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Abstract

The increase in researches on science argumentation during the last decades
indicates that science argumentation has become an essential research topic in science
education. The current study applied the text-mining technique to categorize the articles
on science argumentation from the SSCI database (Web of Science), to find out the
important research themes and to compare the differences in interest topics on
argumentation between Taiwanese and the international researchers in science
education. Based on a systematic review procedure, 297 articles in argumentation from
six journals in science education were selected as the sample analyzed in the current
study. These six journals include Chemistry Education: Research And Practice (CERP),
International Journal of Science Education (IJSE), Journal of Research in Science
Teaching (JRST), Research in Science Education (RSE), Science & Education (S&E)
and Science Education (SE). According to the current analysis, nine themes including
“Cl: enhancing argumentation ability as a goal of science education”, “C2:
argumentation in modeling”, “C3: enhancing science learning through argumentation”,
“C4: using science language or the dialogue in argumentation”, “C5: peer-interaction
in argumentation”, “Cé6: science inquiry and argumentation”, “C7: group discussion
and argumentation”, “C8: argumentation in social scientific issues” and “C9: scientific
attitude and argumentation” were identifies as important research themes on science
argumentation. The consistency between the categorization conducted using text-
mining technique and conducted by expert in science education is about 0.86. The
results also indicate that C3, C8, and C1 are the more frequent topics studied by
international researchers, and C8, C2, and C3 are by Taiwanese researchers in science
education. In addition, the ratio of articles published by Taiwanese and international
researchers on argumentation is about 0.04 and is almost twice as the ratio of articles
on all the research topics in science education.

Keywords: argument, argumentation, text-mining, homogeneous glossary, clustering



kS
=

i

S

i
i

Er S

=g

kS

S

I

o e

S

I

S

Er S
N 3
I

S

|t

=

)

)

_,?v}
o4

_,?v}
o4

FrERemy e

e
................................................. 1
.................................... 3

FI B g T s
ER N Tl il A IR
.............................. 3

SRR RSB AT
i Fﬁgﬁggz ..........................................................

B o 5
Y <~ G 7
E A

e AR P AN 10

i+ kﬁﬁ*ﬁj@;%‘"—ﬁfgﬁ“%ﬂ
.............. 1

RN AR
................................. 12

L R

S N
..................................................... 15
............................... 17

T
4R W5 AP B B
................................... 19

bR RE R
.............................. 24

%

fIJ L = fi *ﬂ; ﬂ?b Aa\ 2,{:? é‘:, % =
ER NN 5, K\ ‘:Flé 2} X
P . ) o =] £ :l:( 'k.. ..... 4
N vg-F ‘ ’4: | A J ’5‘/ [\1] F s 6
]_& % F] 71 S S =] F 1 % 4 L L P 6 ;

Yy
..................... 70






* P &

%31 2 AT EEEFFHT 2 B 25
232 2 AP BPPFEF LT FHC 27
% 33279 B sh#HEAPM > F A A T8 2 BT IEECE e, 28
234 WP HEEF b AW FE L ZBEAPM Y F R 31
% 35 Fp P%‘f"*‘é_ REP T L 2 HBTEAPM 2 T HC e, 33
Z3ORP HEF A AHIFE R ZHEARE Y R 36
E O VLY (o] o[ v L = T 46
42 TruEHEw A TEPAERT AP & X EETA s 47
%43 THEAPE AT Bd B L@z YR 48
244 TUHBHEFEE Y Ao Q}gkfa;?fzi“??%p .............................................. 50
%45 THBEEROPFFT S HEED S Y PEM T c 52
246 THEERHI 6 Q}gkh‘?éﬁpp B Y " ... 54
247 T AHREBE ) T FEM AL 56
% 4.8 T ] mddhicr B E%HE é}%&?g@&éé?ﬁﬁ .................................................. 58
349 TALgPFERITY B ) 2 M i 60
20410 THEE R PM B ) 2 P 62
N N e & A 64
%412 B h e g SAFREREARMA Y 20T PR LA K2R 67



B P 4

B2l ZHEAE2FTERR2FTEIRERDOFTEZT A FAERR. .o 11
B 2.2 Toulmin # 78 #-731 (Toulmin, 2003) ...c..cveieiiieiece e 12
B 2.3 #%HE + 5% de(Patronis et al., 1999) ..o 13
B 2.4 Giere 14_%‘,;& S4a 72 507 (Giere et al,, 1991) oo, 14
B 2.5 2 & 4F 8 28 4 1(TaN, 1999) ...oovvvrrrricciiieiernrenirsssssssssesssseneessssssessssseeessse 16
B 2.6 ~ &35 3 45 2(Losiewicz etal., 2000).........coovviiniininininii, 16
Bl 2.7 FER N BT B 2 AR Bl 22
®31 = Mp:qéimﬂfﬁwﬂé LB T A I s 25
B 32 2 APFELEEFIEREEEERT 20 Bl 26
B33 = AT L EER g FEIIEZABT R 27
B34 FPHEH A T7541 £ FALY AR E BB T A 28
B35 2 APTHBEAM T HETEER S FTHZF A 29
B 3.6 L& REAFEAMZ > T EEE EHFERL FTHF A s 30
B 37> AT 2 ELBEIMY T EIDBABF R oo 30
W38 BIPfHEF - AW F A2 HEARM Y FEEF A 31
BI3O%GHEMM Y T i AT L R E BT, 32
B 310~ AW THEFEAM > THE R THZ T A e, 33
B3IL RPN HEH e AP L2 APl Y FEETF A0 34
B 312 HEARR > F A= AT L EFEEIDFE 35
Bl 3132 AW THELZARM ~ T I BB FTHZF A e, 36
Bl 3.14 ®Wp *F ﬁ—"z o AP PR 2 R FEE T A 37
B 315 BB O AU T EDE S L HEDRABREE e 37
R N T p I I S 40
A A N 1o I I R 40
R TR R A e A T 43
B 319 T RBR Bl B TR 2E B A B oottt 43
B 3.20 AT 5 i AZ I eooneveooeeseee s 45



cEE T

AR F L R (text mmmg)zn\ﬁ;figffm AF 8 B S AT 7
RPN EAREFT A LR e L EPEREG S B2
PEHERT TR HBAPERTDEEFAI L - pm T A ELERE
RAFRT P HEFL UL LR DI AR S F K p=:
N °"if%“%4i:rﬁi@ﬁu 2 Ep e R $ARE B2 FRTEY LR
ﬁ‘tm?@mﬁﬂ’“vgk R ZHEFT LR fha (AF 5 JI* Blagie e £
FAOE T < 304 4P M m?/?c SRR U I R R A R o S o </
EEFET AP AT H (e R ST AR R )L Y At
AR e AT R Y BB BB ORA FHPAE R TS IHREF LY £ R
FLARMERPN M GBI LB AR ET B AL (Y
FREFIEY TP LOERY TEF P OEE IR LR T

e $; "’L’mﬁt

¥-8 FIFRarme

2 WA E ST e ¢ (AAAS) B 8 T o i 3+ 4]2061(project2061) ¢ -
rﬁ%ﬁ7ﬁ%%%ﬁé%Jﬁéﬁgﬁ?B%’ﬁ%ﬁ%iﬁﬁﬂﬁ’%mé
23 FE AL L 4p1k2 - (AAAS,1989) » A R Fc T 0T R F A T erIL f
FINM4 - T OHARS R i gt (TN 2003) 0 7 B E REHALE A e
LY ER “a?f%%@;ﬁ@n‘v’ﬁ TR AR ATl i o BHEF I B8
P RS RARIBEI AT b0 B A - LRI ko
FHKFEE NP EATAREE B> JEFEFL H(FTE 2 & Rk,
1997; F1x3® & 3R € +,1993; %1% < ,1996) - g7k} _%ilézgiep\ F o A dRiT20#
ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’EUPfﬁéBﬁ@%éw’éﬁgﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁf%ﬁ?%§ﬁ§
TERLIEHEROET LA RLF EROIE AFT TR REY KRG EE D
LE PR AT * R PE R LR  rE - s G
o TRy HE e BPFRATI G dptha - o DB e hE Y R
By oA AAEPEAT S AR ERFIAFGIFENLT R HE AT
HEEATEFFEOEI T o FRT BRI PE ATz A2t

1



LISON N
n

AT
FOHWPEAT OIS R PR R LEESHEAL > Ld PR RED
FEIR EPFAFEI ST RA NP EIGE 0 R AL PR
(Driver, Newton, & Osborne, 2000) - & i& T & # 2% (argumentation) s :E 4% » #h78 4_
- a4k Nk Ek(argument) o E RB BT E T BEUR B 2 & & kaniE B (Billig,
1996; Siegel, 1995; Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004) o d > F 5 5o & s @i
JRAEARFES R SR i s PR A T - i i
EEREF RN ORI HEF D P uE AR W 2 i
g ~ § «h1Z iz (Bell, 2000; Bloom, 2001; Lawson, 2002; Niaz, Aguilera, Maza, &
Liendo, 2002; Yerrick, 2000) » & & 2 $}>> 1 8 & FF g ghig % 5 # f «h(dynamic)
AN ET R Ert S-S S W

WS RS FLHNPFATARGEE AT RE D R ANHT PG

ofe pF o Bes P R AR T MRS 0 VRS 4 R4 kP gr 4 iE (Duschl &

a

b

Osborne, 2002) > %@ 4 chp AR RE J UEHRIES 17 2
FR OB GREIBMEP AR E T2 FHAEP 7 REEEPE M

A JTREER AT EMEAFEST A mEERT T2 S A

EA S 3

”E

PR ERL Y HRILOEA KT SRR LS L P L i

A& (Osborne, Erduran, & Simon, 2004) ECRAINE = S i T s st o I

“%#
foli
N

ol AT FE S FE AR RER B2 TREp AR TR A R
FLREFAYE B LRDEDE TR NP 2 i s L EFR
=¥ 3 14 (Giddens, 2013) °

BARAAREY v F FIAE PO IRMET BB E A L P 22 5% b4
TROGFE S SRR NBE  GPHUAOPAEE > FIBLLEFEE N R
R AT ER O AR REAG LA AR HFER ER KT FDER
Bldr VG E S BRB RESCFAYES LY R S 2 MR AL GBS
R BREEF2H AR BB FLOA kAR LG - BHRESRR

-rk-
3‘\{.

NN

&
E\‘ﬁ %fgs R? i E—- B B 47 mﬁmi—ﬁ,z <o ]]ﬂ* B0 '%;{ﬁ;ﬁ_ﬂbl; P A=Y
ST NBEG S RA A L s B RR NREERE AT



o8 FypaE R

WA AR PR KT a4 %‘%‘f?f ERimvga 4 7 s £ & PR
(Driveretal., 2000) o ~ i #F# % (textmining) ¥ #£iE T % p * £~ ¢ »H{HEE >

FRAA OB NETAE R FFBOT R B N i 2FED

oV A PR FOMBEET IR RSk ATy U BRI BB RS
/,%/Hfr% REHEAL LREFA G TRGEA L DLEERPN P F AR
WHALPALR - FIEEVRIBAMPERTFLES AR LR 2

FI® FIRBAATRI
LR R T R ém%ﬁﬁ*ﬁ%%’ipiué
BB o TmEA Y SR A TR P B R A
HELF LR o
AP YR BRI R e T
LA™ » 2k HOmEAM e A AL SR LR 7
L-1 ik gh 4RSS E 0 MhEAPM  JA ML A ATE P 9
1-2. ”er%\;%,zg_w;& ROt 2 o3 R0z Bicd 5@ ?
134 = BB 2 AL PR r B PERT & FL AR P R R D
2B~ HE K hinEAR M AAE B AEEZV AT AR?
-LRM FHRFE F CHE L o AR b 2 A A2
WEEE AR Y
2RPEEFRREFmE e pE A RE A P A AL AT AT A
27

1.3 2k (argument)
wREdE AR Y nF R (data) ~ 42 g (warrant) ~ £ 4% # F (backing) ~ " Z_if i+

(qualifier) ~ i s&(claim) ~ & &|(rebuttal) % Toulming ;8 ¢ e % » 5% K L 4F
3



- BRE S AHARBNRD > AiEenE THREOR R o A GEN FBE
BHPESFTDREET . o
2.3 7 (argumentation)

WEABME DL P IR BERIR A RE A R B T o EEMET LB
BT T BRI AF B 2R SR IliER L FB
wRENEAR o PR RE NG BERERE TR L Bl B e T B

et mEMNEAF R FEFPERAFE SR F IR SRR RN p L mBE D
e M A
3. ¥ 2 (text mining)

o EAPHN VEET R AR EY CRHEEYFEFAIT LMD
FABTARDMEBEEZWE R F {5 iy -

4. 3% j## (homogeneous glossary)

