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Previous studies have offered a rationale for engaging students in small-group student talk for the planning of L2 individual writing. To further investigate whether such talk effectively promotes the quality of argument in the context of Chinese tertiary EFL learners’ argumentative writing and whether such effects could be retained, the current study adopted a quasi-experimental design with a pretest, a posttest, and a delayed posttest in two intact EFL classes. The performance of the intervention group and the comparison group were scrutinized to examine the effects of the intervention. The analytic scores on six components of the writing task (claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, and rebuttal data) and the holistic writing scores cumulated of all these components were measured to see the immediate and sustained effects. Significant changes of the holistic scores in both the immediate posttest and the delayed posttest indicated that such small-group student talk enabled students in the treatment class to achieve better performance in the overall quality of argumentation compared with those in the comparison class. Statistical analyses revealed immediate and sustained effects of small-group student talk on the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim. Counterargument claim was the only element in which students in both classes made significant improvement, but the treatment class demonstrated a larger effect size. No discernible differences were found either between or within the treatment class and the comparison class with respect to the quality of claim, data, and rebuttal data across tests. Possible explanations concerning the findings and limitations of the study were discussed.
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INTRODUCTION


Theoretical Framework

Writing as the most challenging skill for learners in the process of learning a foreign language (Zhang, 2013; Zhao and Zhang, 2022) has been viewed as a meaning-making activity that takes place as part of a social and cultural scene (Parr et al., 2009; Parr and Wilkinson, 2016) to accomplish inherently social goals (Bazerman, 2016). From the perspective of Sociocultural Theory (Vygotsky, 1978), the interactions and collaborations during the socially situated writing processes can scaffold the internalization of cognitive and linguistic skills and thus lead to improved writing performance (Lockhart and Ng, 1995). In this vein, the social discussions and collaborations with others scaffold the individual to construct knowledge first externally and then internally within the individual’s zone of proximal development (ZPD)—the gap between the individual’s actual and potential developmental levels (Vygotsky, 1978; see also Ortega, 2009, for a discussion). Besides ZPD, “collective scaffolding” (Donato, 1994) enables an expert to scaffold a novice in unequal conditions and supports a peer to scaffold one another in equal conditions (Walqui, 2006; Kibler, 2017). In this way, supportive collaborations can be established by means of speech in which the novice or the peer can “participate, and extend current skills and knowledge to higher levels of competence” (p. 40). To be specific, students in the writing classroom can collectively scaffold each other to reach a higher level of writing development in the processes of negotiating writing tasks by means of small-group interactions rather than think alone by themselves (Neumann and McDonough, 2015; Li et al., 2020). The constructs of ZPD and collective scaffolding in Sociocultural Theory solidly theorize the employment of small-group student talk for developing students’ individual writing.



Small-Group Student Talk

Strijbos et al. (2004) classified three frequently used types of groups for collaborative interactions: Dyads (two members), small groups (three to six members), and large groups (seven or more). Based on the fact that there are large classes in the Chinese tertiary EFL context, it is thus both difficult for the teacher to manage too many dyads in the writing classroom and also challenging for the teacher to guarantee opportunities for each student to talk in groups of seven or more members within the limited class time. More importantly, the classroom desks and chairs in most of the Chinese universities are not movable, so groups must sit close to each other, which raises noise issues if small groups with fewer students in each group are formed and all groups discuss at the same time. Therefore, in this study, small-group student talk refers to the meaningful interactions among small groups with six students formed by the self-selection method during which students talk about writing tasks before they proceed to their individual writing (Li et al., 2020; Li and Zhang, 2021a). According to Li et al. (2020), students who are engaged in such talk shared the responsibility for managing the group as well as the ongoing process of the writing task instead of directing someone as a fixed group leader throughout the whole procedure. To this end, six students interacting in a small group offers students opportunities to assume various roles to well manage the group and the writing task.

Aligning with this definition, small-group student talk occurs during planning, the preparation for the action of writing, which is believed to be crucial and indispensable to produce written texts (Ellis and Yuan, 2004) because a planned language output will most possibly push learners to reach their potential developmental levels of language use (Mirazi and Mahmoudi, 2016). Within the Sociocultural Theory framework, meaningful verbal interactions among small groups that occur during planning can foster writing development, knowledge co-construction, and social communication (Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014; Li and Zhu, 2013; Li and Zhang, 2021a). Specifically, small-group student talk enables all participants to agree or disagree with one another by sharing opinions and evidence on the writing topic, which offers all participants a platform to generate and evaluate ideas and evidence and helps them select and organize those into a writing plan (Neumann and McDonough, 2015; Li and Zhang, 2021b). Additionally, small-group student talk also facilitates students to collectively scaffold one another to negotiate meaning (Storch, 2019), produce writing ideas (Watanabe and Swain, 2007; Shehadeh, 2011), solve linguistic problems in writing (Fernández Dobao, 2012, 2014), promote peer collaboration, and practice for writing development (Storch and Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth and Storch, 2009), among other things.

Considering that verbal interaction is one of the most extensively-used ways, also the most effective form for knowledge construction (Palincsar and Brown, 1989; Fernández Dobao, 2007), students in the writing classroom should be encouraged to actively talk with their peers so that those who are scaffolded by peers and engaged in small-group student talk have chances to discuss argumentative writing tasks collaboratively, bridge the gap between what each student knows and what they can know together, and thus co-construct a greater knowledge for writing development as a group than any of the group members would do on their own. In other words, when offered opportunities to engage in small-group student talk for the planning of their subsequent individual argumentative writing tasks, students can collectively scaffold each other for their ZPDs to be triggered and kept as active as possible until they accomplish the argumentative writing tasks which are comparatively more difficult when they do them alone (Antón and Dicamilla, 1999; Ohta, 2000). In the process of doing so, collective scaffolding can be gradually reduced as the student becomes more competent in performing the task. When the student is eventually able to accomplish the argumentative task individually, the effect of the collective scaffolding is considered retained. Underpinned by such a rationale, it is important to exploit the benefits of small-group student talk while maintaining an emphasis on individual argumentative writing development.



Argumentative Writing and Quality of Argument

Argumentative writing, having been viewed as the most demanding writing task (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996; Siregar et al., 2021; Zhang, 2021; Zhang and Cheng, 2021) and a broadly recognized assessment for L2 learners’ writing proficiency (Teng and Zhang, 2020), aims to convince readers to accept the writer’s point of view by clearly stating a claim, selecting evidence to support such a claim, recognizing counterarguments, responding to opposing claims, and finally reaching a conclusion in a logically organized way (Nippold and Ward-Lonergan, 2010). Since to comprehend, evaluate, and construct written arguments is an essential skill for academic learning at various levels (Wolfe et al., 2009), thus it is crucial to introduce L2 learners to argumentative writing and familiarize them with the basic terms and a comprehension of the elements of argument together with the processes through which examination of reasoning becomes the burgeoning of a claim (Heidari, 2019).

In the context of the current study, an “argument” is defined, according to Toulmin (1958), as a set of claims, one of which (the primary claim or conclusion) is meant to be supported by the rest (the reasons or premises) (Zainuddin and Rafik-Galea, 2016). Initially, the Toulmin model of argument (Toulmin, 1958) only included three elements: claim, data, and warrant. Later in Toulmin, 2003 extended his original model by adding some second-level elements: qualifier, backing, and rebuttal. Since then, a standard Toulmin model of argument has been viewed as the inclusion of six elements: claim (an arguable assertion), data (the evidence to support and justify the claim), warrant (the reasoning that connects data and claim), backing (the assumptions that reinforce the warrant), qualifier (the strength conferred by the warrant), and rebuttal (the conditions in which the claim does not hold true). The overall quality of argumentative writing is more related to the quality of argument than the mere presence of the argument elements (Paek and Kang, 2017; Özdemir, 2018; Hamam, 2020; Osman and Januin, 2021). Specifically, a good argumentative writing is not the one that only focuses on “the surface structure, or the shell of the argument” (Stapleton and Wu, 2015, p. 12) or that overemphasizes on structural elements of argument at the expense of quality of logic and evidence (Macagno and Konstantinidou, 2013; Abdollahzadeh et al., 2017). Instead, it is the one with a clear claim backed up by relevant and sufficient data as well as counterarguments challenged by effective rebuttals (Qin, 2020). In other words, a good argumentative writing integrates both the surface structure (i.e., essential elements including claims, counterclaims, rebuttals, and their accompanied data) and the substance (i.e., the quality of reasoning) (Ho, 2011; Uysal, 2012; Stapleton and Wu, 2015; Qin, 2020; Siregar et al., 2021; Sundari and Febriyanti, 2021; Zhang et al., 2021). As an essential marker of critical thinking and a significant feature of argumentative writing (Wolfe, 2011; Hirvela, 2017), quality of argument has been measured with an increasing use of the Toulmin model that has gained broad acknowledgment in accounting for the various elements marking the progress of an argument (Qin, 2020) and has been widely used to assess the quality of argumentative writing (Yeh, 1998; Qin and Karabacak, 2010; Liu and Stapleton, 2014; Stapleton and Wu, 2015; Qin, 2020; Zhang and Zhang, 2021a,b).



