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1 Introduction

The development of reasoned argument is crucial to the process of education because it is central to learning itself and pivotal to the contribution of education to society. The ability to construct and evaluate arguments is integral to the search for meaning and ‘deep learning’. It is also central to the development of adults as social beings. ‘Argument is a primary mechanism in the resolution of social conflict and in the construction of socially appropriate norms’ (Stein and Miller, 1991, p. 267). It is appropriate, then, that the aims of examination courses and the performance criteria used to allocate grades to students should refer in some detail to the qualities of students’ arguments. However, these expressions of intent are not sufficiently specific to act as anything more than a general guide for teachers’ practice and there is some evidence that, in Business Studies at least, the quality of students’ arguments is a weak point within their overall performance. 
Insights developed through experimental research in Psychology suggest that informal arguments suffer from two key weaknesses: ‘confirmatory bias’ and ‘weak situational modelling’. It has been suggested (Baron, 1988) that these problems might be ameliorated through teachers modelling higher qualities of argument to which students should aspire. However, for this strategy to be practicable teachers must have at their disposable criteria by which they can distinguish between different levels of argument in their subject. They could then use these criteria to support improvements in students’ work through ‘assessment for learning’ (Black and Wiliam, 1988). This paper presents some criteria that have been developed for this purpose by teachers in Business, Studies, Economics and Geography. These criteria are particularly important to the contribution of these subjects to the aim of developing citizens who are able to play a critical and constructive role in the development of their societies. The use of these criteria in assessment for learning is also described and a general model for this process is processed. The relevance of the insights from the psychological literature is demonstrated by reference to examples of students’ oral contributions in class and also by reference to their writing.
Section 2 of the paper identifies how qualities of argument are referred to examination specifications in England. Part 3 reviews literature from psychology that identifies weaknesses in informal reasoning and which suggests possible remedies for these weaknesses. Part 4 describes some criteria that have been development by teacher development groups working in Business, Economics and Geography. Part 5 illustrates how these criteria have been used in teaching and illustrates some of the outcomes through extracts from students’ work. Part 6 presents some conclusions. 
2 Formal schooling and the aim of improving the quality of students’ argument

