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*Pre-course writing: Argumentative Essay 1% Draft

Week 1

Notion of argumentation I: The Toulmin model

1. Introduction to the Toulmin model of argumentation
2. Tutorial on how to construct argument diagram1(AD1)
3. Training: practice constructing an AD1 with a local issue

(+ 2 B 33HID).

Week 2

Notion of argumentation II: Walton’s dialogue theory

1. Introduction of the Walton’s dialogue theory

2. Introduction of a graphic organizer -- argumentation vee
diagrams (AVD)

3. Training:

(1) synchronous chat = collaborative construction of an
AVD

(2) asynchronous discussion = collaborative construction of
an AVD

Week 3

Preparation: Collaboration Argumentation Groups

1. Group size: 3 students in a group

2. Preparation of ABCSCL documents: (1) Literature Review Assignment +
all references used (2) Argumentative Essay 1% draft

3. Construct an AD 1 individually based on Argumentative Essay 1% draft

4. Read the other two group members’ ABCSCL documents to gain
familiarity with their topics

Week 4

(students:

Avs. B)

The collaborative learning activity model (Students A, B, & C in a group)

Considering II~ Comparing/Debating ||- Consolidating
Summary

A, B: Synchronous chat in Collaborative Aand B
Individual debate on Topic A AVD Revise
argument Asynchronous Collaborative individual
diagram discussion on Topic AVD argument
(ADI) B diagram
(AD2)

Week 5

B, C: Synchronous chat in Collaborative Band C




(students: Individual debate on Topic B AVD revise
B vs. C) argument Asynchronous Collaborative individual
diagram discussion on Topic AVD argument
(AD1) C diagram
(AD2)
Week 6 A, C: Synchronous chat in Collaborative Aand C
(students: Individual debate on Topic C AVD revise
Avs. C) argument Asynchronous Collaborative individual
diagram discussion on Topic AVD argument
(AD1) A diagram
(AD2)
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6. 223 27 4 L (Recommendations and Reflections)
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