Effects of Small-Group Student Talk on L2 Argumentative Writing

In the recent past, research evidence in L2 documenting small-group student talk has reported mixed findings on its effects on L2 argumentative writing. One related line of research claimed positive effects by measuring linguistic features (i.e., complexity, accuracy, fluency, subordination) and/or analytic ratings (e.g., content, organization, language use, grammar, mechanics, etc.) (Shin, 2008; Pu, 2010; Neumann and McDonough, 2015; McDonough et al., 2019; Li and Zhang, 2021b). For example, Shin (2008) investigated such effects through the comparison of individual and pair-group collaborative planning of English learners in a Korean university which claimed that the planning with pair-group discussions achieved significantly higher scores than those without it in the individual planning group on all five analytic measures (content, organization, language in use, grammar, and mechanics). In a similar vein, Pu (2010) investigated the effects of prewriting discussions among groups with three students by taking the factor of different languages into consideration. He assigned 24 first-year Chinese English major students into four groups, namely, the Chinese L1 group, English L2 group, Chinese L1 and English L2 group, and the individual planning group, and measured the language quality of students’ argumentative texts written under these four conditions in terms of CAF (complexity, accuracy, and fluency). His study corroborated the effectiveness of small-group student talk given that the argumentative essays written by the English L2 group were much better in language quality with fewer errors and higher syntactical complexity than those of the other three groups. Likewise, McDonough et al. (2019), after exploring the effects of pair-group prewriting discussions in a Thai university, pointed out that although there was no significant difference for complexity measures (coordination and subordination), the texts written by students engaged in such discussions were more accurate and received higher ratings (content, organization, grammar, and vocabulary) than those written during individual planning. The findings regarding analytic ratings in these two studies were further supported by Li and Zhang (2021b), who probed the effects of the structured small-group student talk on Chinese university EFL students’ individual writing by measuring the holistic and analytic ratings of content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics in students’ written texts.

However, another line of related research has presented inconsistent findings. For instance, Shi (1998) examined adult international students’ opinion essays written independently under the conditions of peer-led pair-group talk, teacher-led pair-group talk, and no talk prior to writing and found that students wrote longer texts in the condition of no talk, shorter texts after teacher-led pair-group talk, and texts with a greater variety of verbs after peer-led pair-group talk. Her study adopted the Hamp-Lyons 9-point band scale (Hamp-Lyons, 1991), which consists of a global scale for general scores and a profile scale to measure communicative quality, organization, argumentation, linguistic accuracy, and linguistic appropriacy. Using this two-part scale for assessment, she concluded that talking versus no talking prior to writing had no noticeable effect on the scores of students’ individual writing. Another more recent study (Mirazi and Mahmoudi, 2016) adopted a quasi-experimental design to explore the effects of planning type (pair-group collaborative planning vs. individual planning) and gender on EFL learners’ writing quality by measuring the five components of content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics. Their study revealed that gender had no impact on planning type in relation to learners’ writing ability. Moreover, conflicting with Shi’s (1998) results, this study advocated that the individual planning groups had outperformed the collaborative planning groups in regard to students’ overall writing ability. Similarly, McDonough et al. (2018) examined Thai students’ English texts written under conditions of collaborative writing (writing together with a partner), collaborative prewriting (discuss with a partner during planning but write individually), and no collaboration. The study concluded that collaborative prewriting did not lead to any differences in accuracy as compared to no collaboration texts and no significant differences were found in students’ texts written under these three conditions regarding the analytic ratings (content, organization, and language). In addition, collaborative texts were more accurate than the collaborative prewriting and no collaboration texts, while the latter two contained more subordination. In another study, McDonough and De Vleeschauwer (2019), who compared the effects of collaborative planning (discuss with a partner during planning but write individually) and individual prewriting (plan alone by oneself) on Thai EFL learners’ writing development, revealed that individual planning resulted in higher analytic ratings (content, organization, and vocabulary), while collaborative planning led to improved accuracy, and no significant differences in coordination or subordination was found between these two types of planning. Their findings further evidenced that using small-group student talk for planning may not have any advantages for overall writing quality as compared to individual planning.

In summary, recent related studies addressing the effects of small-group student talk used during the planning of L2 argumentative writing have reported inconsistent or mixed findings. Besides, no studies have specifically investigated whether such talk has sustained effects on L2 individual argumentative writing. In addition, except Qin (2020) who particularly assessed the quality of argument of United Arab Emirates university students’ individual argumentative writing using Stapleton and Wu’s (2015) rubric, the majority of prior studies mainly dwelled on the measurement of linguistic features (e.g., complexity, accuracy, fluency, subordination) and/or analytic ratings (e.g., content, organization, language use, grammar, mechanics, etc.) of L2 argumentative texts, which neglected to evaluate the quality of argument—an essential marker of critical thinking and a powerful predictor of good argumentative writing (Wolfe, 2011; Ong and Zhang, 2013; Hirvela, 2017; Paek and Kang, 2017; Huang and Zhang, 2020). According to Stapleton and Wu (2015) and Qin (2020), the quality of argument is meant to be measured from both the presence of structural elements (i.e., essential elements including claims, counterclaims, rebuttals, and their accompanied data) and the quality of substance (i.e., the quality of reasoning). Evaluating the quality of argument in L2 argumentative writing is important not only because good quality of argument is considered significant for effective communication (Nussbaum and Schraw, 2007), but also because, as Qin and Karabacak (2010) argued, doing so can inform the design of instructional materials and the planning of classroom activities for L2 argumentative writing instruction. More importantly, Qin (2020) has further pointed out that it is insufficient to just instruct students to include these structural elements in their writing. In fact, more focus should be put on facilitating students to understand the different quality of these elements so that they can obtain the ability to evaluate various propositions and thus to develop their own arguments.

To resolve these uncovered issues and better understand using small-group student talk for the planning of L2 argumentative writing, this study aimed to adopt a quasi-experimental design (Creswell, 2014) implementing a pretest, a posttest, and a delayed posttest to measure the effects of such talk on the quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing. As such, this study set out to answer the following two questions:


(1)Does small-group student talk enhance the quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ argumentative writing regarding analytic (i.e., claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, rebuttal data) and holistic scores?

(2)Is there any difference in the effect of planning with small-group student talk and that without it on students’ claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, rebuttal data, and overall scores?






MATERIALS AND METHODS


Participants and Context

The participants were 48 undergraduate students in their second year of study who were conveniently sampled (Creswell, 2014) from a School of Foreign Languages at a large public comprehensive university in Central China. All these students were admitted into the English Language and Literature Program as intermediate-level language learners by the School of Foreign Languages of the sampled university and had finished the same university coursework before their admissions into two intact classes of the same required English Writing course. These two classes were randomly assigned into a treatment class and a comparison class with 24 students in each. The treatment class had 19 female students and 5 male students between the ages of 18 and 20 (M = 19.3, SD = 0.76). The comparison class had 16 female students and 8 male students between the ages of 18 and 21 (M = 19.5, SD = 0.93).

The compulsory English Writing course spanned two semesters in the sampled university, which was designed to develop students’ competence in English writing of narrative, expository and argumentative essays and enhance their critical thinking ability (e.g., Huang and Zhang, 2020; Rahimi and Zhang, 2021). The course was instructed by an associate professor of English language and literature, who had 5 years of experience in EFL writing instruction. In the first semester, the course targeted to instruct students to write paragraphs as well as narrative and expository essays. In the second semester, its focus moved to teach students to write argumentative essays and train them to think logically and rationally about what they would be discussing and writing. The current study was conducted in the second semester for its purpose was to measure the quality of argumentation in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing.



Materials and Design


Writing Tasks

The current study consisted of six structured writing task handouts (see Appendix A). All these writing tasks were chosen from the battery of China’s National English As a Foreign Language Test—Test for English Majors – Band 4 (TEM-4). Specifically, the writing tasks for pre-, post-, and delayed post-tests remained the same throughout the quasi-experiment, which is about whether the development of intelligent machines will make human brains lazy (2017 TEM-4). The writing tasks for interventions 1–5 are respectively about whether college students should hire helpers to clean their dormitories (2010 TEM-4), whether private car owners should be taxed for environmental pollution (2011 TEM-4), whether English major students should study Mathematics (2014 TEM-4), whether tourism will bring harm to the environment (2009 TEM-4), and whether it is wise to make friends online (2007 TEM-4). TEM-4 is a nationally standardized test that is taken annually by Chinese tertiary English major students at the second semester of their second year, which guaranteed the high validity and reliability of the writing tasks (Li and Zhang, 2021b). This test is designed particularly to measure whether Chinese tertiary English major students meet the required proficiency levels of English language as specified in the National College English Teaching Syllabus for English Majors (NACFLT, 2004a; cited in Jin and Fan, 2011). It contains six parts, including dictation, listening comprehension, language usage, cloze, reading comprehension, and writing. The writing section is vital for it comprises 20% of the total score of 100. Selecting the argumentative writing tasks from the TEM-4 battery provided students with opportunities to prepare for the test, which is good for arousing students’ interest and boosting their enthusiasm to participate in this study. Previous studies (Neumann and McDonough, 2015; McDonough et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020; Li and Zhang, 2021a) have proved that, compared with the naturally occurring peer group talk, structured writing tasks were more beneficial and effective for engaging L2 learners in critical evaluation of the ideas they generated and the organization they planned to make and thus helped develop L2 learners’ argumentative writing. In this sense, an extra part, modified from Neumann and McDonough (2015), was incorporated in the writing task handouts. It included three parts, respectively, stating a viewpoint to show agreement or disagreement with the writing topic, producing and evaluating ideas and evidence that support and oppose the stated viewpoint, and selecting and organizing ideas and evidence into a writing plan.