One of the key aims of formal schooling is to improve the quality of students’ arguments. This aim is reflected in the descriptions of levels of performance necessary for the award of particular grades in public examinations in England. For example, the ability to evaluate evidence is referred to in the criteria for the award of GCSE examination grades in Business Studies, Economics and Geography.  GCSE grades for Geography are also to be awarded on the basis of how well students are able to evaluate ‘the significance and effects of values and attitudes of those involved in geographical issues and in decision-making about the use and management of environments’. The criteria for being awarded a Grade C in A Level Business Studies or Economics require candidates to ‘evaluate evidence and arguments to present reasoned conclusions’. In the case of Business Studies and Economics this ability is focused upon in one assessment objective which guides the design of assessment tasks. At A level, students are expected in economics to ‘evaluate economic arguments and evidence, making informed judgements’ and in business studies to ‘evaluate, distinguish between fact and opinion, and assess information from a variety of sources’. 
The ability to develop and evaluate arguments is particularly important to the development of a capacity for citizenship. This is central to the ‘maximalist’ view of citizenship (McLaughlin, 1992; Buck and Inman, 1995; Davies, 2005) which emphasizes the capacity of citizens to play a critical role in the ongoing development of a state. It is implied by the criteria for the award of examination grades at GCSE in England. The criteria for being awarded a grade A in Citizenship require that students ‘discuss, interpret and evaluate a variety of different responses demonstrating an appreciation of other points of view. They recognise the complexity of issues studied, weigh up opinions and make judgements supported by a range of evidence and well-developed arguments’. The National Curriculum for Citizenship in England states that teaching of 14-16 year olds should have ‘a growing emphasis on critical awareness and evaluation’ (QCA 1999).One of the stated goals for education in Australia is equip students with ‘the capacity to exercise judgement and responsibility in matters of morality, ethics and social justice, and the capacity to make sense of their world, to think about how things got to be the way they are, to make rational and informed decisions about their own lives, and to accept responsibility for their own action (MCEETYA, 1999)’. Despite a tendency for national policy statements on education to emphasise ‘responsibility’ and ‘knowing one’s role’, the importance of developing an ability to devise and evaluate reasoned arguments retains a central place in accounts of the objectives of citizenship education.
However, there are difficulties in turning these objectives into practice. In the case of examination specifications the first difficulty lies in translating aims and grade criteria into the ‘assessment objectives’ that will guide the design of questions. In the case of Citizenship in England the assessment objectives suggest a very limited role for ‘evaluation’. It is restricted to the requirement that students should ‘plan and evaluate citizenship activities in which they have participated’. Less than half the marks for questions targeted at this assessment objective in one specimen paper (Edexcel. 2001) are for evaluation per se. Other marks are awarded for description and understanding of roles. 
Where the assessment objectives more directly translate the ‘evaluation’ aim into an assessment objective the questions and mark schemes appear to be more likely to directly address the aim. This is currently the case in the assessment objectives in England for GCSE examinations in business and economics. A typical question focused on evaluation in Business Studies at GCSE is ‘Discuss whether you believe that Cadbury Schweppes’ should encourage its employees to develop skills that are not directly related to their jobs’ (GCSE Higher Tier, Question 5b AQA Specification Business A, AQA, 2003). The mark scheme for the question specifies three levels. At Level 0 judgement is ‘not based on analysis’ and no marks are awarded. At level 1 ‘some judgement is offered based on analysis’ and 1-2 marks may be awarded. At Level 2 ‘Good judgement is offered based on balanced analysis’. Cross reference with the rest of the mark scheme suggests that analysis in this case means ‘offering a reasoned point’ such as ‘makes workers feel important, could motivate’. Another style of question asks students to evaluate information (e.g. ‘Evaluate one of the limitations of the above information in helping John to judge the success of the business’ (Edexcel, 2000). 
Yet writing questions and mark schemes to assess students’ ability to evaluate is only part of the problem. Students have to be taught how to meet the standards being set. In a review of the award of marks in examinations for Business Studies Forrester (2004) found that students were much less successful at gaining marks on ‘evaluation’ tasks than on questions set against other assessment objectives. In effect, students achieving a grade C overall were not demonstrating the level of ability in evaluation that was suggested by the grade criteria. It seems that we are some way short of achieving the aims and objectives in relation to the qualities of students’ argument that are set out in curriculum policies and examination specifications.
3 Informal Reasoning and the development of argument

