree? If not, why?

What evidence is important to you, from each author? Why?
What judgments did you make?

Did we have different judgments?
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Figure 4.2

Student Sample of SAC+G Graphic Organizer

Modified SAC graphic organizer,

WARM UP:

What is the historical question ahout?
Or, why did people have different opinions on this issue?
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S. Evaluate the 1#
source/document.

Use 1 EAD question (sce foldzble
ar list)

Answer 1:
Th;s a([“lor h} L]QV! Ll’luu/'\
molt o UU«}— fp 0551 Hk ou

T ""18 (o ry

§

(;

6. Evaluate the 2™ Answer 1:
source/document.
Use 1 EAD question

Organize and write:

7. Decide which perspective you
kelieve, based on the evidence.

Put a check mark or star by author
1 or 2, above.

A, Put a star or .bymyoumlluseand

(1, 2, 3) the quotes to show the order you will use
em.

Star or Z@which evaluations that you will usc.

Write your essay, using “sentence starters” from
e next page to introduce judgments.
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