Writing Rubric

To measure the quality of argument in students’ argumentative writing, Stapleton and Wu’s (2015) Analytic Scoring Rubric for Argumentative Writing (see Appendix B) was used. This rubric was modified from the original Toulmin model of argument structure and several other researchers’ work (Nussbaum et al., 2005; Nussbaum and Schraw, 2007; Qin and Karabacak, 2010; Zhang and Zhang, 2021b) in an attempt to integrate “the assessment of both argumentative structural elements and the quality of reasoning, one of the few in the field of L2 argumentative writing assessment” (Qin, 2020, p. 230). It was specifically constructed to measure the quality of argument from both structural and substance levels because “for an argumentative essay to be persuasive, not only must it follow surface structure by including alternative viewpoints and showing their weaknesses, but it must also support claims with good quality reasons that convince others” (Stapleton and Wu, 2015, p. 22).

The rubric uses the surface structure based on Toulmin-like elements as the organizing principle for the rows. Meanwhile, it also includes the quality of the supporting reasons or evidence as the organizing principle with embedded descriptors in the columns. Altogether, there are six elements in the rows, respectively, claim (assertion in response to a writing topic), data (evidence to support claims), counterargument claim (opposing assertion that opposes the writer’s main claim), counterargument data (evidence to support the counterargument claim), rebuttal claim (assertion to refute the counterargument), and rebuttal data (evidence to support rebuttal claim). Scoring for these six elements breaks down from a 100-point scale. To assess the higher level of critical thinking and argumentation skills that enable the generation of counterargument claim and rebuttal claim, increased scores are given to these elements. Specifically, they are differentially weighted from a scale of 0–5 for claim and a scale of 0–10 for categories of counterargument claim and rebuttal claim, together with a scale of 0, 10, 15, 20, and 25 for categories of data, counterargument data, and rebuttal data (see Appendix B).

There were two reasons for employing this rubric to measure quality of argument. To start with, besides the assessment of argumentative structural elements, this rubric also enables the evaluation of substance (i.e., quality of reasoning), which is considered paramount because the analysis of structural elements without considering the strength of evidence used is not enough to assess the quality of argument (Paek and Kang, 2017; Zhang, 2018; Qin, 2020). Furthermore, since such a rubric allows graded evaluation and provides descriptors that are as inclusive as possible of the main features of good argumentative writing (Stapleton and Wu, 2015), it is thus convenient for researchers to facilitate the process of scoring.



Research Design

As frequently used in educational contexts which is constructed from situations that already exist in the real world (Campbell and Stanley, 1963), a quasi-experimental design (Creswell, 2014) with a pretest, a posttest, and a delayed posttest (each in 40 min) was adopted to compare the texts written independently by Chinese tertiary EFL students that were already enrolled in two parallel classes which were later randomly assigned by the first researcher into a treatment class and a comparison class.

Prior research (Shi, 1998; Neumann and McDonough, 2015; McDonough and De Vleeschauwer, 2019; Li et al., 2020; Li and Zhang, 2021a) which administered 20 min for the small-group student talk and 40 min for individual writing claimed that students could produce sufficient talk in group discussions in 20 min and drafted texts of reasonable length within 40 min. Therefore, the current study decided to administer 20 min for the prewriting small-group student talk and 40 min for the subsequent individual writing. Specifically, before proceeding to their 40 min of individual writing, students in the treatment class followed collaborative planning with 20 min of small-group student talk, while those in the comparison class planned individually for 20 min without such talk. The independent variable of the study was small-group student talk, which was operationalized in terms of the 20 min discussion of structured writing tasks in small groups of six students in the treatment class. Due to the benefits of the self-selection method which effectively facilitates participants in group collaboration with a higher sense of goal commitment and group accomplishment (Chapman et al., 2006), self-selected small groups of six students were formed in the treatment class. The dependent variable was quality of argument, which was operationalized in terms of students’ argumentative texts and measured using Stapleton and Wu’s (2015) rubric.



Intervention

During the quasi-experimental study, both the treatment class and the comparison class met the aforementioned instructor who mainly employed a genre approach for the English Writing course in a regular university classroom setting. Both classes had two 45-min class periods in each week with a total of 32 periods in a 16-week semester. Following the same teaching syllabus and plan required by the School of Foreign Languages of the selected university, both classes used a theme-based textbook1 that aimed to teach students how to write argumentative essays and develop their critical thinking abilities.

Students in both classes participated in the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest respectively before, at the end of, and 4 weeks after the intervention sessions. Following a practice session in Week 2, five intervention sessions were successively carried out in the treatment class every other week from Week 3 to Week 11. Each intervention was administered with 20 min prewriting small-group student talk and 40 min subsequent individual writing of the tasks chosen from the TEM-4 battery and structured by Neumann and McDonough’s (2015) additional section that intends to promote a production of arguments and evidence. Meanwhile, in the comparison class, students were asked to plan alone for 20 min and then proceed to their 40 minutes’ individual writing of the same tasks mentioned above. All these three tests and intervention sessions were mainly conducted by the first researcher of this study. In order to obtain students’ real EFL writing performance, no external resources or help were allowed in each test. Apart from that, the writing task handouts and time and procedures of each test were kept constant in both classes.

In both the treatment and comparison classes, the instructor taught the same contents and maintained the same schedules throughout the semester. She did not intervene in students’ discussions during the intervention sessions of the treatment class. Nor did she interrupt students’ individual planning in the comparison class. Instead, she offered her assistance only when students specifically asked for it.




Data Collection Procedures

A pretest was administered to both classes in the first week. In the following week, students in the treatment class self-selected group members and formed into four groups of six students. To avoid the impact caused by changing group members, each group was told to remain unchanged during the data collection period. After that, a practice session was carried out to help participants familiarize with the processes. Altogether, five rounds of small-group student talk were administered as intervention sessions and were recorded by the first researcher with the help of the course instructor (see Table 1). The writing task for the practice session was chosen from the course textbook. The other five writing tasks for the intervention sessions were selected at random from the TEM-4 test battery. Each writing task was structured with an added section of the three requirements mentioned above.


TABLE 1. Procedures of the study.

[image: Table 1]
During each round of intervention sessions, students in the treatment class first talked for 20 min about the structured writing task handout and then separated to write a drafted text individually for 40 min. However, students in the comparison class first conducted individual planning for 20 min following the same handout and then proceeded to their individual writing of the task for 40 min. No external sources or help were allowed in either class during each round of intervention. A posttest was given after the fifth round of intervention sessions and a delayed posttest was conducted four weeks after the posttest.



Data Analysis

In sum, 144 (24 × 2 × 3) drafted texts written by students in both classes were collected from the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest in order to determine what effects small-group student talk had on the quality of argumentation in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing.

All the draft texts were rated by two Chinese tertiary EFL instructors with Ph. D. degrees in second language acquisition/applied linguistics, who had no direct involvement in this study. A blind scoring was administered so that both raters had no idea which class texts they were scoring, nor did they know if they were scoring a pre-, post-, or a delayed post-test text. To examine rating consistency and reliability, about 33% of the total texts (48/144) was randomly chosen and scored by the raters. The final score of each written text was the aggregated average value of the scores given by the two raters. Independent rating of the texts resulted in satisfactory reliability with the intraclass correlation being 0.953 for the holistic scores, which could be considered acceptable because it was larger than 0.70 (Multon, 2010). As for the analytic scores in terms of the six elements, the interrater reliability for each element was also adequate (claims, r = 0.817; data, r = 0.876; counterargument claims, r = 0.964; counterargument data, r = 0.985; rebuttal claims, r = 0.804; rebuttal data, r = 0.975).