PFHGO 2 B2ERZED > p 2 2R R 3 G R (dictionary) s &
T el A3 2 BE G ARG APl g 0 B v BARAR 10 AR e ik
AR A v i Rk o
5.3 & i* (clustering)

D B R e AT AR 024 2 5] i AR HeAp g i B 6
- HY CHELR - PRI NRERS > REF DL RE S

mARESFEApN o FHEC SR A 1R B EFEEFRLA

$18& PR
MG e kT EIN E A ¥ (2013)8 B TR M Ay
WA s AB T 0 A KR S P45 B bl4-Computer & Education
International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education % 4 3 & JF,Z L R
T R AFEY B VR o
PGP RaE 2 2 G o Y E e R arg 2 3 anh < BAaEP(DE)E %
2 4zt (ID) R 5 45 i - @ 25d TF-IDF ~ ENTROPY % i & 2 & iF # c »

Il BRSNS R PR FER



BEE g

AE AR T T end B2 A2 % (argumentation) 2 < i 35 3+ (text mining)
B RRT RN - LM YA ¢ FHREDTRE L RPN
# 2L (argument) ¥ % 2 (argumentation) e W) s S BEE A AR 2 K A3 B & Eih
BER - HBEHEF - F oL HFM v fr BT E Y #
TG HE > BIRB T~ v PIER i B BT -

¥-F  wmE
- BT RE LS

¥ % 7 (argumentation) s @& 0 § K mFl % 4™ o Krummheuer(1995) z_%
W e - AL R BIRE > - ik R fFF i - Billig(1996)# Tl A - B
BIZPR 8 A efE s o Van Emeren(2004)R )zt 2 the ¥ - B 2 T HEP A LB R LW
BEFOAL GO i T FPEE o PEGET UFHF LS
Binkley(1995)7) % #h e & it - B2 > - BAF KB LD BHaP 8
o 8- BARIREAR FRBESERAFE L iy Bz o Siegel(1995)
W P R A RN A RRAT S 5 -

WmE AL Y o LT )I‘{ B EREABEL 5 Ao B P endF B R
Yol PR R RKREA L IEILEFEE TR AEREE 2 0 LY b
(Kuhn, 1991) -

FEAPFLFF D oo TR Lk PHERRGAGREM ARG D

GEALBREZY A RHEY SR BRZFE R B R 2 HHY I PE -
T % 7 3] 8 csraha 48 42 (Newton, Driver & Oshorne, 1999) » i@ 1 BLBE-K 320

BB E393% 5 4 <r(Handson, 1958 ; Kuhn, 1962) » F]pt i 3 & i 5 EpE
SRRV AELEEHRERE S o b i USRS bR
TR W P e & 6 S BRI 7 (evaluate) - 118



PP TR LT BRI %5 b i °Ifu’é_ﬁﬂ7fi§i‘r§§u5§€% PE 7
LHE LT FEFL F 4o @ (7(Kitcher, 1988) » TP ] RRE R LB
72 % B Syt B 22 55 7 (Popper, 2005) @ d L7 e BLE K ¥ LS L &~ Hiohk
i (0 £i5 8 e 3 (Kuhn, 2012) o %38 B o B2k 35 et 3R ~ AR o
A SR ool B iR WA P E fe s AP FEPFRFEHE N o
PE R R Y HE SEHFE A FAFET U E hEf (Kuhn, 2012) -

PERELFRTREJGITER G RHERHI 2 & 4K DT R
Poa¥ R HTIHEM TR E D M L e R (Billig, 1996; Kuhn, 1992) »
mEmEA - BREEEY PN E S HRET R 2 RY A E A Kelly &
Chen,1999) o § A i i¢ * itk cnff2 > L4F W5 B ST » L Bk g h
3 # T ORLE S Rt aoibans .‘&frmif‘?ﬁfrggﬁ;ﬁ?’sﬁ @ RS AR i %
VM ARTFFFARIPRT P F L G PR S Kp eR D
#.2L(Quinn, 2002) -

WRAPFRT O o T URF A S e R R L p FE T
| % ~ iE $% 73 4 3k (Schweingruber, Duschl & Shouse, 2007) » |4 @ Hatano{r
Inagaki MimZE A A F e+ 8 4 103> F S A@hFEAH Y Lo B2 0 gt
i3 p e 8% (Hatano & Inagaki, 1991) - 2 o FEETRERET L
TR E E - B A 2 2 42 (Driver, Leach, Millar & Scott, 1996; Driver,
Newton & Osborne, 2000) > # & & L EALFH DA F o AT LT € = 5 o K &g
AP E W RE - RPFAERS 2R F AP RERFFT LB A B
AREHRE PEAFESRERBATI I B REERBRELT N LR
FHRHART LW 2l P EFEERERIAEFEY His Lo B ERE G TR
EAEY CHRBEIAGHIBRAT AN FIAFERIEA OMF I FRREEY
BLELE B2 bldoial € B A B i M B 4 (Newtonetal., 1999)-
T PR T Rl BB AR Y EHE R AR YRS B2
BRSPS EFTHREREP L CAEZF FOAA#A T wif J @1 1R
#%(Osborne, Erduran, Simon & Monk, 2001) -

w0 FHE A R e s e A2 2 b AR R B
EALEMPERESCSNT @ mBEFRE TR FY PHFRL A 0RE

6

—+
e



Bt 2 %0 BoRB & ¢ dtwmds(Lave & Wenger, 1991) o i B 33
PORYHA N ARYPESARAPEREE B PR AR PR AL g
Bape o @ 28R 0 (Th L ke 35

Tl mE R FE L AR Y - e ] 4 3] < E (Newton
etal,1999) c Kunni= 3 323 &2 & 4 At p® 2 B LR M i ¢ RAEPF € 7 L A v Ik
BARFIZIENAT S R REREESRE A 2 G siEk#E (Kuhn, Shaw &
Felton, 1997) - m Hogant? Maglienti(2001)F= 3 7 # 5 7o~ &2 G223 8 pona @
At o B RRTA FanaEA S ME e PRHFH Y B R LR HE A
P RERA cwmEA- BHEN ) FEEE Y ORE B aE R4

AR R L R LA L S A T T TN

S wmEPNAY

WL L ERS G I BERET

Sﬁ

N
Simon, 2004) » G4 @ B s A £ X S BT B N E
o Y HERA2NPPEZRZ ORTEF B LY
FE T RiE ¢ (AAAS,1989)in i L 3 fEZ £ A fRPrEAF S P
mﬁ%i?#@ﬁ»ﬂ@@ﬁ&fw?{ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%QﬁJ%ﬁﬂ(%?%’
2003)
HEFAHNPEALAT P 2 AREHRTIERE P2 - 0 F 0 PR B
FAFRE S P AR 2 o 2 BT R KE T oI 2P E AT
7 f%(Bell, 2000; Bloom, 2001; Lawson, 2002; Niaz, Aguilera, Maza & Liendo, 2002;

-rx
b

*3% %7 % (Oshorne, Erduran &
Bl > 2 W o BPpF Ry D
4 IR N L \goﬁéig]

cr'\r

Yerrick, 2000) » 7§ H K ped > TR S PE G MORT  HENL G FRBLE
(Driver et al., 2000) -

Bell(2000)f1 * it T iRk 35 1 - B & b bAe > FRIM T 4 H
Femmja, 5 ¥ Y PR RN ROBBLHhE A FELEL IR E AR
frmBERE Db e £ 3172082 5B L h Gkt F2 P s Ak
A EB86E s &S A T EH R AT R R F B R eof ~ kst

RERBREEBHPEERRDRERFIRIAG TN BT TR R
7



)" BT AL BB SR v B SR cFL A S iR s
REAITERRT  HERT L RRETHFEE  FA 0 I_L*f#;éa;%_
R BRATA L TR L I BT IRUE B e B DRE B HENF
o B mEOEAR F 2R E R LG E AR R AR L
fE R BT RS AL hE o B TR R B AT 3 T oAk fso a F2
1f7fi§ﬂ&%‘fmwufrﬁﬁﬁﬁv Ap paLel > d },%vda,p,\;ﬁ;?(ﬁié- ¢ L drakh e ¥ PN A
LR S T AL I 1 8
Bloom(2001)s# 3 ™ % & & A XAF B > A kp WL - F v
BaR#ris  F1t 37 3 - f#anFa Lo 0 i wim i 4 FE164
e 0 H ¢

FOEGFT N FELE NI BFLFL AL I AP TR
B BE RN fFend d 3R L REE S REHIREHH 2 ffm*

5
v H RS SRR EE L p B B REREE N AR T AR %
Z B hEd - BB R B FA Y - B2 AE Fh ke o2 2
BmAfrwrke  BARFRPLIPIRAEIN KT A 2EFA RGP P
TEADEEgR T FUBAD FERFOEGFHE B R FRK DA
ENR IR S F ?{EFF%FB’»F’““‘I'*’E}:%W”@E » 7§ BAA B 4 %«‘ﬁ%é
BoORFRYSFHNNELLFRBIRE B VEERENE L E RSB
REDF L ISR PF AT

Lawson(2002) 14 22 i 3 4 £ 4+ 1 31t 3ciz chd $ BBk 37 5 4 4 > 17
"iE-3E R i (hypothetico-presdictive argumentation) » 3 B FF 41 * 3ok
B FmERR LB YRR D R LR 2 AR Y REFRY 0 L0 3
WA TR P RF DT K2 S BEIGRNR L oL A RS BRSO
EAEHFL A ETHE § - R A RLKInsT B 4 WS 4 HER

(hypothesis) ~ & # (conclusion) ~ g ;p|(prediction) % #£ 4 (L8 > % = | %

14.\
o
Ty

LR T R P PRREE  FWESFEN RERRESR T AT F A
ARk 2ok g P EE o PR R L2 B g $A R piEGR o &

BANGHED L BEREEST S AR

T F-RBEAHRLIEFLIUVEFRE LR
AFFEG O TRR B BhZ R o F R MR UL R T o 5 BD KT ARER



FE3 AR (DBRLR GRET]F AR Y TS o (2wt ¢ IR Y
Ekop G Q)i AAEE H @ PG o LawsongE R KT 2 & A
PER-BRBELITE JFREF AT Dt S R FEE L S RE SRE
Niaz(2002)% .~ 5 ¥ P FH ML KA T FL T Hwe » F L FELT
Bo AR BK iy P EEF N EER T SRS T
Feogimp@git PEE AIRNPRI LR -FIHRIALBY FL 5
et - 37216010 @ = BRI FA F L BRKHLT P TR N KL T RS
HReES BEI T HH BRELAFY F8 % 52 48 R85
ot o S AR A i A E N RSN E R e PN F AR
REWBEETFAER - BRI E oA/ T2 FHRESHRERR
FOPFEAZBRIEL LAY L REET LT AP EHE
HovEREA R (RRLEI PRV S AR T HhEERT 5
BT CH ~IEEE (es Fokk MGE MAR PR FLREA R
T ARGl RS RE BT RA L HE - ILT R
Yerric(2000) &+ 4 i1 & ¥ :,k;]%umgi BT ET N AERE WS KR R
FYSRFI AR F IR R RRO Y2 S FRF A F TR

F-BRERB EA LT Y ARMTOES PR EETEY SR Ean

e
%
‘mb}

F2 o St B~ RRET  wmES L PR I o Yerricr 2w
PO R S GIRR (Gldo e s A pEH AR R ? TS dole @ BRI IF G
AipE R I B PRk S 08 FhomEEE R0 ) FARE
A FERE R ERERB T FRAD - L R NER KGR 2R S
ER BRSSP DR R T AR RARHE PR P DRI
AR oI NSRS FHATHR O F SRS F L ARhERG L
THEHE TRHPE TG T UFDT fR bl g e AR L

CEEE T P SEDE RS L



S HHBER RN YRR

# Bk(argument) £ 3 7 (argumentation) = R 0 BRPR ¢hF G R * ol B/
% % ¥ - argument #8:F 5 %% 0+ § argument 22 argumentation Fe pF 1 IR A2
Py FRHmE RS2 e Toulmin iA@Y 0 F %‘3""’7}?_\ " Tulmin's model
of arguments ;> 7 5 & 5 1 " Toulmin's model of argumentation ; f£=+ > @ Fp &
R = " Toulmin = gLH-3] | & T Toulmin (zh s #-74) | °
Argument £ argumentation ¥ dpmE 0 ik EF K G HiEE A Ak o 133
Osborne % # —',54 (2004) 28 > 3 BER L R SRR I B Rl ol A
PP PE TR IR SERERE TR LT R I ER
HwmAEMNAFE FEPELES AT AR 2 SRa RN 2 mBEl 1S &
W BEG P EEK(Q007) v P R kB T BB A FOA