The arguments that individuals use in their informal ‘everyday’ reasoning tend to rely on ‘plausibility’ rather than logic and weight of evidence (Baron, 1988). To some extent we may view this as an efficient use of personal thinking time in so far, for example, as relying on the opinion of an ‘expert’ removes the need to gather evidence and construct arguments oneself. However, the weaknesses in informal arguments are detrimental to participatory citizenship as well as to formal academic achievement. 
Informal arguments have been found to suffer from two main problems. The first is ‘confirmatory bias’. This problem is suggested by experimental and survey evidence. Wason (1966) devised a selection task in which participants have to decide which of four cards (E, K, 4, 7) they should pick up to test the truth of a proposition ‘a card with a vowel on one side has an even number on the other side’. Individuals are more likely to select cards E and 4 when logic suggests they should choose E and 7. That is, they choose those cards which will they think might confirm the statement rather than those that might refute it. Perkins and colleagues (for example, Perkins et al., 1991) conducted a series of experiments in which they asked individuals to make a judgement and then to rate their confidence in their judgement and their interest in the issue. Their answers suffered from ‘my side’ bias in that they offered far more statements in support of their viewpoint than statements that contested their viewpoint. This pattern did not seem to be affected by the respondent’s level of formal education. Davies et al. (2002) report survey evidence on the economic thinking of 14-18 year-olds suggesting that young people tend to imagine that the government policy (more or less taxation, progressiveness of taxation, level of government spending) is broadly in line with their own preferences. Confirmatory bias acts not only in relation to the process of reasoning but also in the way that individuals perceive the world about which they are making judgements.
A second problem in individuals’ informal reasoning is a tendency for incomplete ‘situation modelling’. That is, the way in which individuals construct a model of the situation they are judging tends to suffer from incomplete processes. Critically, they do not tend to pay much attention to developing alternative possible outcomes from the same premises or alternative premises for the same outcome (Kuhn, 1991). Higher levels of knowledge about the situation and higher levels of measured IQ appear to have relatively little impact on this modeling weakness (Kuhn, 1991; Perkins et al., 1991).
Stein and Miller (1991) suggest a three stage framework for the development of argumentative skill which we now relate to these two problems. They suggest that the ability to argue begins with the use of oral tactics (which largely consist of threats) to gain one’s own way. This immediately casts arguments as leading to ‘I win – you lose’ outcomes. Stein and Miller suggest that the development of an individual’s argument beyond this level results from an interaction between this completely one sided approach to a recognition that a better argument counters the evidence and reasoning of alternative viewpoints. They suggest that a second stage of argument emerges when an individual supports their own viewpoint with reasoning and evidence and seeks to undermine the strength of evidence and reasoning of opposing viewpoints. In a third stage arguments appeal to accepted social norms of behaviour and reasoning in order to justify a position. 
This account of the emergence of argumentative skill accounts for a confirmatory bias in informal reasoning. One reason for the persistence of confirmatory bias in individuals’ written arguments is that they do not sufficiently construct the ‘other person’ who they are trying to persuade. This weakness can be linked to the third stage in Stein and Miller’s framework. The quality of arguments can be judged in terms of the degree to which they follow accepted conventions within the relevant community. At stage two the individual shows implicit understanding about what is likely to be accepted as meaningful reasoning and evidence and at stage 3 this understanding is more explicit. In these terms the adequacy of the ‘situational model’ depends on the accepted conventions within a particular context or community. 
This analysis provides a basis for strategies to improve the quality of students’ arguments. First, there are strategies to guide the process of students’ formation of arguments. For example, Baron (1988) proposes that students are encouraged to look for evidence against the first idea they think of and to consider alternative possibilities. That is, they should be encouraged to adopt processes that counteract the instinctive confirmatory bias. They might also be encouraged to make explicit the audience to which they are presenting their argument and to describe the criteria that are important to this audience. This leads to a second strategy. Teachers could model types of argument that students should aspire to. “According to Baron, successful teaching must also provide standards by which particular examples of thinking can be judged, beliefs about what good thinking is and why it is important and, as we have already said – the motivation to think as well.” (Garnham and Oakhill, 1994, p.276). According to Kuhn (1991) the effectiveness of these strategies will depend on the degree to which learners’ are encouraged to reflect on the process of their argument construction and the structural quality of the arguments they present.
4 Developing the quality of students’ arguments through assessment for Learning
During 2002-2004 I worked with two groups of teachers to develop approaches to the development of students’ arguments that fall into the category of ‘modelling qualities of argument’. In terms of the language currently used to describe strategies to improve students’ attainment they may be described as ‘assessment for learning’ (Black and Wiliam, 1998). One group of geography teachers initially worked on improving the quality of students’ descriptions and explanations (Clarke et al, 2003; Davies et al., 2004; George et al., 2002). They then adapted their model to support the development of students’ judgements (Clarke et al., 2004). A second group of teachers focused on the quality of students’ economic judgements in the context of Citizenship Education (Davies, 2004; Knighton, 2005; Stoney, 2005). The work in Citizenship was supported by the Nuffield Foundation. 
Each of the two projects has followed a similar format. Variation in the quality of students’ judgements has been categorised using examples of students’ work from different contexts. That is, the qualitative differences between students’ arguments have been identified through an inductive process using examples of students’ work in the context of their studies. In the case of the work in Geography this drew heavily on previous work by Davies (2002). Members of each group scrutinised the examples of students’ writing, discussed the key qualitative distinctions between them and agreed upon ways of describing the different levels of quality that were found. This process resulted in the distinctions that are presented here in Figures 1 and 2. The language in these figures has been chosen to make them usable by students. The full representations of the figures can be found in Clarke et al. (2004) and Davies (2004). In both cases the teachers agreed that there were several aspects to the differences in quality. This contrasted with the earlier work in Geography when a single set of quality differences had been thought appropriate for depicting qualitative differences in description and explanation (Davies et al., 2004). 
Figures 1 and 2 about Here