Statistical analyses using SPSS 26.0 were carried out to address the two research questions. The Shapiro–Wilk tests of normality were run before the analysis to check normality, missing values, and outliers. Results of the Shapiro–Wilk tests revealed that all the data of the current study was normally distributed since the z-scores of skewness and kurtosis did not exceed 1.96 (Field, 2009). After that, independent-samples t-tests were administered to explore the between-subject differences and see whether there existed any effects of small-group student talk on the quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing between the treatment class and the comparison class. In the following, one-way repeated measures ANOVAs were carried out to further examine within-subjects differences in each class. Finally, paired samples t-tests with a Bonferroni correction which was used to avoid Type I errors would be run if significant changes were perceived from the one-way repeated measures ANOVAs to investigate whether the treatment class significantly showed a larger effect size than the comparison class. During such comparisons, the effect sizes were interpretated using the Cohen’s (1992) criteria which deem that d values of 0.20, 0.50, and 0.80 and partial η2 values of 0.01, 0.06, and 0.14 are respectively considered as small, medium, and large effect sizes.




RESULTS


Effects on Overall Quality of Argument

The following Table 2 demonstrates the descriptive data for the subscores of the quality of each argumentative element together with the overall scores of the quality of these elements in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing between the treatment class and the comparison class across the three tests. To make sure the baseline conditions of the two classes at the outset of the study, independent samples t-tests were applied.


TABLE 2. Descriptive statistics for holistic and analytic scores of the quality of argument across tests.

[image: Table 2]
The between-subjects results (see Table 3) suggested that students’ performance in holistic and analytic scores of the quality of argument were similar at the time of the pretest (overall, p = 0.953; claim, p = 0.331; data, p = 0.607; counterargument claim, p = 0.848; counterargument data, p = 0.820; rebuttal claim, p = 0.306; rebuttal data, p = 0.882). However, significant differences with large effect sizes were found between the treatment class and the comparison class concerning the overall quality of argument in the immediate posttest (t = –4.096, p < 0.001, d = –1.18) and the delayed posttest (t = –3.800, p < 0.001, d = –1.10). Such results indicated that small-group student talk used as collaborative prewriting discussions enabled students in the treatment class to gain higher scores of the quality of argument compared with those in the comparison class.


TABLE 3. Between-subject comparisons of holistic and analytic scores on quality of argument across tests.

[image: Table 3]
The application of one-way repeated measures ANOVAs showed that the scores of the overall quality of argumentation changed differently over time in both the treatment class [F(2,46) = 71.147, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.756] and the comparison class [F(2,46) = 5.972, p = 0.005, [image: image] = 0.206]. Paired samples t-tests and Bonferroni correction (p = 0.017) were further employed to better examine the within-subjects differences in each class. Discernible improvement with large effect sizes in the treatment class was observed across the tests (pretest vs. posttest, p < 0.001, d = –2.23; pretest vs. delayed posttest, p < 0.001, d = –1.71) and the effect was retained in the delayed posttest (post vs. delayed posttest, p = 0.043).

In contrast, statistically significant differences in the comparison class only appeared from the pretest to the immediate posttest (p = 0.001, d = –0.76). Such differences did not manifest neither from the immediate posttest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.148) nor from the pretest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.086). The results of these comparisons suggested that small-group student talk was significantly effective with respect to the overall quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing.



Effects on Claim

No statistically significant differences concerning the quality of claim were found between the treatment class and the comparison class, including the pretest (t = 0.983, p = 0.331), the immediate posttest (t = 0.655, p = 0.516), and the delayed posttest (t = –0.207, p = 0.837) (see Table 3). The running of one-way repeated measures ANOVAs revealed that students in each class made no significant improvement across time [F(2,46) = 1.856, p = 0.168, [image: image] = 0.075], and [F(2,46) = 0.069, p = 0.934, [image: image] = 0.003 respectively]. Such results indicated that small-group student talk had no significant effects on the quality of claim in students’ individual writing.



Effects on Data

Between-subjects comparisons suggested that students in the treatment class achieved a similar performance to those in the comparison class across the three tests (t = –0.518, p = 0.607; t = 0.655, p = 0.516; t = –0.207, p = 0.837 respectively) (see Table 3). The results of one-way repeated measures ANOVAs indicated that the quality of data did not vary significantly across the tests, neither in the treatment class [F(2,46) = 1.417, p = 0.253, [image: image] = 0.058], nor in the comparison class [F(2,46) = 1.274, p = 0.289, [image: image] = 0.053]. In other words, students in both classes did not perform significantly differently over time concerning the quality of data.



Effects on Counterargument Claim

Concerning the quality of counterargument claim, students in both classes performed similarly in the pretest (t = –0.193, p = 0.848). However, the results of between-subjects comparisons demonstrated that students in the treatment class achieved better performance than those in the comparison class in the posttest immediately after the treatment (t = –2.206, p = 0.032, d = –0.64) and in the delayed posttest 4 weeks after the treatment (t = –2.234, p = 0.030, d = –0.64) (see Table 3).

A further analysis using one-way repeated measures ANOVAs showed that the scores of the quality of counterargument claim changed significantly over time in both the treatment class [F(2,46) = 21.109, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.479] and the comparison class [F(2,46) = 5.536, p = 0.007, [image: image] = 0.194]. Within-subjects analysis using the paired samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction (p = 0.017) indicated a significant effect with a larger size from the pretest to the immediate posttest in the treatment class (p < 0.001, d = –1.40) compared with that in the comparison class (p < 0.001, d = –0.85). Such a large size effect was maintained in the delayed posttest in the treatment class (p < 0.001, d = –0.90). However, no significant improvement manifested in the comparison class, neither from the immediate posttest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.073), nor from the pretest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.217). Such results suggested that small-group student talk promoted students in the treatment class to produce better quality of counterargument claim in their individual writing across the tests.



Effects on Counterargument Data

Table 3 demonstrates that no significant differences were found between the treatment class and the comparison class in the quality of counterargument data in the pretest (t = –0.229, p = 0.820). In contrast, students in the treatment class achieved a significantly better performance than those in the comparison class in the immediate posttest (t = –2.800, p = 0.007, d = –0.81) and the delayed posttest (t = –2.167, p = 0.035, d = –0.63).

To analyze whether the quality of counterargument data changed significantly within each class in the immediate posttest and the delayed posttest, one-way repeated measures ANOVAs were used. Results showed that significant changes across tests were observed in the treatment class [F(2,46) = 66.294, p = 0.000, [image: image] = 0.742], while it was not seen in the comparison class [F(2,46) = 2.066, p = 0.138, [image: image] = 0.082]. Paired samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction (p = 0.017) were then applied to further explore the within-subjects differences in the treatment class. The results indicated that small-group student talk enabled students to make progress in the quality of counterargument data with a large effect size from the pretest to the immediate posttest (p < 0.001, d = –2.07). No significant improvement was found from the immediate posttest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.069) and the large size effect of small-group student talk was retained in the delayed posttest (p < 0.001, d = –1.68). Results of the between-subjects and within-subjects comparisons revealed that small-group student talk was discernibly effective in facilitating Chinese tertiary EFL students to improve the quality of counterargument data in their individual argumentative writing across time.



Effects on Rebuttal Claim

The treatment and comparison classes achieved similar performance regarding the quality of rebuttal claim in the pretest (t = 1.034, p = 0.306) and the delayed posttest (t = –1.339, p = 0.187). However, the treatment class outperformed the comparison class in this measure in the immediate posttest (t = –2.142, p = 0.038, d = –0.62) (see Table 3). The within-subjects analysis using one-way repeated measures ANOVAs showed that the quality of rebuttal claim varied significantly over time in the treatment class [F(2,46) = 15.979, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.410], but it was not a case in the comparison class [F(2,46) = 0.129, p = 0.879, [image: image] = 0.006].

A series of paired samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction (p = 0.017) were run to further examine the changes across tests in the treatment class. The results indicated that significant differences with a large effect size were discerned in the treatment class from the pretest to the posttest (p < 0.001, d = –1.12). Such a large size effect of small-group student talk on the quality of rebuttal claim was also seen from the pretest to the delayed posttest (p = 0.001, d = –0.81). These results suggested that small-group student talk effectively promoted students in the treatment class to produce better quality of rebuttal claim in students’ individual writing and such effects could be sustained in the delayed posttest.



Effects on Rebuttal Data

There were no statistically significant differences with respect to the quality of rebuttal data between the treatment class and the comparison class across tests (pretest: t = –0.149, p = 0.882; immediate posttest: t = –1.216, p = 0.230; delayed posttest: t = –1.371, p = 0.177 respectively) (see Table 3). The application of one-way repeated measures ANOVAs indicated that students made significant improvement in the treatment class [F(2,46) = 3.436, p = 0.041, [image: image] = 0.130], but not in the comparison class [F(2,46) = 1.163, p = 0.322, [image: image] = 0.048]. However, a further within-subjects analysis of such effects in the treatment class using the paired samples t-tests with Bonferroni correction (p = 0.017) revealed no significant changes across the three tests over time (pretest vs. posttest, p = 0.032; posttest vs. delayed posttest, p = 0.583; pretest vs. delayed posttest, p = 0.089 respectively). In this sense, students in the treatment class did not achieve significantly better performance than those in the comparison class across the three tests. These results suggested that small-group student talk had no significant effects on the quality of rebuttal data in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing.