RIFFHF N REFHE 45 F )/ F Toulmin 2P e # o a T %04

i

B R 42 > A BRHE N L TRB o BRI A R Yo
HHWE L BRB e T R AR Y R g i A

MRS &Y #(2011)4p 1 0 argument 2 £ 3 < g2 (The Oxford English
Dictionary, 1989) ¢ ez 2 [ # X L #— B2 /78 X123 7772 J (areason or
set of reasons given in support of an idea, action or theory) , » Acit 77 | 7 28 rrop
Z o Argumentation:rj2 B R 5 T s e TR IT IR F- BHE S FH AT
7 7734 #2( the process of reasoning systematically in support of an idea, action, or
theory) ;> % 2 e 8 T # &% e 42 | ]t argument¥? argumentation & & F @ a ¢ ¥
A 0 T B aotargumentdor TSN F 0 5 &L P Osborne® & f
B2 The S RmBEORIELE P F & - 2 aEE > @ argumentation ]
i Uihwaug4r 0 L 3EE B - Osborne % 3 A frit 2. TahE o FEAEY i
RHed 2 p ahEh s ARMEIRB A & 4 X Baiffg o

WEEHEA PR Y- EE o La e - BRANFORHELE
o - BEFLAL LFNEL FHEBLDLA G E p YR EY T

WRERE GO FR PN A { RS F Rl R e
10



LR FRLER e TR T Y L RBAREIY R R B

o

T MBEANC R R IR ERGF LA AF R

i }5@.3 F s ,figfﬂ 7 ]L&sz,s_t_,pg?(;‘ v mx;ﬂ FB LR Mk
F(TH) %~ B4 (DE) %~ 4 3(ID) 5 P B4F = ¥ A B AR hES B
FRAEEAE MBS AP E KT R F P 7 Chemistry Education: Research And
Practice (CERP), International Journal of Science Education (IJSE), Journal of
Research in Science Teaching (JRST), Research in Science Education (RSE) ~ Science
& Education (S&E) and Science Education (SE) (Tseng, Chang, Tutwiler, Lin &
Barufaldi, 2013)# & ;4 & 40 M 27 7 ?'J]?% ° 1 2014 # 10 * 29 p Z ik SSCI F# &
ATk eniE S AR T K el R 7541 5o H P HEAIMATT 2 ’J?‘ 5219 % -
ttﬂ-b,l'l'LE:::\— TEFE-F;’;’&-;ZE-F; z\PmejfEIFsgv gt“/flj‘:{(‘&ﬁ)\/ i\f‘FJ"%z\
YR Ad T UE IR 21 SRR J ARRET 5 R T ALK
P FantplixELF o d A4 BT F 0% £ 5 8.14% - H ¢ j£_2000 & B 4o K
tE R F P AR 4 > Bor wmzEAp BEAT 3 p 2000 ﬁ%@ﬁ»ﬁiﬁfﬁ BB €81
fpiEdem ThaE ) - {2006 & B4R e A REF ¢ Lt H ek
YoM LHRAPERT AR ATELERF T A

9.00%

8.00%

7.00%

6.00%

5.00%

4.00%

3.00%

2.00%

1.00%

0.00%
1981~1 1986~1 1991~1 1996~2 2001~2 2006~2 2011~2

985 990 995 000 005 010 014
B4 0.00% 0.22%  0.26% 0.22% 0.81% 2.50% 6.22% 8.14%

1965

W21 hdnt e § b pgee § 07 F & RS 4T A SRR
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NECT A Sk k7

AEWEE T HE TR THEAD M g E 5 (pattern) -
(- ) Toulmin #%#H #-5%
Toulmin(2003) 5 & # % B chE £ F 438 3 PRV FH i il
| 5 AAA#HFEF T - Toulmin 5 & H % ¥ The Uses of Argumentation » #% 11 ¢ 2z
~ BEETHRELEAD RS O] TR SH DA TP & 2 ol o
BB R Ao BlYror (B 2.2) ¢

4

\m
Al

Kl PR X

IR 2

] 2.2 Toulmin # # #-3] (Toulmin, 2003)
1.F 4 (Data) : i& 7Tz 75 2 F 7 (fact) ¢ % J5 (evidence) -
2.3 5&(Claim) © 4%  fen % o
A% (Warrant) © i@ & FALfr L 3R e 0 5 - 8 T BB o TR g A
e

B2 Mo FF LMY FHMKI AE BT L E% R R A

13

»"__o
4.5 #F % F (Backing) : 5 145 = A ¥ ik > FI B g5 > plE i e
dOFREEH LR AT RV SRR E SIS § A S L ET R R R

R

—=\

5.7 %_i% i (Qualifier) : 3 A 5k = = anL ik 2 > WP A @ A5 B (condition) -

41

*“-"}&

FLIA T A%k > B AELE o

12



F |(Rebuttal) : 5 @ 1567 &+ enif i o A E BB FiEET > 2382 X = o R
FRLAED S hiER TR AR AR -
(=) HEPRLK

£ 12 Toulmin(2003) s h st A 45 ¢ B 4 b &7 0 B § B> %47 0 &
A RERG B d R REHERY P P hd FER RS Ry (warrant) -
MEA RS TR FAEE R AS DA & ERERR A D TR
A g RN > 3 3 L3S F (backing) s 1R h A (X see & 34 ¢ 2007) -
Patronis(1999) /= 7 @ P F 4 ¥4 ¢ P ERUR N HHEE T HH RS F R
Iz s @i Toulmin evemzE H058 > 3% 1303 7 5L & #x(Symbolic representation

of argument) » 47 8 4 crzh7E o 4@ 2.3 #77 o

i) p

hilk
=
N/
>H
—
T
O
b={1134
>

R 5

B 2.3 #% ¥ * 5. % #x(Patronis et al., 1999)
Patronis %% Toulmin #H#E #c3¢ ¢ ch= B & & © FH(data) ~ 395 (warrant) £
3% (conclusion > Toulmin # & #5¢ ¢ 5 = f(claim)) - @ & 4% 4 § (backing) ~ i% i
¥4 (qualifier) 2 & &(rebuttal)d J % a8 @ # ‘o A i B ah RS o
(=) Giere @z H
Giere(1991) % ¥ Understanding Scientific Reasoning # #% &} — i f1 & s da

2 HA] 0 4B 24 P19 o

13



ER2

W FE/ATTEEE (

HEHR j 1 i 8
1822/ U8R RS/ R /A5
POk } R/ R b
53 2y

B 2.4 Giere £ s 42 @ 7] (Giere et al., 1991)
ECAY R By IR R A TR R F CEREF Rl
Tt R R P2 B PEFHIFEAREFS TR FATHE AL
TR % ’;zﬂ;:’zﬁﬁii‘] CRHEIFERVH O RRLFHIFY

*

FAHRPLFERY R RS RERABREZS S
LA EIE RNt & o gt ek o Giere 3 R PR T a0 5 BB T
Foo PP Z BT R BFRET AAPF 0 PHRIEREE - BED
B HA AN TR LY - B ARG 2 AR HEd o Glere ohfic

e A R - B RSO S - AP E R P E

- ~ 2 EFEB TR

Feldman(1995)=~ & #4581 d < i T4 & ¢ 4 maozs (Knowledge Discovery
14



in Textual Databases (KDT))if 41 7 = 35 # (text mining)sn & & o ¥ 3 x fi2
i 3 4F 2 (text data mining) » FAE 2 T ALY J Bed) g AR YRR 2 oot B Aess
(Tan,1999) - Apte(1997)3% 3| = 453+ S j8 s £z B TR E2 ¢ 454 £
¥ 2 j& eh(understood) ¥ B4 A dreh i ¥ v A 0§ Hearst(1999):% 5
2 EER G TEET D LS EEER RO AT RE FTARL D
BETH 0 5 45 08 5 PR & 0 Hotho(005)Rl3i > BiF# o M f 442 ¢ ¥B 5
Mo 3E BB (maching) p #4318 B B Y g1 st 45 4 % ol (pattern) 0 - B
AR B AR

FEL R R AT L Bl L TEE TR RS

2EP LCHERRFEAMT NP NEL AN T ERY A EL AR R

d SR FRE2 Y BFE e gaaTAL AR PROTERT THZ B
(structured) 4L » & B 2 32b g4t 2 2 i {T 24T 0 B 3F 5 FEge g o X

B A AR TR L AR Bt 2 3 E1 - 1 2 B ARES

&

AT RN FFIPREIAEE L L 2 T A IR OMEBER T RS
AL G F RN e M o Tt 0 - SR RLE B (datamining) eh 58 A 47
Flh 2 i TR ARG AIT 0 R AT o

Tan(1999)4k &1 1 = 2 4F M cnE4E > Y M2 BAFBA S A D AL 2

i 4 4 (text refining) 12 % sozk % i (knowledge distillation) :

-

Lz @t #pd 35 g2 i (free-form text) # i % 45 2 e ? B3] 5
(intermediate form) -

2 wgh i T g ¢ AR, D B S S o el 25 T 0 v A 2
e ﬂt:g-{'gug,g;? clY R LY AN LS d aomd v g 4 aoab A 050 (pattern) o

15



S

XAFRER

TR | —

ezt EER

=&
g
HEL

T

AR AL

B 2.5 < i34 % 4 1(Tan, 1999)

Easiaek
REAL

ORI F U S 2 2 7Y (document-based) £ £ 4 ;% (concept-based) 0 < i 3¢ ¢

BN chid - BRMAL- D2 EofmANY FANY chi - BRMAA- B

ZRg(object) K - BF AL P 3 BABGL B P BAIN 52 g BT

it 7 # & (clustering) ~ 4 #g (categorization) £ 4L, i (visualization) > %= 3 #£4 7\ &>

P ¥ iE 17 FE R aE fic(predictive modeling) ~ 2 45 B 258 (associative discovery) g 4R 5

it o

Losiewicz(2000)4f + i £ 3s ch2 4RI T § Jk > B 9T —

< i FRLER # (text data mining) 3] o 4eB) 2.6

vl R s # o % # HR
g | w2 | v =P wn [P 5w [P 2w
Lk R R e % HHE &

B 2.6 < 58 3 4 2(Losiewicz et al., 2000)

R 7=

BAAR > F BREARG B B3R

16



THRAE e REFNAEER 2 .
(DEE KR ZEPFEFEF 2 TR ARDER - F8& KRG of § 7L F
HRR - FFABAAM TR ZRISTE R
QEH2 2 EFH KR R EHTEFT Y B OER L HHRT I FE
Wiy &L EBRND G L RS
TR TREPFTAREGFTR -
(D)F Al t P2 29 P e T S 7 B8 0 7 TR (data
storage) 3 #% 47 #+ (data minina) 75 3¢ -
Qg FH FUEE LGRS ATHEEFITHEELTEE A4~ 5
B o
3. ?\ﬂl"f;’g% s 4 ?\ql,l*ﬁ;aﬁbka R o
(DF R4 0 A 45 T 45 A3 & hicd](model)
QERSEE  REFTHEFLODEE DA AL > B- HEFFEFTHOEF

WAL E g 2l
s BER R

FEIN > UTAER BFS SR 2R
*H 3 (010 RIS BE Y BT AR L 5 B Bo @A E AR
B EIER A R env i B oF L A SSCIFT AR @ 12 &Mﬁiﬂrmachmelearnng
FHBEL CMET  RF e EHFCEEEBETY R R A 554% ¥4
RBAsFoR P’“‘q‘iE%F'J,LEEPc%]; 1956 1 2008 # > i 45 F 41 2 QDA Miner V3.1#x 4
EEDARIE BT HER LT EATLAN T T #%",%3%9%%&.%73451;?
RoF T OV RFRE FHAGOHI BF S BRSPS TF-IDFE £ X €

‘ﬂn

GiE BB PRHFHGREFTHRFE LT Bfs 11 p ] 3 Pk S e ('self-organizing
map network, SOM) & 17 FALGF R > M8 EF ¥ ¥ & 5108 478 > 3 st )
LRAB AT P ERT R R UITRBR AR o
HR 5 145(2005)F 3 AR B R aiE o 1 Ap a1 3N B REE

