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Improving the Framework for Analyzing Socioscientific Argumentation in
Science Teaching: From the Perspective of Contemporary
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Abstract: Socioscientific argumentation (SSA) shares with contemporary argumentation theories
the great attention to contexts. Reflections on existing SSA analytical framework
through the lens of contemporary argumentation theories reveal 1) that different
frameworks attend to different aspects of argumentative contexts; and 2) that most
frameworks focused on individual argumentation, showing little concern about the
interactional rules and driving purpose of dialogic argumentation. To help teachers grasp
the dialogic SSA they commonly face in their practical field, we introduced the
categories of purpose proposed by the “new rhetoric” theory, and constructed a
framework attending to quality of single argument, holistic argumentative function, and
interactional features of argumentation in an integrative way. Examples of analytical
applications are provided.
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