Figures 1 and 2 each include a criterion for ‘reasons’ in evaluating the quality of students’ judgements. Although the language in the two columns is different the suggestion in both is that quality increases as students support their assertions with the number and cohesion of reasons. Interestingly, the Geography criteria include a reference to the identification of problems with the reasons that are put forward. This implements the proposal from Baron (1988) noted earlier. The Geography criteria also include a separate column for use of evidence and here again (at levels 3 and 4) there are references to recognition of problems with the evidence. These differences between the criteria developed by the two groups of teachers do not appear to have been precipitated by the national subject criteria referred to earlier. It may reflect differences peculiar to these teachers. 

However, a further difference between the two figures does seem to be related to the subject criteria. Whilst Figure 1 (Business and Economics aspects of Citizenship) includes one criteria referring to stakeholders, Figure 2 (Geography) refers to interests and viewpoints. Specifications for examinations in Business Studies refer frequently to stakeholders whilst specifications for Geography refer to the identification of the values that underpin different viewpoints. This may contribute to the way in which the Geography group differentiated between interests and viewpoints whilst the Business and Economics group did not.  Thus, although the differences between the two sets of criteria may reflect no more than the differences between these two groups of teachers, it is consistent with the view that there are subject differences in what counts as a good argument. 
Having developed descriptive categories for levels of quality in students’ work the teachers in the projects investigated ways of helping students to understand the general criteria, assess their own work using these categories and aim to improve the quality of their writing so as to demonstrate the higher levels of argument. The broad approach developed for use across the subject areas in the project is shown in Figure 3. The three stages in the approach are based on Tharp and Gallimore’s (1988) account of the scaffolding process suggested by Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development. 

In the first stage students are assisted to perform beyond their independent capacity by teacher direction. Students cannot understand the level of quality to aim for without the teacher’s assistance, most likely through modelling that level of quality in terms of the context of the topic that the student is currently learning. The challenge for assessment for learning is to make quality criteria intelligible and realistically achievable for students (Black and Wiliam, 1998, p54). The approach adopted in Figure 3 is to introduce the different levels of quality through examples which students are asked to evaluate. It is through the processes of assessing examples of work from others and themselves that students learn to use these descriptions of quality in aiming to improve their own work.

In the second stage students take over responsibility for directing and assisting their learning.  A key indicator of that a student has progressed to Tharp and Gallimore’s second stage is their ability to take responsibility for their learning by applying ideas appropriately in a range of contexts. Assessment for learning might record this growing adaptability in terms of a student’s familiarity level (modest and uneven performance on tasks) or an expertise level (consistently high performance on tasks) Ruthven (1995). In the third stage students’ performance should be thoroughly internalised and more or less automatic so the need for examples is removed. 
5 Exemplification
In implementing this approach to improving students’ arguments teachers began with leading questions that they believed captured an issue that would interest students’ interest such as (A) ‘Should information that a woman is planning to have a baby be allowed to influence a decision on her application for a higher graded job?’, (B) ‘Should this company agree to a 30% increase in pay for its directors?’ and (C) ‘Should the Government ban advertising of sweets on television?’ This section refers to extracts from three lessons that aimed to helped students to consider each of these questions. The letters (A)-(C) are used to indicate which lesson is being referred to. Each of the lessons focused on column 1 of Figure 1: arguments concerning the interests and views of stakeholders. 
Initial qualities of argument