BlEpnP AR R HGY ) MR B AR TR T FRET IR LN
17



S BB R B R AR A I E - SRR AL A AR Y 2 B
SRBE N NP 22 R @PEERT &k LY B B aCKIP Rk s (3
#737 £ L TE-IDFE 22 entropy i 3 2| 3 4R » BB~ AGR (S 45 * At i
EERA SR RN AR R RT KL A L ABRENE A e B
FER S A AR iR AR EipieR S AR e o T AR AT

B TYAHOO® B | 57 % @ s fh 4 » Pzt w8 b S o 9 s % A

&

WAL S AR AR S G R e o

3P Q001 D £ ¢ v ATR v BFM AR Y Y BIFEBN B
PR RATEY R R R P A WB6E B87E ik g 2 AR &
20518 Wi s RASFRL o d AP 2 2 i e PR DT > L R & VTR
(BEFRUPZHENFUPZ)EFY 2873 L MR PRI M
FTA PRI EF 2 FHAEFE34650 0 3 T MR HATE 2 M

W PIIFER ARRIF R S 2 G L R IFEW o B2 QIR S G 5 I A 3Reh B AT

el G B ARRER S G o BB AR AMIEEG B AR A F R ARE
PIARBR > S A G AR FEB 26 T 248 - PN AP N g Il f 1 FFH o

ERESNES T S LA R W

SRR E e BB M) 2 TR B R AR B
TS e N R PRl O LR Ry Fé@*ﬂ‘ivmvﬁ—#'qr“
EHFRTELAMRAF ] BEF ] R B REF F 4 v
B R R ol E o RARTARF ] S e g

fOSSCI # % 4 ™ FenF o B P = F A v 3 0 L 4 (semi-

AN
i

structured) & 2--% 4% (un-structured) 3] f& » &2 B3 7 2 5 4 (structured) 742 7
o R AR TR E R RL B R ET - T R R
R SR FALPRIEE L 2 v FEY FROMBER 3
SHETR G A anEE e Mo Tt g2 - TR F R (data mining) s
R @ v e (text mining) Rl B PP ARH Y F AT 2 S T AR

"2 7 0% 3 s it (Hotho et al., 2005)
18



T~ 2 IR R B B

A g ehy BB 5 L E 22 B FHGREP e B Ay
B~ 2 23§ i (clustering) o

(-) zeig

PR TR S S Y WAR LRt Tl R SR SN PR e

> A2 @ JTIfTQ TORZMA ENDI s A NP s FE a3 4R

K RTEEEE U TR B BEBERI LB BT BT
Pt AR 0 5 AT ARIE ) A et 25 X BT I d 7

o R 15 B IR A 4T
(=) HFHEgPEs
d 2 FENE G PR EA e BN AN G Y P hegd
Bt PG ER RS S % 73 HF L P ahE Fe s @ A i
HGaF 3 > A EBES B SHFE e T L ¥ P 2 BAGHER 8
1. TF-IDF;# & ;# (Term Frequency - Inverse Document Frequency )
d Salton(1983)#% 1 12 H & <~ 3 4 (Term Frequency, TF) & < F 347 5] #ic
(Inverse Document Frequency, IDF)4p B e & & i 35 ficsd iE B en| g7 i 45 o
(L)E & = F @4 (Term Frequency, TF) : 5 - #@a WA d - 2 29 g

PAEZBERNR AT R B i R AR R E R PR € -
Be & ¢ ARF Rikds o bl4e ! Margumentation 3 L 3Eehe F 0 g F FiE * gt -
PR ORI FARFAXE R o

(2)~ # 47 5| #(Inverse Document Frequency, IDF) @ 5 - @& i = IR AN
R 3G AFE2BERFRNREY R BAR AR d R v R
Tl m NI 3 R BAR S o AR o DR R AR AR S o
Fl4e s the— @ A0 ¢ 0 Fhe®Y o AR S o R EAR] o @ FE
Sciencelnquiryi%*ﬁ PRI g M AAR M ALY o s PR AR < e

TF-IDF 2> ;% 40 ¢

19



Nj: 475 - FEPpNmbz 2jhiidk

nall : 27 % - #30d NmA> 2 ¢ ik

IDF @ %7 % - HF P05 DR ABE 2 F o 5 ik
N:Z&72 89 g i
DF: 27 MILF - FI@g = & 8k
TF-IDF = TF x IDF
TR IDFersf ff 7 2 B P ¥ 5 - h v FrE &P BB 47
PREGPRARER B 0 AT L FIGRAART ER o F4Ed TRIDFE

)

ol BEHY R Ea T ER AT o

¢ & i & 2 (Entropy)
Entropy 2 Rt B F2Z &> P REHAF L RE - B iAaH AP
Z(uncertainty)fz & ch2| > G FAPFAFRE Y > S REFTAL iR
% Entropy A%+ pF > 2 & 2 e dAR L > FEOT A E L 4%+ o Entropy 2 4p
BE o N deT
P(ti)=Dti/D
Entropy of ti = H(ti) = -P(ti)log2P(ti)

i 5% - #ace Dt 3 IR E e 3B DAY RY it 2 R
B P(ti) s v 28 MFSED - B R BAGOH I Ras E  Ht) 2 &
Hce# ti cogt B e (Shannon, 2001) » 3% 2if 4 R & (threshold) & 4528 > H-ia3
ATRETFRELR  FEHENHE a3 €8 NG o
% F AT 4 (title words) 2 B 4230 (keyeords) 5 4 HcER

Whittaker(1989)»t = & # 3% 2 > M 4diw 4.4 'R 5 % iR E R o
LE Y R A REE 0 A v AR A T & Lo R R

20
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v o2 22 0Ah P HIdA 23305 A7 L RMR2 T

3% R MG TR G Y R BREA Y BRI SRR AN

G e S HaP R PR IR A PR G TR A f e

oo AR UFEEE A TR EERFAG RS A EF o FY 2R A
Enl

B
e

0‘

1 :
A A E T R g AB 0 LR R xr% ﬁnﬁ_ﬁ Bl o
g\

B 4L (E 5 P A 4 5 B ([ el % o

() wH= R
2 i 4p 0 & (Similarity) 2 578 @ B 2 340 AR codp iR 0 AR IR ARIRIT 0 B

fe RAMp I ARG R RF RS bR - FY AR G AEOw
BOEE AL TR BT REARS A58 B R DLAPIT 2

FARAR D FAPR OB AGREAR S O RS E R HEH ORI R 2 R LB A
< o T % \Wordstat # * e % 4p 02 B F 5 2 Cosine theta(Singhal, 2001) :

a

VbXc
ENIR GBS B 2 e i ik

Cosine theta =

S|
ki

a: &7 FpF
b: &3 NMEF - ¥ aGe
C:dFNMAY - KRRk

Cosine theta “dicf# 5 02 127 > FH N2 B3 OFATA w £2 il
AELOOR R ERIAM FAIFASEAEL0R A F- - o

ERAEA 0 5 K WM AR -

(2) 2 2Ep

P EFLSOP APy BAKN - BEEY CEERET M 2
PRFTAR REE - ARSI IR IR REOELEEERR T Y 2 Ep
FHET oA EFERPNF LR ET A < (Hothoetal,,2005) » & T3+ & ¢ < i 4p iy
RET FER 2R FEL28 Rt T b7 F RS 12
+ B ehgF g 2 Ag(topic) o

T ERFEEASFEET A LK ¥ R Y 2 (Hierarchical Method) ¢ 4 & 3¢
21



¥ % & (Partitional Method) -

1.8 k& 3% & /& & /2 (Hierarchical Method)

e R TR 2ALAEREL - BEFEM ﬁm’]ﬁ‘f’”"%f? EY -y )
(dendrogram) # 5+ (4 Bl 2.7)

[.J Dendrogram & Concept Map:
Options | Dendrogram

2DMap 3DMap  Proximity?Plot  Statistics

TERQ

No. clusters: 15| &  Display: | Agglomeration Order

= |

GUEGEDS 4

Bl 2.7 :

B

= e
Fo A 75 %%

/ﬁﬂ'? /zﬁ'ﬁ’l‘@

/%'I /ﬁazz lﬁ)f“ff’#u’f#mﬁ“’ S X E

Mrs kS REHF 2
R

AN R
(hierarchical agglomerative clustering)

BMA Y HALL - B 4219 F % i
FHEOZ SR RypAR R T AR CBRBR S SRS S
AR T 2R A REFEZ A ARBAIE e R E

(2)F# & 3% & 3 & 2 (hierarchical divisive clustering)

HEUAFTG

EY f)’vl]’
Q‘ﬁ 279 %

'

AEANHEZPAE IR E R LHEEF > ABER 2 EARLE -
BoRRpAp M ASNLBREASFE S WAL BB AH
Lo B iV AR 20BHEE FREEL- B

B e T A o

Biv g

2t

—-\

v B E R A D B R
2.4 3N # B % & % (Partitional Method)
AR

HRHERRE G T AL RN F R RE R R ¥
BB RS o gh o P E L

|7t3 < ,‘l‘ = NN E&.mﬁ?rﬁ ) L{‘zmib ~ f'-l:
22
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- AERBEF RN EIAERF RS L o K- T EEF
Fiz(K-means)z ¥ R eha BN H R TR E 0 K-ZHEHE A FdeT
DT #FH e K> d Hhd KT Y BBl

Q' EWEP> 2R KB 2 s FFE A B
(B)* B Hap> 2y 2 dednd CBLAEY > B B AT BARITHEE o

@)5F > BARD AHEG LB N EEENY B EAPE B0
< BEE o

G)F Bl E 1% Jcacs ot e

23



R RS 3Y

A~# 7 41* Thomson Reuters # T 3 Web of Science(r+ ™ f§ i WoS) § 4 &
2 pRFHEFEAY o WoS 5 % B Thomson Reuters »+ 1997 22 § chs b 3l
Falhseo iR Fp RPEF HGF AL EPF FGE e R L F PR
1¢1§%% B~ REF R e MEET Wy e JRE R 5 AR
B EHEFM o WS & E T2 & FRA
1. Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE) : fcés#L 5 Hjisag dp 7] -
2. Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) = fcéid ¢ FL 5 &8 7] o
3. Arts and Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI) : JegrEijis 4 ~ Fadp 7| o

FEHpARd nSSCIFRE » THA AL EL M2 AL T AR T2 g
TALIT S A 478 % o 8 < & #&#2(Tseng, Chang, Tutwiler, Lin, & Barufaldi, 2013) p
= &% Thomson Reuters ## T 7 WoS £ Journal Citation ReportS(r+ = i £ JCR) =
RPORRY OERTEPIEEAA O FEEEENT 0 2 AP TARFE AP E K
TARE > M| 4 B E_CERP ~ IJSE ~ JRST ~ RSE ~ S&E ~ SE(#F 7 2 F # "8
Basl) B SR AR RROE ] > Ehg AP ERTHEY A A WoS
¢ Social Science Citation Index(r ™ f§ A SSCI)#p | & T §4# 3 2014 # 10
T2T R Gk AP I AT Vﬁk Flx 7541 5> H ¢ L2 )*J%?;q‘iiit754l
T EHY ik ant plde# 3.1 2 B 3.1 #7510 CERP £ 320 f & 5 #cc0 4% > USE

£ 2305 7 -3 8 31% 0 JRST £ 2286 f ik 4,859 30% » RSE £ 511 § ik 3 #c

7% > S&E % 586 7 b4 #ice1 8% 0 SE £ 1633 & ik i 20% o ¢ F ¥ E h
5% 0 SEW TN FRL B dafede feAPE 4 M CERP > 2007 & B 4ot &
IJSE R4~ p 1987 # » JRST Yad7 1965 & e~ & 65 F » £ % /£.1982 # i i |z
43 2014 & > RSE R 2% 2002 # ® 4~ » S&E % 2009 # > SE P §_1984 & > pF

24



AR S el T TR » Jesheinih e FHAR S o

231 2 AP L EEPEHT > F K

o 1965 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014 % f #<

CERP NA NA NA 133 187 320
JSE NA 218 680 931 476 2305
JRST 53 719 762 550 202 2286
RSE NA NA NA 265 246 511
S&E NA NA NA 129 457 586
SE NA 293 391 649 200 1533
Bh# 53 1230 1833 2657 1768 7541