DISCUSSION

In answer to the first research question, which inquired into whether small-group student talk helps enhance the quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ argumentative writing, the overall quality of argument in students’ argumentative writing during the pre-, post-, and delayed post-tests was assessed following a holistic scoring rubric developed and validated by Stapleton and Wu (2015). This rubric drew upon Nussbaum et al. (2005); Nussbaum and Schraw (2007), and Qin and Karabacak (2010), which included six elements of argument (claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, rebuttal data). The significant distinctions of the holistic scores in both the immediate posttest and the delayed posttest showed that small-group student talk enabled students in the treatment class to gain higher scores of the overall quality of argument compared with those in the comparison class. In other words, small-group student talk did exert positive effects on facilitating the quality of argument through which Chinese tertiary EFL students could improve their argumentative writing performance and enhance their critical thinking skills. Such a finding lends support to previous studies (Nussbaum et al., 2005; Shin, 2008; Pu, 2010; Neumann and McDonough, 2015; McDonough et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020; Li and Zhang, 2021a) in that talking prior to writing has impact on students’ written texts and quality of argument in students’ writing could be effectively facilitated using talking as a scaffolding tool, because talk created opportunities for students to scaffold within each other’s ZPDs (Neumann and McDonough, 2015; McDonough et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020), co-construct their knowledge and experience (Shin, 2008; Pu, 2010; Li and Zhang, 2021b), and draw from ideas and practices they learn with their peers (Nussbaum et al., 2005; Olsen and VanDerHeide, 2020).

Nevertheless, such results have challenged Shi’s (1998) study which claimed that prewriting small-group discussions had no immediate influence on the writing scores and no noticeable effects of pair-group (both teacher-led and peer-led) talk on students’ individual writing were perceived. The possible reason might be the different writing rubrics the two studies adopted. The current study mainly focused on the measurement of quality of argument (i.e., presence of the Toulmin-based argument elements and quality of reasoning), while Shi’s (1998) study conducted a more comprehensive measurement of organization, linguistic, communicative, and argumentative aspects. Using different writing rubrics might potentially lead to inconsistent results when judging the quality of argumentative writing (Plakans and Gebril, 2017). The influence of such a factor is also found in the discordant results between this study and McDonough and De Vleeschauwer’s (2019). Besides, this study has also reported conflicting findings with Mirazi and Mahmoudi’s (2016) which confirmed that individual planning outperformed pair-group collaborative planning in terms of Iranian students’ overall writing ability measured by content, organization, vocabulary use, language use, and mechanics (Jacobs et al., 1981). In addition to the factor of different writing rubrics, various writing tasks and group sizes might be other factors that lead to the discordant results. The current study selected writing tasks from the writing sections of the standard Chinese TEM-4 battery which emphasizes students’ critical thinking and argumentative abilities, while Mirazi and Mahmoudi’s (2016) study used the ones from a TOEFL essay preparation book which concentrated more on students’ reading and listening comprehension as well as summarizing and rewriting abilities. Meanwhile, group sizes (six-student small group VS. pair group) also enable a direct influence on the quality of group discussions and thus cause different results (Burgoon et al., 2002).

With respect to the second research question about whether there exists any difference in the effect of planning with small-group student talk and that without it, this study found that no discernible differences were perceived in the analytic scores either between or within the treatment class and the comparison class with respect to the quality of claim, data, and rebuttal data across tests. However, the statistical analyses did reveal immediate and sustained effects of small-group student talk on the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim. Counterargument claim was the only element in which students in both classes made significant improvement, but the treatment class demonstrated a larger effect size. In other words, small-group student talk significantly facilitates the quality of argument in students’ argumentative writing by promoting the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim, which were viewed as parts of the second-level key elements of argument (Zhang, 2018; Zhang and Zhang, 2021a), because a critical thinker ought to reflect different stances and weigh the pros and cons of each stance (Qin, 2020). Also, advanced arguments tended to implement counterarguments and rebuttals (Wolfe et al., 2009; Paek and Kang, 2017) and the presence of opposing views and counterarguments is of central importance to argumentative writing (Rusfandi, 2015).

Concerning the finding that no significant effects were found in terms of claim and data, one possible explanation might include that claim (assertion in response to a writing topic) and data (evidence to support claims) are the most fundamental and preferred elements for learners (Qin and Karabacak, 2010; Qin, 2013, 2020; Liu and Stapleton, 2014; Stapleton and Wu, 2015; Abdollahzadeh et al., 2017; Zhang, 2018). Thus, it does not matter whether students receive the intervention sessions or not. Either way, students would follow the most basic and natural way that they were already quite familiar with to present their claims and data in their individual writing. Another probable reason might be related to the moves of small-group student talk which students follow during their collaborative discussions. It is worth mentioning that students’ talking moves mainly consisted of three steps as suggested in the structured writing tasks. They first expressed each other’s viewpoints of the argumentative writing topic along with corresponding supporting reasons. After that, they began to argue with one another to defend and justify their viewpoints. Finally, they negotiated to decide which ideas and evidence to select and organize into their writing plan. It is obvious that their claims and data were mainly presented during the first move, in which students did not challenge or argue with each other but took turns to give their claims and data until everyone finished; while the counterargument and rebuttal claims and data were largely produced during the second move. In this sense, without negotiation and arguing with each other, the first move in which students’ claims and data were generated only plays a similar role as what individual planning does. This could help explain why students in the treatment class did not outperform those in the comparison class in these two measures.

As for the finding that no significant effects were discerned in terms of rebuttal data between the classes and within each class, one possible reason might be that students in both classes were not familiar with the writing topic. The mean score of rebuttal data in each class is lower than 6 (out of 25), which indicated that due to the lack of relevant topical knowledge, students in both classes barely produced any rebuttal data. As “the interaction between one’s prior knowledge and the content of a specific passage” (Alexander et al., 1991, p. 334), topical knowledge affects the writing performance and shapes the texts in impromptu essay writing (He and Shi, 2012; Zhang and Zhang, 2021b). In this sense, L2 writing instructors are suggested to give students sufficient exposure to materials covering different types of topical knowledge so that students will be familiar enough with the writing topics to align counterargument and rebuttal claims with the corresponding supporting evidence and thus be able to make their viewpoints logically acceptable and effectively persuasive. Such a finding discords with previous studies that attributed the insufficient generation of counterarguments and rebuttals to cultural influences (Xu and Cao, 2012; Paek and Kang, 2017; Wei et al., 2020), because statistically significant differences were found concerning the immediate and sustained effects of small-group student talk on the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim. Such effects indicated that engaging students in meaning-making talk scaffolded by the Toulmin argument structure can effectively facilitate them to produce desired elements (Rusfandi, 2015).

Regarding the findings that small-group student talk had immediate and sustained effects on the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim, a possible explanation might be that small-group student talk enabled students to produce increasingly argumentative structural elements with more logically relevant and acceptable evidence. As the basis for developing content for writing, talk is generative and supportive for the development as well as the articulation of ideas for writing prior to the act of transforming the ideas into written text (Parr et al., 2009). In the process of such collaborative talk, students generated alternative viewpoints, provided, and evaluated reasons and clarifications, and negotiated to decide which ideas and evidence to select and organize into their writing plan. Such collaboration and negotiation led them to consider opinions in opposition to their own (or others’) arguments with corresponding supporting evidence, for talk can influence the construction of knowledge around texts and topics and helps students in exploring ideas, informing the argumentative writing that students do in classrooms (Brady, 2018). Therefore, it is not surprising to see that most texts produced in the immediate posttest and the delayed posttest by students in the treatment class included more counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claims as well as a wider variety of supporting evidence, such as expert opinions, statistics, examples, personal experiences, common sense, and logical analysis. Such two-sided argument texts offer writers and audiences better opportunities to carry out deeper negotiation, since good or effective arguments are typically expressed with multiple sides (Zhang and Zhang, 2021b).

On the contrary, although students in the comparison class were also provided with the same structured writing tasks, they failed to achieve so in their individual planning. Because without being challenged and arguing with others as their peers did in small-group student talk, they lacked opportunities to collaboratively facilitate complex understanding and co-construct knowledge through meaningful negotiations with others (Winzenried et al., 2017). Correspondingly, their texts were mainly composed of claims and data together with one counterargument claim and one or two counterargument data, which failed to present a certain number of adequate counterargument and rebuttal claims and data, even though good arguments involve counterargument and rebuttal claims and data to augment writing quality (Wolfe et al., 2009). Moreover, texts of the comparison class demonstrated illogical reasoning which are inaccurate and/or irrelevant in terms of quality (Rapanta et al., 2013; Zhang, 2018), mainly in the form of two types—personal experiences and logical analysis. However, in terms of persuasive power, anecdotal evidence is viewed as less effective than expert, causal, and statistical evidence (Hoeken and Hustinx, 2003). Thus, writers’ own personal judgments and experiences are not regarded as strong evidence to support a claim (Zhang, 2018). The lack of alternative or conflicting viewpoints together with the insufficiency of logically adequate evidence indicated that these texts mainly presented one-sided argument or my-side bias argument (Felton et al., 2015). Such texts seemed structurally well-designed, but they were significantly low in terms of argument quality, because this type of argument is regarded as the least sophisticated form of an argument (Rusfandi, 2015).