Before using the approach it is helpful to gather some data on students’ initial qualities of argument and to help them to begin to think about the way their arguments are constructed. The teacher in Lesson (C) asked the students to ‘think of as many arguments as you can why the person should be invited for interview and why the person should not be invited for interview’. Some students responded to this task by writing their answers in continuous prose whilst others put two columns, one for ‘yes’ and one for ‘no’, One boy wrote ‘Karen should get an interview because she got an A* in Business and Economics’ and went on to list all of Karen’s achievement. The person specification only referred to qualification at degree level in a relevant subject so these earlier achievements are not strictly relevant. One girl wrote ‘They should invite Karen to interview because she is well qualified (no specific reference to the degree)… but if they want someone to work for a long time they should not consider Karen as she is planning to have a baby’. 
In contrasting these two examples we can see that the boy is displaying the ‘confirmatory bias’ referred to earlier, whilst the girl also presents an argument against her preferred option. It was quite striking to find this opinion (that ‘planning to have a baby’ should be taken into account in some circumstances) was aired by a significant number of the girls, but rarely by the boys. It immediately signalled a line of thinking to be challenged during the lesson. Conversation between the teacher and the boy suggested that the boy’s response ‘offer interview because of A*’ was reflecting a focus purely on the interest of the applicant (the GCSE grade was not referred to in the person specification). This places the boy’s argument at level 1. The girl does consider the interests of the applicant (in terms of being well qualified) and the employer (‘is she a long tern investment’) notwithstanding the question of whether the employer should be permitted to let this influence the decision. The first key step in the approach is to help students to recognise these distinctions in qualities of argument. 
Helping students to recognise different qualities in arguments

Table 3 Row 1 suggests that one way of helping students to recognise different qualities of argument is to provide examples that students are asked to evaluate. This was the strategy followed in Lesson (B). Students were given the exemplar arguments presented in Table 4 and asked to work in pairs to decide which of the four arguments was best. 
Table 4 About Here

The four arguments in Table 4 were written to focus on the ‘stakeholders’ column in Table 1. Argument A corresponds to Level 4 because it suggests a recognition of how the interests of stakeholders could be brought together yet goes on to point out problems with the solution. Argument B corresponds to level 3 in Figure 1 because a possible resolution (giving all workers a shareholding) is suggested. Argument 3 corresponds to Level 1 because only the viewpoints of workers are presented. Argument D corresponds to Level 2 because the views of different stakeholders are considered. 
In Lesson (A) teacher adopted the strategy depicted in Table 3 Row 3. She introduced the ‘qualities of arguments’ sheet (Table 1) and reminded the class that they had looked at this sheet in the previous week. She asked the students to use the sheet to assess their initial arguments (referred to above). The version of Figure 1 she gave out focused only on Column 1 and it exemplified each level through arguments about recycling (Davies, 2004). The students had to try to apply the general points to a situation that was quite different from that imagined on the sheet. One boy awarded himself a level 2 on the basis that he had ‘arguments for and against’. His reason against was that ‘it would be unfair to other candidates because she is an internal candidate’. He had identified other stakeholders (candidates from outside the company) so in that sense he was sensibly applying the criteria in Table 1 Column 1. However, the teacher probed his use of the word ‘unfair’. The information given to the students suggested there was a risk that the asymmetric information (on internal as opposed to external candidates) might be used to unfairly disadvantage the internal candidate. 
The teacher then asked the students to swop their work with person next to them who would also assess their work. Some of the girls seemed more generous in marking their partners’ work than in marking their own, but in general they tended to agree with each other. For example, two girls had each given their partner a grade ‘4’, but had only awarded a ‘2’ to themselves. Their self-assessment was more accurate than their assessment of each other and the teacher concentrated on the difference between answers at levels 2 and 3. The difference required for a level 3 was a suggestion of how the conflicting interests could be resolved. The teacher drew the students’ attention to this difference. This led to a conversation in which the girls suggested making the job part-time as a possible resolution. This extended the quality of their thinking. 

