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M SD M SD t

97.12 31.53 188.79 54.04 10.34 

IU 11.45 4.04 20.67 6.30 11.26 

4.88 3.76 12.48 6.52 6.34 

-1.17 1.27 1.20 1.39 9.43 
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Improvement of Written Argumentation through Overcoming One-sided 
Presentation of Information among In-service Teachers

Yosuke YAMAGUCHI and Machiko SANNOMIYA

　Compared with one-sided messages, refutational two-sided messages showed significantly greater 
credibility and persuasiveness. However, many authors fail to address the other side of their 
arguments, thus exhibiting what has been referred to as “the myside bias” (Baron, 1995; Perkins, 
1985, 1989; Wolfe & Britt, 2008). A number of researchers have verified writers’ tendency to omit 
the other side of information they present, from elementary school students to graduate students.
　The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of a short-term educational program aimed at 
the improvement of written argumentation. The educational program consisted of a lecture on 
two-sided argumentation and group discussion. Participants were 34 in-service teachers from a class 
at a graduate school of teacher education. They were asked to write argumentative essays on the 
introduction of daylight saving time (DST) into Japan. They wrote the essays on the same theme 
before and after the program as a pre-test and a post-test. 
　The results suggested that the educational program significantly improved the argumentative 
essays. In the pre-test, 61% of the participants included the other side of the information; thus, about 
40% failed to include the other side. In contrast, in the post-test, all of the participants included the 
other side. Also, participants showed increased frequency in terms of other essay elements, such as 
claims, backing, counterarguments, and qualification. As a consequence, participants produced 
longer and qualitatively higher arguments in the post-test than in the pre-test.
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