CONCLUSION

The current quasi-experimental study investigated whether employing small-group student talk as collaborative discussions for prewriting planning helped facilitate the quality of argument (measured by claim, data, counterargument claim, counterargument data, rebuttal claim, and rebuttal data) in Chinese tertiary ELF students’ individual argumentative writing. Statistical results of the holistic scores in both the immediate posttest and the delayed posttest showed that small-group student talk facilitated students in the treatment class to achieve higher scores of the overall quality of argument compared with those in the comparison class, which indicated that small-group student talk was effective for promoting the quality of argument in Chinese tertiary EFL students’ individual argumentative writing. Immediate and sustained effects were also found on counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim. Counterargument claim was the only element in which students in both classes made significant improvement, but the treatment class demonstrated a larger effect size. However, no evident effects were perceived regarding claim, data, and rebuttal data across the three tests. Such findings imply that small-group student talk enabled students to achieve collaborative planning for their individual writing, effectively facilitate themselves to produce desired Toulmin-like elements (Rusfandi, 2015), and promote the quality of counterargument claim, counterargument data, and rebuttal claim in their argumentative writing.

These findings imply that the employment of small-group student talk in the Chinese tertiary EFL learners’ writing classroom is beneficial for developing students’ quality of argument in their individual argumentative writing. Therefore, L2 writing instructors are encouraged to provide their students with enough opportunities to engage in such a talk during which they are able to develop sufficient Toulmin-like elements and present good quality reasoning. Besides, given that no immediate and sustained effects of small-group student talk was identified on rebuttal data due to students’ unfamiliar with the writing topics, L2 writing instructors ought to exposure their students to writing materials with a wide range of topical knowledge to mitigate its influence on students’ writing performance (He and Shi, 2012; Zhang and Zhang, 2021b) and help students accumulate sufficient supporting evidence and data.

Despite these findings and implications, this study has certain limitations. Firstly, due to a small sampling size of participants (N = 48) in this study, such findings might not be ideal for generalization. Further studies in this vein can amplify the size of sampling to magnify the reliability of the results. Secondly, a repeated writing task for all the three tests (pre-, post-, and delayed post-tests) was used, which might lead to memory issues and influence students’ writing performance. Therefore, different writing tasks for the three tests can be tried in future research. Finally, this study mainly dwelled on a quantitative measurement and analysis of the argument elements and quality, which lacks an in-depth evaluation and interpretation of the features of each element and the advancement process of reasoning. Thus, future studies are suggested to combine qualitative and quantitative analyses for a more thorough and comprehensive understanding of the quality of argument from both the aspects of structural elements and quality of reasoning.
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FOOTNOTES

1The textbook is named Writing Critically III—Argumentative Writing, which has been included in the list of officially approved textbooks for use in China’s National Standard Textbooks for English Major Students in Tertiary Institutions. The theme-based textbook is specifically designed for English-major undergraduates with orientations in English language and literature, translation, and business English.


REFERENCES

Abdollahzadeh, E., Farsani, M. A., and Beikmohammadi, M. (2017). Argumentative writing behavior of graduate EFL learners. Argumentation 31, 641–661. doi: 10.1007/s10503-016-9415-5

Alexander, P. A., Schallert, D. L., and Hare, V. C. (1991). Coming to terms: how researchers in learning and literacy talk about knowledge. Rev. Educ. Res. 61, 315–343. doi: 10.3102/00346543061003315

Antón, M., and Dicamilla, F. J. (1999). Socio−cognitive functions of L1 collaborative interaction in the L2 classroom. Modern Lang. J. 83, 233–247. doi: 10.1111/0026-7902.00018

Bazerman, C. (2016). “What to sociocultural studies of writing tell us about learning to write?,” in Handbook of Writing Research, 2nd Edn, eds C. A. MacArthur, S. Graham, and J. Fitzgerald (New York, NY: Guilford), 11–23.

Brady, J. (2018). Investigating the relationship between classroom conversation and argumentative writing using writing moves and types of talk. Acta Paedagogica Vilnensia 40, 94–110. doi: 10.15388/ActPaed.2018.0.11890

Burgoon, J. K., Bonito, J. A., Ramirez, A. Jr., Dunbar, N. E., Kam, K., and Fischer, J. (2002). Testing the interactivity principle: effects of mediation, propinquity, and verbal and nonverbal modalities in interpersonal interaction. J. Commun. 52, 657–677. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-2466.2002.tb02567.x

Campbell, D. T., and Stanley, J. C. (1963). Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Chapman, K. J., Meuter, M., Toy, D., and Write, L. (2006). Can’t we pick our own group? The influence of group selection method on group dynamics and outcomes. J. Manage. Educ. 30, 557–569. doi: 10.1177/1052562905284872

Cohen, J. (1992). Quantitative methods in psychology: a power primer. Psychol. Bull. 112, 155–159. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches, 4th Edn. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Donato, R. (1994). “Collective scaffolding in a second language,” in Vygotskian Approaches to Second Language Research, eds J. P. Lantolf and G. Appel (New Jersey, USA: Ablex Publishing Corporation), 33–56.

Ellis, R., and Yuan, F. (2004). The effects of planning on fluency, complexity, and accuracy in second language narrative writing. Stud. Second Lang. Acquisition 26, 59–84. doi: 10.1017/S0272263104261034

Felton, M., Garcia−Mila, M., Villarroel, C., and Gilabert, S. (2015). Arguing collaboratively: argumentative discourse types and their potential for knowledge building. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 85, 372–386. doi: 10.1111/bjep.12078

Fernández Dobao, A. (2007). “The Use of Circumlocution Strategies in Foreign Language Interaction: A Collaborative Creation of Meaning Process,” in Proceedings of the 30th International AEDEAN Conference: [electronic resource], eds M. Losada Friend, P. Ron Vaz, S. Hernández Santano, and J. Casanova (Huelva: Universidad de Huelva).

Fernández Dobao, A. (2012). Collaborative writing tasks in the L2 classroom: comparing group, pair, and individual work. J. Second Lang. Writing 21, 40–58. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2011.12.002

Fernández Dobao, A. (2014). Attention to form in collaborative writing tasks: comparing pair and small group interaction. Can. Modern Lang. Rev. 70, 158–187. doi: 10.3138/cmlr.1768

Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics using SPSS. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Grabe, W., and Kaplan, R. (1996). Theory and Practice of Writing. London: Addison Wesley Longman.

Hamam, D. (2020). A study of the rhetorical features and the argument structure of EAP essays by L1 and L2 students in the UAE. J. Asia TEFL 17, 699–706. doi: 10.18823/asiatefl.2020.17.2.28.699

Hamp-Lyons, L. (1991). Assessing Second Language Writing in Academic Contexts. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.

He, L., and Shi, L. (2012). Topical knowledge and ESL writing. Lang. Test. 29, 443–464. doi: 10.1177/0265532212436659

Heidari, F. (2019). The effect of dynamic assessment of Toulmin model through teacher-and collective-scaffolding on argument structure and argumentative writing achievement of Iranian EFL learners. Iran. J. Appl. Lang. Stud. 11, 115–140.

Hirvela, A. (2017). Argumentation and second language writing: are we missing the boat? J. Second Lang. Writing 100, 69–74. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2017.05.002

Ho, V. L. (2011). Non-Native Argumentative Writing by Vietnamese Learners of English: A Contrastive Study. (Ph.D.thesis). USA:Georgetown University.

Hoeken, H., and Hustinx, L. (2003). “The relative persuasiveness of different types of evidence,” in Proceedings of the Fifth Conference of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation, eds F. H. van Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, and A. F. Snoeck Henkemans (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Sic Sat), 497–501.

Huang, Y., and Zhang, L. J. (2020). Does a process-genre approach help improve students’ argumentative writing in English as a foreign language? Findings from an intervention study. Read. Writing Q. 36, 339–364. doi: 10.1080/10573569.2019.1649223

Jacobs, H. L., Zinkgraf, S. A., Wormuth, D. R., Hartfiel, V. F., and Hughey, J. B. (1981). “Testing ESL Composition: A Practical Approach,” in English Composition Program. (Rowley, MA: Newbury House Publishers).