Strategies to help students to focus on improving their arguments from one level to the next
To some extent the careful framing of the initial question appeared to stimulate students’ thinking such that that they began to work towards the higher levels of reasoning. For example, in the initial stages of lesson (C) (on whether advertising of sweets on television should be banned) one student asked about ‘health warnings’ on chocolates. She asked ‘Why do Cadbury’s put these warnings on if they want people to buy as much chocolate as possible?’ The same student later asked ‘Do you think that the health warning adverts work?’  

However, the main strategy adopted in this lesson was to focus on trying to help students to improve their arguments from levels 2 to 3 in Column 1. To that end the teacher led a class discussion to generate some possible ways in which the interests of the company and the general welfare of the population might be met. Once a list of possibilities had been developed he asked students to decide on their preferred option and to present their review of the arguments. Two students chose ‘research into low sugar chocolates’ as a good option because ‘it has long-run benefits for the company in protecting market share’. This argument leaves the interests of consumers inexplicit. We might assume that it is in consumers’ interests to have healthier sweets, but they might also prefer the taste of sugar-rich sweets. That is, we can see again the tendency only to state arguments in support of a contention even when conflicting interests are being considered. However, we can begin to see a better ‘situational model’ emerging in the students’ reference to the company’s long-run interests.

A difference in the quality of situational modelling can be seen in a comparison of two students’ arguments about the merits of resolving stakeholder interests on sweets by a rise in VAT. One student preferred government health warnings to an increase in VAT because ‘people would not want to pay more’ (she did not consider the cost of advertising and therefore did not consider the real cost in terms of resources). Another student preferred a strategy of putting VAT on sweets on the basis that ‘higher prices would reduce demand and firms would lose money so they would want to change to produce more healthy stuff’.  The second student advances a more complex line of reasoning (Column 2 in Table 1) in support of their viewpoint.
6 Conclusion
The literature on the development of argumentative skill identifies ‘confirmatory bias’ and ‘inadequate situational modelling’ as weaknesses in informal reasoning. One possible remedy for these weaknesses is for teachers to model higher qualities of argument and support students in reviewing their own arguments and aiming for improvements in their reasoning. This remedy falls within the scope of ‘assessment for learning’ which has been shown (Black and Wiliam, 1998) to lead to improvements in levels of attainment. The approach to assessment for learning described in this chapter has aimed to fill the gap between the insights developed by theorists in psychological and the strategies that teachers feel equipped to use in the classroom. 

Through inductive analysis of students’ written work in classrooms groups of teachers have developed classifications of levels of quality in students’ arguments. These classifications suggest some important differences between the qualities prized in different subjects whilst also displaying a shared core of common features. Drawing upon Vygotsky’s Zone of proximal Development teachers have developed practicable ways of supporting the development of students’ arguments by focusing on students’ understanding of why one argument is better than another. The evidence from practice that has been gathered so far indicates the relevance for classroom practice of the insights of ‘confirmatory bias’ and ‘situation modelling’. It also suggests that this approach to assessment for learning offers reasonable home of helping teachers and students to identify and overcome these problems. 
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Table 1 Making my arguments better in Citizenship 
	
	Stakeholders
	Reasons
	Interdependence

	1
	Only presents view of one stakeholder
	There is a point of view, but no argument to back it up
	Costs or benefits are not connected (like a list)

	2
	Presents the views of more than one stakeholder
	Gives only one reason to support a point of view
	The balance between costs and benefits is considered (weighing up)

	3
	Suggests how the interests of different stakeholders can be brought together
	The argument has more than one reason but the reasons contradict each other (don’t add up)
	The effects of everyone’s behaviour on the future balance of costs and benefits is considered (knock-on effects)

	4
	Considers the advantages and disadvantages of any one way of getting stakeholders to work for the same outcome
	The argument has more than one reason but the reasons do not support each other (like a list)
	