U NAZ AW T At ¥ A JURA 4 Ak jckr D SSCI -

BT EAE TS AL REE R P TS B T 7yt

* CERP, 320, 4%

= SE, 1533, 20%

= S&E, 586, 8%
L ’ 4
RSE, 511, 7%

= |JSE, 2305, 31%

= JRST, 2286, 30%

=CERP =1JSE =JRST =RSE =S&E =SE

BI3L1 » 2872 F AR KFTHRY TS HEF At
4Bl 3297 o b B RS BEHED A TR EE R E L A S G
1965 # fcds 53 F ik 4 dcsri B b 1% > 1981~1990 # yodx 1230 % it 16% »
1991~2000 # Jc 4% 1833 f ik 48 24% » 2001~2010 # {zé 2657 % b 44 & 35% »
2011 #~2014 & {cd5 1768 F, ik 0B 24% 5F % & BARH oot 2 F 8% 5
#¢ 2011~2014 # 10 » 29 P ik = Je&k 1768 % » 4218 2001~2010 & Je4kid,

2657 £ e X+ 3f & 2011~2020 & fediengh ¢ § Bek-L L1FTE o
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= 1965,53,1% = 1981~1990, 1230,

= 2011~2014, 1768, 16%

24%

1991~2000, 1833,
24%

2001~2010, 2657,
35%

=1965 =1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 =2011~2014

B32 = AT tp 5> FIRERES AR5

_\m

d 3 E BHILTNPPEFERF 2R oa AP T E N ERL 7R R ER
Fenz o TRV RO Ay f LS A g iv,!rt YEE B o B-ldy
Wi EDE AL ERET P Sy FEDEES G 0 d B33 T
CERP *t 2007 # B 42 ték~ & » 2007~2010 & FF = & T 35cdr~> £ & 333 4
2011~2014 & L 355 & A5 46.8 & : IUSE »t 1987 & @ 4fcsr< & - 1987~1990
E A E T ecsr~ 3 545 F 0 1991~2000 & & =+ & T 3594k 68 & 0 2001~2010
#5 & 132031 F > 2011~2014 & & & T 355 119 & ; JRST a4k 1965 & iz &
53  »1982~1990 & & & T i5ték> F 79.9 & » 1991~2000 & = & T 3544k 76.2
% 0 2001~2010 & = & T 3555 F - 2011~2014 & & & T 35505 § ; RSE *+ 2002
E Rtk § 0 2002~2010 & FF & & T i9ygék~ § 294 F 0 2011~2014 & & &
T35 615 § ; S&E j_2009 & B 4:icék> & > 2009~2010 & & & T 354cék 64.5
% 02011~2014 & T 355 & Jodk 114.3 § S SE 1984 & B 4pojcds~ & »1984~1990
E BT ¥eR e~ 3 41.9 F 0 1991~2000 & & & T 359cék 39.1 & 0 2001~2010
5 Ty 649 f 0 2011~2014 &5 & L5 50 F o v E258 F o 14 IRST ¢
& p 1991~2000 & fsi% & o> > SE 12 1991~2000 # F & T 35 39.1 f fiaw —
BEEAL19 £ 0 11 & 2011~2014 & ¥ E T30 50 F g — & B 64.9 %
Lo BRIy OGN ELEE B e o F Y R AR R E RS B E B
FHAeendp g 2 ¢ 2001~2010 # 2 F £33 H 4ok o - & £ 1991~2000
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500.0
I 450.0
400.0
350.0
300.0
250.0
200.0
150.0
100.0
50.0 —
0.0 °
1965.0 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014
—e—CERP 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 46.8
—0—UUSE 0.0 54.5 68.0 93.1 119.0
JRST 53.0 79.9 76.2 55.0 50.5
RSE 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.4 61.5
—0—S&E 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.5 114.3
—0—SE 0.0 419 391 64.9 50.0
—o—total 53.0 176.2 183.3 340.2 4420

B33 = AW L &R e AT 2 ABR R
7541 L g R o WM E F A R B T376 ko ik v F 4L 98%
éiﬁ*ﬁiﬁm’%% 10162 B oo b R R # 2% - @Elﬂé—ﬁ % JRST % 4 ch? F kb
5022268 f 0 B A NSE X § 2205 f 5 o P F F & NSE # £ ehe ik 5
F100E d 5l 8w T AY AT F e FB(L £ 3.2 2 F 3.4) -
%32 = AZHA P FQ 545‘;‘—%2%;\, > F#
2 HHEH c8FH Lhik

CERP 317 3 320
IJSE 2205 100 2305
JRST 2268 18 2286
RSE 494 17 511

S&E 584 2 586

SE 1507 26 1533
BE B 7376 165 7541
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GV 165, 2%

S ISR, 7376,
98%

“ESMEE o QK
B34 Bp HFF A T54L L FAe ik A et A
7541 £ FALE AT 2014 £ 10 7 29 p k2 AT S WA es Y F i T
THGFL DM 2 o H B PR MR %o s R 2 RA(TI)
< B4 (DE) ~ #h ¢ it (ID)= B o 5 & E 1 0 1 B4 3 Targument®”ig 5
&3 - i d1 ¥ argument 2 argumentation § Bz ¥ £ 279 % o (T 5 A4 % o
BATEARRE 2 & BT TAL 279 £ FHL P ikt l4rk 3.3 2R 35
#r7 » CERP & 8 f b 4 &ms% » IJSE £ 106 # ik 3 #ce38% - JRST £ 48 %
W Hcih 17% > RSE £ 36 f i 4, #ice11 13% » S&E + 16 F ik 44 # 6% » SE £
65 % b 4 #ice123%e o ] 3.5 7 4v0 IJSE Jadkicrh A b 2 & #ot 5B & 38%:
% 33219 hh#EMM 2 F A AP TE L & BT ERE

IRl 1965 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014 total
CERP NA NA NA 3 5 8
IJSE NA 2 4 49 o1 106
JRST 0 1 0 23 24 48
RSE NA NA NA 13 23 36
S&E NA NA NA 3 13 16
SE NA NA 5 32 28 65
total 0 3 9 123 144 279
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= CERP, 8, 3%

= SE, 65, 23%

= |JSE, 106, 38%

" S&E, 16, 6% 7

RSE, 36, 13%

= JRST, 48, 17%

= CERP = [JSE =JRST =RSE =S&E =SE
B35 » 2Tt > 3 hBc b~ T2 A

SE23% kA = » IJSE #2 SE 7| % civh g tn b 2~ £ Hcib 7 42 F 8ceh61% 0 Bor 5
BmBEAM 2 R wies APIP o

BEEEA BT I TR RSEREIML > F RIS EREZ AL
# > 1981~1990 # fc4x 3 F i 1% > 1991~2000 # fckx 9 § it 448 3% > 2001~2010
E ok 123 5 b8 44% > 2011 #~2014 E yodk 144 5 (b E 52% 0 EEF E R
AROE > BT e R AR S o H P 2011 % 2014 & 10 7 29 p ot © fTék 144
b > AZiE 2001~2010 & je - 81 123 )y 0 Bor mE R AL E A £ARL(L W] 3.6) -
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= 1981~1990, 3, 1% = 1991~2000, 9, 3%

\ : 2001~2010, 123, 44%

2011~2014, 144, SZ‘VJ

= 1981~1990 = 1991~2000 = 2001~2010 = 2011~2014

Bl13.6 2 & AEmEipM2 ¢ h BB bR 38y A0
dR 37 AT EERGEAMY A EERRT 0 EH A
2001~2014 & 3 4 e dp b 2 FE M~ £ 2K > @ 2010~2014 %@ 4p M
R F ALK TE E 36 K 0 B hEAa M AR kAR DR E KT R ahE
AR o

400 —

35.0

R/ 30.0

25.0

20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0

0.0

1965.0 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014

—8— CERP 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 13
=@ JSE 0.0 0.5 0.4 49 128
=0 JRST 0.0 0.1 0.0 23 6.0
«=0--RSE 0.0 0.0 0.0 13 58
—=@—S&E 0.0 0.0 0.0 03 33
=0 SE 0.0 0.0 05 3.2 70
—@—total 0.0 0.6 0.9 128 36.0

B 3.7 AT L EEhEIAM Y F EHEAETE

d % 342R387% 51,2794 -?ﬁ#ﬁll’gﬁéiv”@?}ﬂg—'ﬁ%%ZGS};ﬁ’
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iéi‘&ﬂigﬁ%’ ézﬁ'?'ﬁ’%z\%&é\ 11 };;; > i‘_hgfg};gi;4%, Wé}g‘ﬁ—‘f’é/??‘ﬁt
USE 3 # cinhzEip b~ £8 % - 25 9K 2 Th -
%34 FIpHEE b AP IE LB § &

Bl RNEE AEE LR

CERP 8 0 8
IJSE 99 7 106
JRST 47 1 48
RSE 34 2 36
S&E 16 0 16
SE 64 1 65
Bhikc 268 11 279

PNHNEE SRS CE R A oyt

" GERE, 11, 4%

= EYNEZE, 268, 96%
sESNEE e
B138 BIPHE K G AT A2 M F BT A
279 /< & ¢ » &7k (argumentation) 7 M ehe § 2 236 £ 0 £ 3 gk(argument)
MY TR A3 R omEA M Y A AT L E L ST AR 3.9 or
CERP % 2001~2010 & @ = #5% & 4 & &23np bl ~ & 0.8 j > 2011~2014 & &
Boei & E 13 F 5 USE A 1991~2000 = £ B 4o jcirshBtp M < & > Tia- &
0.3 % »2001~2010 & f¥ L 355 & 45 f > 2011~2014 & B # e 3 T 355 & 12 4 ;
JRST p 1991~2000 +# ¥ B 4fedssmzgsn M~ % » 35— & 0.1 j » 2001~2010 #

FTias & 2 K »2011~2014 # F k7| T 455% & 58 F ; RSE p 2001~2010 & £
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BieicdrmaEm M~ & > T35- & 09 & > 2011~2014 & AP+ 3 L3255 & 55

; S&E # 2001~2010 & B 4o ieskmaEtp M 2 & > T355 & 03 j » 2011~2014
EFRIE E23F 5 SE & 1991~2000 & B B a8 4 Bhwink 2 £ 015
2001~2010 = F 3 +r 2 & & 2.3 | » 2011~2014 & fF k 5| T 325 & 53 § o F #-97
7T enEmE & EP Y > 1991~2000 £ F L 3mE & 05 F 0 2001~2010 & AT
$o4 # 1075 £ 0 2011~2014 & Kk $| T o4 & 32 - d B7 whmEA M £ £

EEEQL
35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0
10.0
5.0
0.0 [ . &
1965.0 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014
=@ CERP 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 13
=@==JSE 0.0 0.0 0.3 4.5 12.0
JRST 0.0 0.0 0.1 20 5.8
RSE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 5.5
=@=—S&E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 23
e=@==SE 0.0 0.0 0.1 23 53
=@==total 0.0 0.0 0.5 10.8 32.0

B39 %k 3 s AT 2 &R 2R ARH R
dR3107 5 I TmE Y F B EmERY Ty 40 0 CERP %

8 & bk 3% > USE £ 96 K & 3% #ice1 41% > JRST % 44 & id 4 8ce0 19% »

RSE £ 31 & ik 58 13% > S&E £ 12 F 1k 8. 5% > SE £ 45 F, & i ficeh

19% - # ¥ |JSE Jeskirh @ An b~ $ ¢ 65 8 i 41% > SE 22 JRST % 5 23% 2

= > IJSE~SE 22 JRST 7| % crzhzdp = £ 161 82 £ #h87% 0 B + 5 #ich

;:’E—“_;fgﬁe,gv Jl])"”"“’ jxﬁ};m]:‘ o

32



5 H s s A PR S EE B L AT (S e S o T

= CERP, 8, 3%

= SE, 45, 19%

= S&E, 12, 5% k

RSE, 31, 13%

= |JSE, 96, 41%

= JRST, 44, 19%
= CERP =IJSE =JRST =RSE =S&E =SE
B 3.10 » AHTmE M > F T EHBR FHRLF A
drd 35 2R 311 47or 0 236 K AR ¥ R ¢ o BICPE H a4 226 | bk
Beh06% > o BT F A A 10K lehd% ) RHE F & o8 E K 4 USE # 4
SHhEAAM R ERERS > LL89KEThH -
% 35 ®p ”%‘3‘*‘ A AT F A2 BTN F i
P R4S H c8FF Lhk

CERP 8 0 8
IJSE 89 7 96
JRST 43 1 44
RSE 30 1 31
S&E 12 0 12
SE 44 1 45
AE W 226 10 236
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" G, 10, 4%