Jin, Y., and Fan, J. (2011). Test for English majors (TEM) in China. Lang. Test. 28, 589–596. doi: 10.1177/0265532211414852

Kibler, A. (2017). Peer interaction and learning in multilingual settings from a sociocultural perspective: theoretical insights. Int. Multiling. Res. J. 11, 199–203. doi: 10.1080/19313152.2017.1328970

Li, H. H., and Zhang, L. J. (2021a). Effects of structured small-group student talk as collaborative prewriting discussions on Chinese university EFL students’ individual writing: a quasi-experimental study. PLoS One 16:e0251569. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0251569

Li, M., and Zhang, M. (2021b). Collaborative writing in L2 classrooms: a research agenda. Lang. Teach. 1–19. doi: 10.1017/S0261444821000318

Li, H. H., Zhang, L. J., and Parr, J. M. (2020). Small-group student talk before individual writing in tertiary English writing classrooms in China: nature and insights. Front. Psychol. 11:570565. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.570565

Li, M., and Zhu, W. (2013). Patterns of computer-mediated interaction in small writing groups using wikis. Comput. Assist. Lang. Learn. 26, 61–82. doi: 10.1080/09588221.2011.631142

Liu, F., and Stapleton, P. (2014). Counterargumentation and the cultivation of critical thinking in argumentative writing: investigating washback from a high-stakes test. System 45, 117–128. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2014.05.005

Lockhart, C., and Ng, P. (1995). Analyzing talk in ESL peer response groups: stances, functions, and content. Lang. Learn. 45, 605–651. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-1770.1995.tb00456.x

Macagno, F., and Konstantinidou, A. (2013). What students’ arguments can tell us: using argumentation schemes in science education. Argumentation 27, 225–243. doi: 10.1007/s10503-012-9284-5

McDonough, K., and De Vleeschauwer, J. (2019). Comparing the effect of collaborative and individual prewriting on EFL learners’ writing development. J. Second Lang. Writing 44, 123–130. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2019.04.003

McDonough, K., De Vleeschauwer, J., and Crawford, W. (2018). Comparing the quality of collaborative writing, collaborative prewriting, and individual texts in a Thai EFL context. System 74, 109–120. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2018.02.010

McDonough, K., De Vleeschauwer, J., and Crawford, W. J. (2019). Exploring the benefits of collaborative prewriting in a Thai EFL context. Lang. Teach. Res. 23, 685–701. doi: 10.1177/1362168818773525

Mirazi, S., and Mahmoudi, A. (2016). The effects of collaborative and individual planning on Iranian male and female EFL learners’ writing ability. Theory Practice Lang. Stud. 6, 1630–1636. doi: 10.17507/tpls.0608.16

Multon, K. D. (2010). “Interrater reliability,” in Encyclopedia of Research Design, ed. J. S. Neil (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications), 626–628.

NACFLT (2004a). Syllabus for TEM4. Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press.

Neumann, H., and McDonough, K. (2015). Exploring student interaction during collaborative prewriting discussions and its relationship to L2 writing. J. Second Lang. Writing 27, 84–104. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2014.09.009

Nippold, M. A., and Ward-Lonergan, J. M. (2010). Argumentative writing in pre-adolescents: the role of verbal reasoning. Child Lang. Teach. Ther. 26, 238–248. doi: 10.1177/0265659009349979

Nussbaum, E. M., Kardash, C. M., and Graham, S. E. (2005). The effects of goal instructions and text on the generation of counterarguments during writing. J. Educ. Psychol. 97, 157–169. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.157

Nussbaum, E. M., and Schraw, G. (2007). Promoting argument-counterargument integration in students’ writing. J. Exp. Educ. 76, 59–92. doi: 10.3200/JEXE.76.1.59-92

Ohta, A. S. (2000). Rethinking interaction in SLA: developmentally appropriate assistance in the zone of proximal development and the acquisition of L2 grammar. Sociocult. Theory Second Lang. Learn. 4, 51–78.

Olsen, A. W., and VanDerHeide, J. (2020). Representations of students becoming as writers. Learn. Cult. Soc. Interact. 24:100285. doi: 10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.02.010

Ong, J., and Zhang, L. J. (2013). Effects of the manipulation of cognitive processes on EFL writers’ text quality. TESOL Q. 47, 375–398. doi: 10.1002/tesq.55

Ortega, L. (2009). “Studying writing across EFL contexts: Looking back and moving forward,” in Writing in Foreign Language Contexts, ed. R. Manchon (Clevedon: Multilingual matters), 232–255. doi: 10.21832/9781847691859-013

Osman, W. H., and Januin, J. (2021). Analysing ESL Persuasive Essay Writing Using Toulmin’s Model of Argument. Psychol. Educ. J. 58, 1810–1821. doi: 10.17762/pae.v58i1.1034

Özdemir, S. (2018). The effect of argumentative text pattern teaching on success of constituting argumentative text elements. World J. Educ. 8, 112–122. doi: 10.5430/wje.v8n5p112

Paek, J. K., and Kang, Y. (2017). Investigation of content features that determine Korean EFL learners’ argumentative writing qualities. Eng. Teach. 72, 101–122. doi: 10.15858/engtea.72.2.201706.101

Palincsar, A. S., and Brown, A. L. (1989). Classroom dialogues to promote self-regulated comprehension. Adv. Res. Teach. 1, 35–71.

Parr, J. M., Jesson, R., and McNaughton, S. (2009). “Agency and platform: The relationships between talk and writing,” in The SAGE Handbook of Writing Development, eds R. Beard, D. Myhill, J. Riley, and M. Nystrand (London, England: Sage), 246–256. doi: 10.4135/9780857021069.n17

Parr, J. M., and Wilkinson, I. (2016). Widening the theoretical lens on talk and writing pedagogy. Int. J. Educ. Res. 80, 217–225. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2016.08.011

Plakans, L., and Gebril, A. (2017). An assessment perspective on argumentation in writing. J. Second Lang. Writing 36, 85–86. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2017.05.008

Pu, X. (2010). The effects of prewriting discussions on the content of argumentative writing of freshmen. J. Tangshan Teach. College 32, 150–153.

Qin, J. (2013). Applying Toulmin model in teaching L2 argumentative writing. J. Lang. Learn. Teach. 3, 21–29.

Qin, J. (2020). “Assessing L2 Argumentation in the UAE Context,” in The Assessment of L2 Written English across the MENA Region, eds L. McCallum and C. Coombe (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan), 225–240. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-53254-3_10

Qin, J., and Karabacak, E. (2010). The analysis of Toulmin elements in Chinese EFL university argumentative writing. System 38, 444–456. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2010.06.012

Rahimi, M., and Zhang, L. J. (2021). Effects of an engaging process-genre approach on student experiences, engagement, and writing achievements. Read. Writing Q. 51, 1–18. doi: 10.1080/10573569.2021.1982431

Rapanta, C., Garcia-Mila, M., and Gilabert, S. (2013). What is meant by argumentative competence? An integrative review of methods of analysis and assessment in education. Rev. Educ. Res. 83, 483–520. doi: 10.3102/0034654313487606

Rusfandi. (2015). Argument-counterargument structure in Indonesian EFL learners’ English argumentative essays: a dialogic concept of writing. RELC J. 46, 181–197. doi: 10.1177/0033688215587607

Shehadeh, A. (2011). Effects and student perceptions of collaborative writing in L2. J. Sec. Lang. Writing 20, 286–305. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2011.05.010

Shi, L. (1998). Effects of prewriting discussions on adult ESL students’ compositions. J. Sec. Lang. Writing 7, 319–345. doi: 10.1016/S1060-3743(98)90020-0

Shin, Y. (2008). The Effects of Planning on L2 Writing: A Study of Korean Learners of English as a Foreign Language. Ph.D.thesis. Iowa: The University of Iowa.

Siregar, R. N., Syarif, H., and Amri, Z. (2021). “An analysis of argument of students’ argumentative essay by using Toulmin Model,” in Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research Series: Eighth international conference on English language and teaching (ICOELT-8 2020), ed. W. Striełkowski (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Atlantis Press), 98–102. doi: 10.2991/assehr.k.210914.018

Stapleton, P., and Wu, Y. A. (2015). Assessing the quality of arguments in students’ persuasive writing: a case study analyzing the relationship between surface structure and substance. J. Eng. Acad. Purposes 17, 12–23. doi: 10.1016/j.jeap.2014.11.006

Storch, N. (2019). Collaborative writing. Lang. Teach. 52, 40–59. doi: 10.1017/S0261444818000320

Storch, N., and Wigglesworth, G. (2007). “Writing tasks: The effects of collaboration,” in Investigating Tasks in Formal Language Learning, ed. M. D. P. García Mayo (New York, NY: Multilingual Matters), 157–177. doi: 10.21832/9781853599286-011

Strijbos, J. W., Martens, R. L., and Jochems, W. M. (2004). Designing for interaction: six steps to designing computer-supported group-based learning. Comput. Educ. 42, 403–424. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2003.10.004

Sundari, H., and Febriyanti, R. H. (2021). The Analysis of Indonesian EFL Argumentative Writing Using Toulmin’s Model: The Structure and Struggles from the Learners. Scope 5, 67–78. doi: 10.30998/scope.v5i2.8544

Teng, L. S., and Zhang, L. J. (2020). Empowering learners in the second/foreign language classroom: can self-regulated learning strategies-based writing instruction make a difference? J. Sec. Lang. Writing 48:100701. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2019.100701

Toulmin, S. E. (1958). The Uses of Argument. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Toulmin, S. E. (2003). The Uses of Argument, updated Edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511840005

Uysal, H. H. (2012). Argumentation across L1 and L2 Writing: Exploring Cultural Influences and Transfer Issues. Vigo Int. J. Appl. Linguistics, 9, 133–159.

