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The Effectiveness of Collaborative Argumentation Learning Activities in Junior High School

Based on Online Whiteboards

eZ Fx2 FER, HAT
THRMNFRKFETEHHRE FE
2HUIN T AT R IR AR
* yuehu@hznu.edu.cn

[(#H&)] £ 8GR AKE. ATFR ZERGHNK, REEENEI 5, BRFEHINL
. EANDATRI ARG PRI LR A T B DR, AT, KRG AERWERIESS) EF, &R
Fn R WS T ERE DR R FHLRN: (1) FARAMDTEETRARSERIE; MEF I MRS
5 RERE; Q) BKCIERFABIEITAFZELEEFR, EPIKEIERFAL S R IEESPATAILE @
B FF); dEitiE R AR AT LR BRI, Bk A BT FRIEiA N4,

[ #4093 & &ERIE; BPIEDEER; MEFIME; 254 AeR%

Abstract: In the era of rapid technology development and widespread applications of artificial intelligence, cultivating

k4

students critical thinking skills to discern truth from falsehood and analyze problems deeply is essential amidst
complex online information. This study designs an online collaborative argumentation learning activity and employs
methods such as cognitive network analysis to investigate its effects. Findings include: (1) Students *  critical thinking
awareness improved, but the improvement was not statistically significant; however, their collaborative learning
tendency and their learning engagement increased significantly; (2) Significant differences in argumentation behaviors
were observed between high-level and low-level argumentation groups. The low-level groups focused more on task
execution and simple listing of evidence, while the high-level groups engaged in deeper argumentation, forming

complex and rigorous argumentation networks.
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