= EYMNEZ, 226, 96%
sESMEE o« GERE
BSILRAPM HFF b A7 3 L2 i > Rl A0

wmEb(argument)Ap B 2 & A AT 2 E B E3SE 4ol 3.12 #7510 CERP
k| hBAn b 2~ § 5 SE f 1980~1990 & A  4idfcdrihBdn b v § o T
¥ai & 0.5 F »1991~2000 # £ % - & 0.1 § »2001~2010 # [ T 3545 & 0.4 § »
2011~2014 & [ #{ 4 & T 355 & 08 f 1 JRST # 1980~1990 # f¥ B 4 fckirin B
M % TimE & 01§ > 1991~2000 # ¥ A fckrih 84p B ¢ § 0 2001~2010 &
BT ok & 02 f 0 2011~2014 & /& & 3] * 355 & 0.3 f  RSE j 2001~2010 &
BB crhBAn M 2 % 0 Ti5- & 04 § > 2011~2014 & B > 3 T 305 £ 0.3
Fo }S&E 1 2010~2014 B e iiin AP B 2 0 T35 & 1 1SE % 1991~2000
ERBLE A shEM e 04 K 0 2001~2010 & FH4c 1 F & 09 f
2011~2014 & @ k3| Lok & 18 f o gt P chEoE S E P
1981~1990 # [ - 355 & 0.6 f - 1991~2000 # [ & 354 & 0.5 f > 2001~2010 &
FXios i 19§ > 2011~2014 & k3| T30k & 4§ > d fdp v b B ¢
#3of S E W # ¢ 1991~2000 £ ¥ g7 1981~1990 4 fF 4p 1t £ 358 T %% 1 0.11

o
o
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40
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25

20

15
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0.5

0.0 o

1965.0 1981~1990 19912000 20012010 2011~2014

—e—CERP 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
—o—USE 0.0 05 01 0.4 0.8

JRST 0.0 01 0.0 0.2 0.3

RSE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 03
—o—S3E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
—o—SE 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.9 18
—o—total 0.0 0.6 0.5 19 40

B 312 hgtip > F o AT L 2 g E30F

A AP IHEAPM v £ T BBEEF A 4eR] 313 #7F CERP £ 0 % -
IUSE £ 10 f ik & #ceh 23% » JRST £ 4 f ik 4485 9% » RSE & 5 & ik 4 #iceh
12% » S&E % 4 F ik #iceh1 9% » SE £ 20 f (b #iceh 47% - d 4 3.6 7 4
argument 4p B ~ & % 1981~1990 & R 22 1991~2000 &= F#c & ¥ ¥ > L W3 [ &2 5
% 0 #€.2001~2010 & @ 4c 3 19 § > 2011~2014 £ P R| 5 16 F » @B il F = %
#itod F13.11 7 &> SE fesrana BAR M ~ F 00 BlE 3§ 32 47% USE23% % = >
SE & USE | % cinmBhip M < el 0 3% T e 70% 0 Bgm < 5 Bom BHAR M =

F AR AP oo
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= CERP, 0, 0%

= IJSE, 10, 23%

‘ = JRST, 4, 9%

RSE, 5, 12%

= SE, 20, 47%

= S&E, 4, 9%

= CERP =|JSE =JRST =RSE =S&E =SE

W 313 = A ThBAn b~ § B B R8T A
4o 3.6 2@ 3.14 #77 43 BhELARR 2 F ¢ ,@]a}%ﬂg;ﬁ%% 42 % b
h08% > SHEEF A LR B REN 2% FAE X A SEF AL HRAN §
B33 20kh c#FHERSEF 2 EGHAAH Y T HELS G 15 -
L3BRANEH b AL LGB T8
A RAEE SREE AR

CERP 0 0 0
IJSE 10 0 10
JRST 4 0 4
RSE 4 1 5
S&E 4 0 4
SE 20 0 20
BE M 42 1 43

36



<

la

<

B /MR B R s R AR B S R R 7y bl

. G, 1,2%

= s, 42, 98%
ESEE e OEEE
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40.0
35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
150
10.0

5.0

0.0
1965 1981~1990 1991~2000 2001~2010 2011~2014

=@=-argumentation 0.0 0.0 0.5 10.8 32.0
=@-argument 0.0 0.6 0.5 1.9 4.0
=@-=total 0.0 0.6 0.9 12.8 36.0

R 3.15 B S mEAR M > F 588 £ H 2R AR5
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10.7 #2455 % 2 5 A VR o blde  Bcdp & e s KRB > 2-D Bl i~ 3-D
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mums q I Crosstab  Keyword-In-Context -

td&
) [
‘o EXCLUSION LIST " [biaLosic 170 47% 03% 03% 78 280% 941
+ NEW CATEGORY MODEL 164 45% : 03% 2 258% 95
S <ROOT> DECISION_MAKE 142 40% 02% 67 240% 880
(I ACHIEVEMENT 'SOCIOSCIENTIFIC_ISSUE 135 38% : 02% 66 237% 845
(JALTERNATIVE_CONCEPTION CURRICULUM 19 33% : 02% 63 226% 769
QAnaLOGY SCIENCE_LITERACY 106 30% 0.2% m 254% 630
g:;mmsm}mucrms SCIENTIFIC_ISSUE a7 27% 02% 51 183% 716
JATTITUDE STRATEGY 79 22% 0.1% a4 158% 634
GAUTFB‘TIC_CAE 'CONSTRUCT 78 22% 01% 55 197% 550
CIAUTHENTIC SCIENTFIC_INQUIRY | |[ASSESSMENT 75 21% 01% 2 104% 737
(CICEGIWING, TEACHERS INTERVIEW 75 21% 01% 58 08% 512
CIBEHAVIOR LABORATORY il 20% 01% 19 68% 828
GlICAUSALTTY 'SCIENCE_TEACHER EDUCATION 56 16% 01% 23 82% 607
ICITIZENSHP PATTERN 54 15% 01% 34 122% 404
(] CLASSROOM_ENVIRONVENT CONSTRUCTION 5 1.5% 01% a7 133% 465
(2] CLASSROOM_RESEARCH MEDIA 51 1.4% 0.1% 38 129% 454
(Z1COGNITIVE_STRUCTURE (CONTENT_KNOWLEDGE 49 1.4% 01% 3 1% 468
(JCOLLABORATION INF _REASON 19 1.4% 01% kil 39% 688
(JCONCEPT_CARTOON DILEMMA 48 1.3% 0.1% 35 12.5% 433
(I CONCEPT_DEVELOPMENT SCAFFOLD 43 1.3% 01% 37 133% 421
(ICONSTRUCTION ATTITUDE a7 13% 01% 27 75% 528
(ZJCONSTRUCTIVIST_EPISTEMIC_BEL || JUSTIFICATION a7 13% 01% 2 75% 528
(I CONTROVERSIAL_IssUE EXPERT 44 1.2% 01% 17 61% 535
(ICOOPERATION ETHIC 43 12% 01% 2 75% 483
SCREATION PEER 3 1.2% 01% 2 86% 458
giﬁmi&m — LANGUAGE 2 12% 01% 2 90% 440
e ACHIEVEMENT 40 11% 01% pal 75% 443
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4% 4.1 Wordstat 4 % %2 %

wu EE gAY
C1 34 12%
C2 23 8%
C3 94 34%
C4 23 8%
C5 8 3%
C6 28 10%
C7 12 4%
C8 49 18%
C9 8 3%
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ANVE"S ufpyfalﬁ-}i— AP Ry ZAPMA Y

$owaEn (CL) 3 Tukhaad TSR mp i 2 RAT 0
¥ & ik Wordstat » 5% % ¢ 2 34 5 > b97F e 2 12% - £ 4250 &
A ] OB GETRRRAR o SRR UM AR R i 0 3 B B AR Y R
DML A o B4 P 50 CURRICULUM % 6 > 2748 19 4 77 2 — 34 1R
w19 F 2§ 0 A 5590%% 7 - 3P IR Ak 4 W] 55.90%¢0% ¢ o

242 TR TR PR RT L ¢ M e

B gE3e % 3 #ic b gL g F L G
CURRICULUM 19 55.90%
SCIENCE_TEACHER_EDUCATION 13 38.20%
ASSESSMENT 12 35.30%
SCIENCE_INQUIRY b 35.30%
SCAFFOLD 9 26.50%
MEDIA 8 23.50%
DIALOGIC 7 20.60%
INTERVIEW 7 20.60%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 6 17.60%
CONSTRUCTION 6 17.60%

Clagn|p 2 FE X IF A HEE Y iz & 14 & 8 (Berland & McNeill,
2010; Hundal, Levin, & Keselman, 2014; Newton et al., 1999; Osborne et al., 2004;
Simon et al., 2006) - A #F < & 2 T34z | 5o o MM A A hPF G S

CURRICULUM - # 19 = - 4 m & % 5500% - = 5 %
SCIENCE_TEACHER_EDUCATION » i 13 % » #1724 38.20% « M H ¢ 7 &

?}I?c % > Osborne i%‘f (200 E R GFHR P B4 B 127 BREF 5 %
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WERE RGN ER AW ETH R PR
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p Toulmin shzE ;"1 £

He = 5 BFa® 73 REF2E ’éﬁii:/]ﬁ%%‘?i;ﬁ;i{ Berland ¥2 McNeill(Berland
& McNeill, 2010)4x 7 f# 5 2 cm#E FARE XL FRHERE OFH » > FIRR
TE R R R BEEARREST BN KR AL
AHFIFYRENLF > D REARF SABFI NPT LR DL

Hundal %= 3 @ 1 (Hundal et al., 2014)& » =@ 5 i id]- B RBER &
e 3r2a47 (an Environmental Health Afterschool Club Curriculum) » d 2= 3 i” Ll fgd
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B it 3 ¥ I

MODEL 18 78.30%
SCIENCE_INQUIRY 10 43.50%
JUSTIFICATION 8 34.80%
DIALOGIC 7 30.40%
FIELD 6 26.10%
DECISION_MAKE 5 21.70%
SCIENCE_MAJOR 4 17.40%
SOCIOSCIENTIFIC_ISSUE 4 17.40%
INTERVIEW 4 17.40%
CAUSALITY 4 17.40%

C2 up FFENHFAPEEHEHES T 2 B 7 (Chang & Chiu, 2008;
Kastens, Agrawal, & Liben, 2009; Ryu & Sandoval, 2012; Sadler & Fowler, 2006;
Sandoval & Cam,2011) » & #g~ 2 THEA| | & T ~ TREHT | 2w
MK Bk b e s MODEL » i 18 = » i 5 7830% » = % 32
SCIENCE_INQUIRY > i# 10 % » f1 7% 5 43.5650% - 2 H ¢ 7 B~ 1I§L = 1] » Sadler
fr Fowler(2006) = 7 £ 3 # & Friltde v B2 50AL ¢ A F RIGHETRE T > J1*
45 =g ¢ A A FPFIB R APEI B F D PRy $F 4 @ F (genetics)
et R B AT R WA Eiz%im;ﬁ?,’ér%?f JENC R RUE-S2p
SF ARBESTIMI YRR A g0 Ao B RE I BN F 2 gl
FAR PHOTELAE T Z B e RE AR EEL %R BE W
FR PB4 Ry 5 LN F gk a5k - Chang 2 Chiu(2008) 4147 1 #2+
# 2ra9%7 1 % A (Lakatos' Scientific Research Programmes) £_F ¥ 12§ ¥ & &2 3
A P ERIGHEDELR A AL F A0 P F T R A F 4 830 AR
FRAF2He BAEEATRELEFRTRABET SB LV AT FET R
S B AREVEPRET R KA FRD e RS BB A KR E
BEYV REHER T PEL R AFAPREY L F o P EF F R
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% ot e Brend R AT S 4§04 & FLE SR AL S 3 A P (hard core) 23 A -
% A - B LS (protective belt) & > i fu ko8 3 s se % - Kastens &
(2009)F T § 2 & & Tdeiv G RFRHL > B2 RS S ERGHED & HE
FLEFRBEAPEF RN Fd A PEF R F3 26 2% RS0
T AHFARE LR PR TR e AR A B TR IE" S RE
HP R AT EREE I A KO RFLBSEF AR ER R PR RKER
et N s BB T RET BRSPS 2 B0 e B L
AR W AREF L F AR MELFHEL F A F G rkadego
Sandoval £ Cam (2011) #xA 3 - E 2 7 BREIF R ADHE AR > 26 2~ 1

LR FLLFETHEHY X e BEREFR GE AN ET £ Rkt

BT BELAARVSERE AN R ABARTHLT ERBEZORE

P %% % o Ryu & Sandoval(2012)#7 itz 405 5.7 §Iev 8 4 @ jah @ 5 a2
M"Z{% e *“%‘?m F‘”'ﬂz:b K9z g BF4 812+ & %58