Table 2 Making my arguments better in Geography
	
	Reasons
	Interests
	Viewpoints
	Evidence

	1
	I give my own opinion with a reason for that view
	My judgement assumes that everyone will benefit in the same way.
	My judgement refers to a wider viewpoint 
	My judgement includes a relevant piece of evidence

	2
	I make a judgement and back it up with more than one reason
	My judgement recognises that people want different things or will be affected in different ways
	My judgement recognises that there may be more than one wider viewpoint on a problem
	My judgement includes more than one piece of evidence

	3
	I can see problems in a reason, because it does not work out the same in all cases.
	My judgement assumes that what some people want will be the opposite of what others want. If some people are better off others are bound to be worse off. 
	My judgement shows how a criterion is linked to a wider viewpoint.
	My judgement includes pieces of evidence that do not all support the same argument

	4
	I can describe how the reasons used in a judgement are related to each other
	My judgement recognises that what different groups of people want may sometimes be in conflict but sometimes can be achieved together 
	My judgement makes clear how different interests are valued by a wider viewpoint 
	My judgement recognises weaknesses in the evidence 

	5
	
	My judgement recognises when and how what different groups of people want may sometimes be in conflict but sometimes can be achieved together
	
	My judgement weighs up the strength of the evidence.


Table 3 Developing Students’ Understanding of Qualities of Economic Arguments in Citizenship Education

Stage 1 Introducing the statements to the students

	1
	Provide students with 4 examples of different levels of argument using past students’ work or made up examples. Make these examples relevant to ONE of the free parts of the framework. Make these examples specific to the topic they have just studied or just about to study. Ask the students to assess these examples. First ask them to identify the best and worst. Then ask them to put the 4 examples in order from best to worst. Discuss in class. 

	2
	Introduce that part of the framework you want the students to focus upon. Show how this is related to the examples they have just assessed.

	3
	Ask students to assess their own work. This could be their previous, most recent piece of work, or a piece of work they do after you have introduced the framework. Help them to focus on individual sentences rather than leaping to an overall verdict. Discuss examples in whole class.

	4
	Ask the students to set a target for the level of argument they want to reach in their next price of work.


Stage 2 Supporting the students’ use of the framework as they work on tasks and assess the outcomes

	5
	Provide students with support for their next task by showing examples of levels in relation to this task.

	6
	Ask the students to carry out the task aiming to improve the quality of their arguments.

	7
	Ask students to assess their work, mark their neighbour’s work, compare and discuss grades. Follow with class discussion.

	8
	Ask students to set a target for their next piece of work


Stage 3 Reducing the level of support for students’ use of the framework

	9
	Provide students with less support for their next task compared with (5). For example do not use examples of levels in relation to this task.

	10
	Ask the students to carry out the task aiming to improve the quality of their arguments. (as 6)

	11
	Ask students to assess their work, mark their neighbour’s work, compare and discuss grades. Follow with class discussion. (as 7)

	12
	Ask students to set a target for their next piece of work (as 8)


Table 4 Alternative arguments about an increase in director’s pay
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D


The shareholders might want to pay the directors an extra 50% because profits have risen and they want the directors to stay with the company and not be tempted to go to a better paid job in another company. But the workers might be unhappy because they are not getting such a big rise. 





C


It would be unfair to pay the directors 50% more because the workers are getting only a small pay increase and they work just as hard. When the business does well it is just as much due to the workers as the directors. Workers have a right to high pay increases any time that a director gets a high pay increase.





A


Paying all workers partly through shares might make them feel better when directors benefit from share ownership. So this could be a way of keeping directors and workers happy at the same time. But directors will benefit more because they get more pay which they can vote for themselves and it is bad for the country if directors get paid huge amounts when the business is not doing well. 





B


Stopping directors getting big pay rises might mean they leave the company which could be bad for business. But if they do get a big pay rise all the other workers might protest if they get much less. If all the workers got paid partly through shares they could have a share of the profits too. 




















PAGE  
11
Developing the argumentpaper5