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in Society: The Development of Higher Psychological Processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Walqui, A. (2006). Scaffolding instruction for English language learners: a conceptual framework. Int. J. Biling. Educ. Biling. 9, 159–180. doi: 10.1080/13670050608668639

Watanabe, Y., and Swain, M. (2007). Effects of proficiency differences and patterns of pair interaction on second language learning: collaborative dialogue between adult ESL learners. Lang. Teach. Res. 11, 121–142. doi: 10.1177/136216880607074599

Wei, X., Zhang, L. J., and Zhang, W. (2020). Associations of L1-to-L2 rhetorical transfer with L2 writers’ perception of L2 writing difficulty and L2 writing proficiency. J. Eng. Acad. Purp. 47:100907. doi: 10.1016/j.jeap.2020.100907

Wigglesworth, G., and Storch, N. (2009). Pair versus individual writing: effects on fluency, complexity and accuracy. Lang. Test. 26, 445–466. doi: 10.1177/0265532209104670

Winzenried, M. A., Campbell, L., Chao, R., and Cardinal, A. (2017). Co-constructing writing knowledge: Students’ collaborative talk across contexts. US: Association of Teachers of Advanced Composition.

Wolfe, C. R. (2011). Argumentation across the curriculum. Written Commun. 28, 193–219. doi: 10.1177/0741088311399236

Wolfe, C. R., Britt, M. A., and Butler, J. A. (2009). Argumentation schema and the myside bias in written argumentation. Written Commun. 26, 183–209. doi: 10.1177/0741088309333019

Xu, J., and Cao, Z. (2012). The influence of different pairing patterns on the student-student interaction in college English class—An empirical study. For. Lang. China 9, 67–77.

Yeh, S. S. (1998). Validation of a scheme for assessing argumentative writing of middle school students. Assess. Writing 5, 123–150. doi: 10.1016/S1075-2935(99)80009-9

Zainuddin, S. Z., and Rafik-Galea, S. (2016). Effect of training in the use of Toulmin’s model on ESL students’ argumentative writing and critical thinking ability. Malaysian J. Lang. Linguistics 5, 114–133. doi: 10.24200/mjll.vol5iss2pp114-133

Zhang, L. J. (2013). Second language writing as and for second language learning. J. Sec. Lang. Writing 22, 446–447. doi: 10.1016/j.jslw.2013.08.010

Zhang, L. J. (2021). “Crossing literacy borders through writing: Transformational apprenticeship and repositioning of EAL learners,” in Crossing Borders, Writing Texts, Being Evaluated: Cultural and Interdisciplinary Norms in Academic Writing, eds A. Golden, L. A. Kulbrandstad, and L. J. Zhang (Bristol: Multilingual Matters), 147–163. doi: 10.21832/9781788928571-011

Zhang, L. J., and Cheng, X. L. (2021). Examining the effects of comprehensive written corrective feedback on L2 EAP students’ linguistic performance: a mixed-methods study. J. Eng. Acad. Purp. 49:101043. doi: 10.1016/j.jeap.2021.101043

Zhang, S. J., Yu, H., and Zhang, L. J. (2021). Understanding the sustainable Growth of EFL students’ writing skills: differences between novice and expert writers in their use of lexical bundles in academic writing. Sustainability 13:5553. doi: 10.3390/su13105553

Zhang, L., and Zhang, L. J. (2021a). Development and validation of the Questionnaire on EFL Students’ Perceptions of Authorial Stance in Academic Writing. Appl. Linguistics Rev. 12, 1–33. doi: 10.1515/applirev-2021-0003

Zhang, T. T., and Zhang, L. J. (2021b). Taking stock of a genre-based pedagogy: sustaining the development of EFL students’ knowledge of the elements in argumentation and writing improvement. Sustainability 13:11616. doi: 10.3390/su132111616

Zhang, Y. (2018). An investigation into the development of structure and evidence use in argumentative writing. Theory Pract. Lang. Stud. 8, 1441–1448. doi: 10.17507/tpls.0811.08

Zhao, H. H., and Zhang, L. J. (2022). Teaching Writing in English as a Foreign Language: Teachers’ Cognition Formation and Reformation. Chem: Springer Nature.


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Li and Zhang. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-t001.jpg
Week Treatment class

1 Pretest (40 min)

2 Practice session: Small-group student talk for
planning (20 min) + individual writing (40 min)

3,5,7,9, 11 Intervention sessions: Small-group student talk
for planning (20 min) + individual writing
(40 min) Posttest

16 Delayed posttest

Comparison class

Pretest (40 min)

Individual planning (20 min) + individual
writing (40 min)

Individual planning (20 min) + individual
writing (40 min)

Posttest

Delayed posttest

Writing topic

Whether human brains will get lazy with intelligent
machines to do the thinking (2017 TEM-4)

a) Whether college students should be allowed to
take cell phones into classrooms (from the course
textbook)

b) Whether college students should hire helpers to
clean their dormitories (2010 TEM-4)

¢) Whether private car owners should be taxed for
environmental pollution (2011 TEM-4)

d) Whether English major students should study
Mathematics (2014 TEM-4)

e) Whether tourism will bring harm to the environment
(2009 TEM-4)

Whether it is wise to make friends online (2007 TEM-4)
Whether human brains will get lazy with intelligent
machines to do the thinking (2017 TEM-4)

Whether human brains will get lazy with intelligent
machines to do the thinking (2017 TEM-4)






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-t002.jpg
Measures Class Delayed posttest
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Overall CC 61.25 5.33 63.54 3.70 62.71 3.67
TC 61.17 4.33 68.00 3.85 66.88 3.93
Claim CC 4.29 0.690 4.38 0.647 4.29 0.690
TC 4.08 0.776 4.25 0.676 4.33 0.702
Data CcC 22.04 2.27 22.42 2.02 2217 1.93
TC 22.38 2,18 22.67 2.32 22.46 2.21
Counterargument claim CC 7.33 1.55 8.33 1.05 7.79 1.50
TC 7.42 1.44 8.96 0.91 8.71 1.33
Counterargument data CC 16.63 2.45 16.88 2.03 17.08 2.08
TC 16.79 2.60 18.96 3.03 18.63 2.80
Rebuttal claim CC 5.88 2.58 6.04 1.49 5.92 2.39
TC 5.29 1.00 6.88 1.19 5.67 1.34
Rebuttal data CC 5.08 8.11 5.54 221 5.42 1.77
TC 5.21 2.69 6.21 1.53 6.04 1.37

CC, comparison class; TC, treatment class; SD, standard deviation.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i009.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i008.jpg
M





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Investigating Effects of Small-Group Student Talk on the Quality of Argument in Chinese Tertiary English as a Foreign Language Learners’ Argumentative Writing



		INTRODUCTION



		Theoretical Framework



		Small-Group Student Talk



		Argumentative Writing and Quality of Argument



		Effects of Small-Group Student Talk on L2 Argumentative Writing







		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Participants and Context



		Materials and Design



		Writing Tasks



		Writing Rubric



		Research Design



		Intervention







		Data Collection Procedures



		Data Analysis







		RESULTS



		Effects on Overall Quality of Argument



		Effects on Claim



		Effects on Data



		Effects on Counterargument Claim



		Effects on Counterargument Data



		Effects on Rebuttal Claim



		Effects on Rebuttal Data







		DISCUSSION



		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL



		FOOTNOTES



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology

Investigating Effects
of Small-Group Student Talk on
the Quality of Argument
in Chinese Tertiary English as a
Foreign Languagelearners’
Argumentative Writing









OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i007.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i006.jpg
M





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i005.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i004.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i003.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i002.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i001.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i000.jpg
M





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i010.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-t003.jpg
Measures Pretest Posttest Delayed posttest

t P t P t P
Overall 0.059 0.953 —4.096 0.000** —3.800  0.000**
Claim 0.983 0.331 0.655 0.516 —0.207  0.837
Data —0.518 0.607 —0.399 0.692 -0.488 0.628

Counterargument claim — 0.193 0.848 —2.206 0.032* —2.234 0.030*
Counterargument data — 0.229 0.820 —2.800 0.007* —2.167 0.035*
Rebuttal claim 1.034 0.306 —2.142 0.038* —1.339  0.187
Rebuttal data —0.149 0.882 —1.216 0.230 —1.371 0177

*p < 0.05; *p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i013.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i012.jpg
M





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-868045-i011.jpg
M