21 eRE P E A o - Gl R E R S > SR ETEeE

S o F A MR N F AL e s B RAEST NSRS 0 B R

FEEHEIE BT LR ST A R R R B R S A

C3:Trm@E e FEY S 2R

FouEgu 5 (C3) TNHhEHMEMNTEY S0 2 MY - i~ F &
Wordstat ~ 555 % ¢ 7 94 5 » 4975 thiE? F34% » £ 4.4 70 A g w]
SRR -

244 TUREIEAEEY S0k ¢ MR

B 437 M S L S
SCIENCE_INQUIRY 39 41.50%
DIALOGIC 27 28.70%
MODEL 26 27.70%
CONSTRUCT 26 27.70%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 23 24.50%
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CURRICULUM 19 20.20%

STRATEGY 15 16.00%
DRAWING 15 16.00%
CONSTRUCTION 14 14.90%
INTERVIEW 14 14.90%

C3 #pu 2 it B AT EY P 2 B4 HFHmES R R T H
WALE B sz 25 (Bell, 2000; Driver et al., 2000; Eskin & Ogan-Bekiroglu,
2013; Kuhn, 1993; Zohar & Nemet, 2002) - ~#g~ %2 T #8485 | & THE | 3
Froo o NI Bk §oendF P 5 SCIENCE_INQUIRY » i 39 =t » V35 5 41.50%>
=% % % DIALOGIC- % 27 &> hiF 5 2870% -1 H P 7 B = ;;Jeé ] - Bell(2000)
F T A * & oA £ kB (Knowledge Integration Environment):& (7347 & 5 4
BAPEATREPFCBEY PPE L F RS R R %172
FEAAA AL BOHFAFHL LY FTTHRRT C RRTBFELER
BRERHNRHREFTHRE R ARE M OTHRAFE R By EFIY
TRFEERBR DT AMBESS T EE MBI DRE - BEETHRERY
VORsEARE Y 2 E L fféé*%’f@%fﬁ“ﬁ% TR BN AREST L g g
2 HPLE AT Lz o Zohar 2 Nemet(2002)7 7 #-hmE & F e~ A i 21 48
FRAPX L FLH R LA A d S B Rehd £ 4 187 =0 A 5 F B2 99 i
BftRe L 87 o AT RHRRIE 2 S F Y AR FREESFERER > E D
FaAr? > HRES N BAKE  KED W 162%5F 4 F T FEcndp B onh o
7 90%FEAFTFERRE LRSS TESL A AR eRE S DEARY
RS CFI NI PR RGRERAE IR A A R eE 4 Dd PRk
FPHF3VHRBE EHFLL T anaE ST £ F5 oEskin & Ogan-
Bekiroglu (2013)45 31 HE 2 E V¥ &4 B A B L F &% 7 %K o
BN EAT  BA BFLE 26 L ELXES S LIKREEHRE > Y
L pFEF T B REBR IAELI R T ReOR 4 FARY o HR e ERE
WA KE  hEEARY A AR R IR IR S BP BT o

PN ER SRR LY PR R RS R
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FYoa® Fre R wE " HEPFMENEY 3%

ks bie- Mo R FALRAGEMTPFEV L
(Driver, Newton, & Osborne, 2000; Kuhn, 1993) - Kuhn(Kuhn, 1993) % 4z # & & <
CHPERELPERT YV NER M v P R M EROPERT LA FY Y
EFRPPEHRT LRFEF Y BT F2 A3 Y PE AL KR LK
PHEODcn REPFLIAPEREL - BHEFFF Y 5 »x7%2 < Driver
FHEFQ000)r fpsmid b HT Y hk o X RAPFRT RImE KT

HAR T RARER AL MORT CARTE ] BRBAL L FEp

FokEC LY R R L R GRS B RS KT
g o

C4:THBERNPEF T S HEWS ) 2MFAY
Py s (CA) THBERAFEF T SN 2 AAMAT - 0 4
v F i Wordstat # 2755 % & 7 23 % > 977 @~ §998% - & 4.5 7] A 4w

B 4 PR

%45 ThmE RO F T S HE S ) i

B 43 ME S Rl S
DIALOGIC 19 82.60%
LANGUAGE 7 30.40%
URBAN 6 26.10%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 5 21.70%
MODEL 5 21.70%
SCIENCE_INQUIRY 5 21.70%
STRATEGY 5 21.70%
INTERACTION 5 21.70%
TEXTBOOK 4 17.40%
COMMUNICATION 4 17.40%




Ca 5w~ R AMAF T PP F T3 SR T A 4507
;P F 4 %% a5 T (Jimenez-Aleixandre, Rodriguez, & Duschl, 2000; Kilein,
2006; McNeill & Pimentel, 2010; Varelas et al., 2008; Yore, Bisanz, & Hand, 2003) -
AEET R TR Ao TH T AP MR dkd 5 g & DIALOGIC
#19=t > ImF L 8260% = 5 2 LANGUAGE » i 7 = » :13.% 5 30.40% -

J‘

~

2HeTE é/,%;% ] » Jimenez-Aleixandre % 4 (2000)4 7§ 4 en¥t i = 3
EH— B EoTIe A oo B A witnd BE AP B F
BRBILRITHhE & 5 BB AR B & iedk T @ % Toulmin & #5584 47
FAMAFTLEFTHEREDFET > pp 22 S5 REFR TR

X fF iR T § oo {T e B 2 R 4 6 o Varelas % (2008)4F 1 [ A o R

)|

T,

1%

BRA S 4 BBt P MA - B - BB EBED LA B NI
BRREES Y BTS2 KA R FAEHE S Mg
PREAR RF A R RGP TAM T BT ARaild 2 25T B3

WL ET R LS %6¢F~@ﬂﬁﬁu£’%€§£@§i&»ﬁ§
A4 FHE I~ L4 {0 o McNeill 2 Pimentel (2010)7= 3 #cfF @ & 4 i@

FHREmERRE L TR S = gfE 11 3 12 & soaRd ] 3¢ &

B2 A@F2 1220873 BT VT E BV HF EREF p\;%;; y -
Bine 2B AT L EFARERE ¥ - BREFDS AF 2 2808 ,—%;ﬁb

SRS EFA LT R RE OV EA T A BRER ERG O REFEL

p e *#m;/'“\’;i ¥ BT 4}’ 19%~35% ¥t 35 B K ¢ f’ig mEr o FA R E

H-

Ffrf L @ Pl R G AHFEIF DG 0 R G - BRFIIILI S S
HEA DT a T2 FER AFAF W FNR2 S BEFRT BN
gj;@,g dRF PR R oA p L DAk B FEr RN - B
SRR s S L ER SR SR TR RES RS L LU R aE S
I EEF R F BT e A A FE A AFEOMET]F o

Gip- AU AT P 5 R E T RS P R E
1.(#]4= Klein, 2006; Yore, Bisanz, & Hand, 2003) - £ ¢ Yore % + (2003)?@57}&%‘3
KT BT EFE 0 kv B ISE 25 & & A 0 WA E KT 5 B
R JAGET BNEREORE T P FRT Y b PR REE
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FHE LR BERF i NEBERF AR Y o Bk PR
ZHHEER A EREFRREF AT S L EFE A FRAB LA
FREFRR-#a P FlEfer BEsa s ZPE Vv FHORHFT 0 p Ak
SN —"F’f RiIE-FIPERFRY R ITY gl B v e mp
BSE I B R A (A BRE T AP F P ERE Y o
£ TR TEAKIYHEIFATER RN IR BAB LI A
R s BRRTERPETORF PRI HELRE O REEPFFEL
- AP E B Ea s R R e E Y - Klein(2006) v Af # stin et 4 ¢
RS R LR TR NG A RS HE R F,Jr%i%m“r
AR R AEEAFE AT B kB E RS - hAd g
PEL e b dT > L BRI 5535 Ao R he F A0 p e 3 S
RPE SRR FARL TR T B S e PR L 0 R A aha b5 L e
F AN A e PR R A RTRECL AR SER TR E L
MR ATiE 2 G g~ o 3 @ (T PS50 5 sendn 1T S DR

it o 3 2R TP frimE -
Co:T#H#EmRFHId |, ZHMFEY
57 ¥u s (CO) THhEMEFEI® | 2 AT o 4> § & Wordstat

AR EE T8 R AT REY F03% 0 & 4.6 7)1 AR o g AR

3046 TP BT B v B Gy

B 43 MES S SRl S
PEER 5 62.50%
WEB 4 50.00%
SCIENCE_INQUIRY 3 37.50%
INTERVENTION 3 37.50%
COOPERATION 3 37.50%
STRATEGY 3 37.50%

54



BEHAVIOR 2 25.00%
ASSESS_DIALOGIC_ARGUMENTAT

2 25.00%
ION
DIALOGIC 2 25.00%
GUIDE_INQUIRY 2 25.00%

Co *FFENHFTRMAERF F53 & (Clark & Sampson, 2007;
Kulatunga & Lewis, 2013; Kulatunga, Moog, & Lewis, 2013; Rop, 2003; Smith,
Wilson, Banks, Zhu, & Varma-Nelson, 2014) - &~ #g~ 317 T | & | & T e g |
B NIk F o 5 PEER>E 5=t VI F 5 62.50%0 = ¥ 5 WEB>
F 4= MMEF L 50.00% - Angwl F R MY KAFY FREEGRE RRL
3 2 o 47 5 > i (Clark & Sampson, 2007; Smith etal., 2014) » 7 3 # 7

‘},'
Tk BT EF A HEY S A ERH ) 2L TV Bagomng Y

*-nk- *’mﬁ

t\“j;-

sy % & (Kulatunga & Lewis, 2013; Smithetal., 2014) - 2 ¥ 7 é/l?e:%
%) > Clark ¥ Sampson (2007)i% 4 F 2hed s sl M P HAH/mEFE Y o & iF>
P4 m 23 CHBRLADEZ RES RE PSS T B4
Rz R fapil SR RERR ISR HHDET B2 R

CHEF AR RZDED St F - BEHmEFE LT LY foph B gt g2
3 Toulmin s 050 5 A#E B kil e s dinB S A 1 Bor 1 5 o
BWARFARAFE "R - AT TR T LR 50 EEF A
WAE Ao S RARTLIE 8 4 RS Y AR HE A X - Rop (2003) #F
FRP AN EEY R R ASRP B HE 5 6216~17 KB P 4
BEISEIEE FEPRP N EFFT X F L AP R8P

fl

FEPRM 77 Mol 3 Ko Kok Faow ¥ ¥ #Ee PA -k &6 Py R
B AR 2 R A SR RT L TP E fore R R A R E T
MR R B R L F s BRI PR
Kulatunga £ Lewis (2013)4£3 ¢ ~* H Hd  F o 2 Ed P > FAEm v 307 5
HEEE Y R 1 SAT A ACT s 24 5 B (7R A u o] etk

o FARA S S X AR L B AR B 0 o AT F AR X Rt BAEST EE B 8
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v Toulmin %28 s e 45/ BHBEP AT F R RAEM R Y CFEE LI ES
Az it g THEIERFML F 59 wEL & ik o Smith ¥ (2014)
KR LTy P AR 2B Y gk F Yy EEF KR B35
245 e BAA Y 2 (n=220)2 s e A B Y 2 (n=175) > sk D F hF Y
*RFAFFLIE PR EY EPF S AL EHEFLIRE OV ROFAN
I D& F s s s kA ) S 2R ed B R P T W
e ahEe At 5T BRELE T 4 o Kulatunga % (2013) 12
Toulmin e @ A 3 F i C E3kinlke TR EHFE T € R F4 ) BHhEOE
o ez @ivgyim i g F ¥ Toulmin S7n4E H03 B FHsm g
TrrgF B p Erduran 6078 1 S RGH B R R BRE R AR TR e e
o LGB E BB eRe 2F2 AR EF-IRFH)EER AR
ST A RS fENHmIE e FR Y FARE- 52 RESHEER
£ Ja 32 (reasoning) > & # i@ ¥ 14 F AL (data) 3 d (warrants) £ 4% 2 5k (claims) > e @
U e 4FF F (backings) o # }“ﬁrj FHERE LR Rk it Hm K
L e e- hkEp & fd@ o] 23tk EAESFF 9
BB T AT S RERE AT ARG RS T SR

f247 48 3100 3R o

Co:THFT %, LMFE
£ HREH & (C6) r?;f'?%f;ﬁ?ﬁJ a#gﬁ«,gp;s o pLAF 2 ifi& Wordstat
NETE RS 3 28K 0 b HEe § e 10% e & 4.7 5|0 A KT u] S G o

