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ABSTRACT

Effects of Scientific Text Format on
Scientific Text Learning

Seon- Mo, Moon
(Kyungsang University)
Byung- Ho, Park
(Jinju High School)

The purpose of this study was to investigate the
effects of scientific text format on scientific text
formats for

learning. Two  text presenting

competing scientific theories were an integrated-text

foomat and a separate-text format. The
integrated-text format was designed to portray
science a inquiry.

Main research problems to be tested were as
follows:

(D) Is there a significant difference between two
text formats in scientific text learning?

(2 Is there a dgnificant difference between
levels of inquiring ability?

(3 Is there a dgnificant interaction effect in
scientific text learning between text formats and
levels of inquiring ability?

Subects of this study were 80 high school
students selected randomly on the levels of inqui-
ring ability. And they were randomly assigned to
four experimenta conditions.

Experimenta text was about scientific problem:
“What caused the dinosaurs to become extinct?”

The text
textbooks of America and approximately 2,000

was adgpted from high school
words in length.

To test
formats: integrated vs. separate) x 2(levels of

the hypotheses, 2(scientific text
inquiring &bility: high vs. low) ANOVA was
applied.

Main findings of this study were as follows:

(D) Presenting science as inquiry through the
integrated-text format enhanced performance on
the items that tapped integrated knowledge. On
the other hand, the separate-text format did not
showed such facilitating effects.

(2) Students with more inquiring ability
showed such facilitating effects.

(3) There was not a significant interaction
effect in such performance between text formats
and levels of inquiring ability of students.

Keywords: Scientific text formet, Text organization,
Text dtructure, Scientific text learning, Text
processing, Text comprehension
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