247 THEIFREWE * jr M AR

B 430 TS bt 82 F et b
SCIENCE_INQUIRY 24 85.70%
LABORATORY 15 53.60%
MODEL 8 28.60%
CONSTRUCT 7 25.00%
INTERVIEW 7 25.00%
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SCIENCE_LITERACY 7 25.00%
DIALOGIC 6 21.40%
ACHIEVEMENT 5 17.90%
SCIENCE_WRITE_HEURISTIC 5 17.90%
STUDENT_PERFORMANCE 5 17.90%

C6 % %] = /Fﬁe NHBEET T AL HEHEHAEE Y R B(Akkus, Gunel, &
Hand, 2007; Hofstein & Lunetta, 2004; Rod Watson, Swain, & McRobbie, 2004;
Sandoval, 2005; Winberg & Berg, 2007) » & #g~ % T84y &2 T9% % | 3
oo IR Hede § s 5 SCIENCE_INQUIRY » i£ 24 = > 1L & 5 85.70%:
== % » LABORATORY - ¥ 15 =t » &3 5 53.60% - W H ¢ T & é}?e;f;\ &) s
Watson ¥ Swain (2004)L. %25 4 A4E 7 A F (Tafe? [ EhFE NI REF Y =
o JH R S S BFIE 60 A ERE A o NERG RS N iekt kil BRI
FAFENS D FABEF > 2T HR L HAmOERT RS AL g >

TR AFREPRELFHEL S F- (7R FENTFAHIR 5 3 LR m o
# B 4% o Winberg £ Berg (2007) it ;59 S 5 4 (v 3 584w d v 7
T L GHRY THEL PREEV EHPEPER PR M 5 170 02
WiLBRRag - 374 > 2 % e 18 HPReI7 i+ e Aied %k

2k

bk

f

STRWRF R T - BRE FRIFOREERELUES > a9 %
7 f’FE%—F’] Do ERPEF AR I EREOR I  HERE L3 E Y 3 2
FBoAkkus £ (2007) ¢ B EFE BT 2T TR KT L BT R K
Bendiser Py %5 7T-11 2%? F4 > F 5w 322 =~ #k e 270 =% 592
o AETHEFRE{FLZ O FHETE > P Lai g b kR S e
LR 3 Wiio0 SERRCELE Sl L AN TE RS-k 3 o 3
W e R GRS > P RsSR s L RES SRR B REZT A
m&ﬁ@?ﬁiﬁ@w&&’a%&?ﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁwﬂU*kﬁ@¢fi£
Katchevich % (2013)F= 3 84 & B9 % &7 P R PFE h B i 57
% A 5 3 7 & F % (Inquiry-type Experiment) &2 &% % 4] 4 % (Confirmatory-type

Experiment) » # 3 % 5 7 “78 & 116 = 11 £ %= 12 # &ch? B4 > (Af 5%
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1020 # SIS~ B FATARTRE & BB HT E 40 FTOERE
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Rl (4o i

|l
ra
cke
TN
H
&~
in|
&)

TP PER K F AR LTV S0 A FRHEL 20 ENS PRI |
RGP FERY P REF LS il {o§ 2 B2 Fiek 284 5

PR AR T

C7: T} ittt BYHE, 2 ANFE

Fowagu i (CT) T adhicP P BHE | ZPMIT o 5~ F &
Wordstat 4 25 % ¢ 5 12 f » (57} hE > F 14% o & 4.8 5] & g ) chbf 4
PR

748 T ] w3tk %m%?%ﬁJéﬁwﬁﬁﬁ
B 43 ME S S Rl S
GROUP_DISCUSSION 8 66.70%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 5 41.70%
MISCONCEPTION 3 25.00%
COLLABORATION 3 25.00%
INTERACTION 3 25.00%
DECISION_MAKE 3 25.00%
MEDIA 3 25.00%
PEER 3 25.00%
RELEVANCE 3 25.00%
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SCIENTIFIC_ISSUE 2 16.70%

C7 s wlHF st ] Eidim s F Kog $30 ) o | & 7 4 5 % 8 5 (Albe,
2008; Bennett, Hogarth, Lubben, Campbell, & Robinson, 2010; Maloney & Simon,
2006; Nussbaum, Sinatra, & Poliquin, 2008; Sampson & Clark, 2009) - # #f < & 14

eI oy R E VA P s NI kB P F E G
GROUP_DISCUSSION i 8=t » 1 35 5 66.70% =t % 5 SCIENCE_LITERACY>
E 5= MRS 5 4LT0% > A ¢ TR < gk S 6] Maloney £ Simon (2006) %
T EA A Estm Y RREFRERSETER > 95 20 210 2 11 ]
Fa o2 283 - 57 B lelpeiFidmodmn Faer BiAKER
AwmmAERD R TR o HREART L pd RNEE2 Y RIS B
FOBRRF Ao ERfoNET F 2 GER AT AR FE TSRS
B o L EWRSERE Ry ORE A T EET 2 RY G e
37 o Albe (2008)F 31 ¥ & 2 drie fo] B3 AFE o AL E PR RIEEFH

o

VL FRVEN TR FRREICRE R TR R Y

fie

7L
SRR iﬂ%**%’7éuwﬂﬁ;mﬁ%’mwﬁ L E S RIEA H

i
i

RE o AEEFa B2 amBZBRA AETH ¥R PRBHRE D

ol
|l

B4 b edmprant ¢ 5 6 0 8HE R ol o Nussbaum % < (2008)
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o+
ﬂH-

4y
& & EHW H gk & (constructivist epistemic beliefs) o4 & o 2k
(the criteria of scientific arguments)si ] 3t » A3 7 UHER 2 @ g b
E Y A F B AP R A F A A S RS L R 22
Gl 22 FME A HY FRE G RXEEPEREDIMY
TS Eandmp F AR B8O B RER LR T FA ARBWHT A
& G AR A & (relativists) ~ § A & (multiplists)fei=# & (evaluativists) > F
?i&ﬁ%ﬂéﬁﬁi?ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁi%%mi%ﬁ%ﬁniiﬁ%gﬁ
m

NEX A B%s B84 aGiuBht AT M § 1 8% ﬁi"f‘fc*]“’*

X

LAY WH B b4k § A KK RN W of DN RE R F’EJQ
FeXp s LB A kA - HeEiE - Sampson £ Clark (2009)#5 % /| ‘eth &2 B

AHAEVRBE Y kit S EF T kA5 10~12 & &ad B4 168 o A G
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FH%e A THHBEBL - LA - ] B E 288 Fei L
TV ARFRI A H T FoAR AP A RS H - A p TR
FAOWEL LR - BERRSHA DN 7R RS HE e g i
ROFyREE T | edmhIra s WEBPLY {Fanhi b1 b8
VARl e FAKE TRBRY B N HYECES PSR LAR
LRI NG TTHB AR LG Heh o 2B - Reaizisilg §le e
AN EOw ALY g R w i mdm Y FPFEY o2 bl
Bennett % (2010)45 1 » £ 2 % ¥ ¥ 4 254 & £ & B - R {La(consistent)i# i 0 @

4

il

2

FEEIROLRRE > A ZREFT LV R NG 2 ol B @
JPEFVRFFAEAL G50 AT ERWHT LS T G EHRE
BRI IR P A for £ AR g menlh ua B B - fu) A i R ] 2
BEF O ZIRERBL O EFZEREFL P EOFELRERLTT R

BE A Seif o § oo 7oL R

PTALE M P E R dun ) 2 MY

NEREN G (C8) TAL g P ERALY bl MY o 2
el

S

Wordstat »~ #g5% % ¢ 7 49 F » 6975 thzE 2 £ 18% o £ 4.9 7|0 A w|
G o

%49 TAabg PP FRITY AR < M e

B gE3e v i B EE Y F o G
DECISION_MAKE 37 75.50%
SOCIOSCIENTIFIC_ISSUE 35 71.40%
SCIENTIFIC_ISSUE 27 55.10%
INTERVIEW 21 42.90%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 18 36.70%
DILEMMA 18 36.70%
CONTENT_KNOWLEDGE 14 28.60%
ETHIC 12 24.50%
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PATTERN 12 24.50%
INFORMAL_REASON 11 22.40%

C8#fw  jeat shad Ak § M4 F3RAL ¥ 7T ek ¢ (Jime nez-
Aleixandre, 2002; Sadler, 2004; Sadler, Barab, & Scott, 2007; Sadler & Zeidler, 2005a,
2005b) » A #gnlrd TR e TAL g L RAL ) 5 ¢ v NIk g i
# » DECISION MAKE - # 37 = -» 4 x 5 7550% - = % 3
SOCIOSCIENTIFIC_ISSUE » i 35 % » /3% 5 71.40%- 2w H ¥ T B < JI?% EE
Jime” nez-Aleixandre (2002) it {7 - B % Wit K frbFDE BT - z}fiﬁ % 38
Fllesgd > B4 h- BiRFFEERY AL AR OHEREET X
2 Toulmin fe Walton szh @ oz 247 > B %87 > 4 6 * I35 B o0
TREFHRI AR AR E b 2 AP F i R ¢ kIR @R R s
o B ERDBEASASAGEZ L F4 7 TEHE S SRy Jz I €2
i ArakaniE < Xk o Sadler & Zeidler (2005a)4% 34 B 4 4r ™ 7 & (negotiate) £2 2
tr(resolve)i @1 f2d > A 5 30 =+~ 54 - 1524584 F ¥ 15
RAPEFRoRFESEA BRI HUNF A2 BATE B R
VU AT R RV I i AR AR E Y e d o F 4R
kp = fA 4832 R4y 0 & %] 5 T2 an(rationalistic) ~ & sh(emotive) ~ B F cr(intuitive)
AN IR ik gy 0 TRV JE I R IE M 5 A # 0 & % (reason-based
considerations) » i g 2L 35 5% J5 1@ ¥ R B IR 5 A # o B 2 (care-based
considerations) > @ F ezt A N B H R A H I FHE S TRE B2
(considerations based on immediate reactions to the context of a scenario) » % £ H AR
B E BRI AR E P R § P R A R
I BE AR e P b 2 %étzz S SR iy R R E VR AR (S
Sadler £z Zeidler (2005b)4% % p % 4@ e BRI fETE L REA TR @
TAERAL 0 £ 216 i p A fLE (S 4 f&fﬂw ACEE IS ER X
R ARG 2 BRIISER > AR AN AR A I R S sty
B P s X T 2RI F AR N R R oA

HREFORF 2R F AR AFMEDE RIS BFH= BATSR
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Arz BAYUI FRAEP e 2B ERZFPRF) LG BE G v
B o B B R AR LN F IR AR ) R A T4,
RFATRGA AN RO TN > 0 BABF O EY > AR
PR IRIER 0 VR B FF S 7 AR F Ao o 232050 ¢ o Sadler
% (Sadler et al., 2007) f}wéﬁv‘;];&m’:f%& 26 =¥ B4 > REAEMPLE R

G R SEVELE S R uc kI SN EN S R Y S N
PERIET U F THEILOPEPN FREFR AT HEA S VA ERE R
PE R FRETN PRz g o A AL A ERAEY LY (T
B % 2 07§ H(vehicles) -

Aagul v Y R WS KT AP A ¢ B E R o bl
Sadler(2004)# it ¢ FERALFEF AL L SRS hd §t > 7 B8 RATG 4
BB AL € 1
FRAG Moy

‘izt({

MAANH IR A 2 2 g 2 R F L
PR P EATEALE PRI NN 2AL g
R AT R B A PRATL R4 2 S T gl 5 o

CO:THBEEBARAM R, 2 PMFET
4 EFR S (COTHmFEER DM G 2 AT o M 482 F & Wordstat
MU R ¢ 5 8B o G R F 8% o & 410 R 0k A U] oM 42 o

%410 TehEer R M T 2 B ek

B gE3e v i B EE Y F o G
ATTITUDE 5 62.50%
IN_SCHOOL 5 62.50%
DECISION_MAKE 3 37.50%
SCIENCE_LITERACY 3 37.50%
ACHIEVEMENT 3 37.50%
QUESTIONNAIRE 3 37.50%
INTERVIEW 2 25.00%
PORTFOLIO 1 12.50%
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INTEREST_IN_SCIENCE 1 12.50%

SCIENCE_AND_SOCIETY_INTERV
1 12.50%
ENTION

COsgw|iEitshzE L2 i & ~ iAW erid 2 (Holbrook & Rannikmae, 2007; Hong,
Lin, Wang, Chen, & Yang, 2013; Jho, Yoon, & Kim, 2014; Logan & Skamp, 2008;
Oliveras, Marquez, & Sanmarti, 2014) - A#gwj 2 TiE A 2 TR | 49w IR
KB i GR 5 ATTITUDE 2 5 % 3% 5 62.50% =% % 5 IN_SCHOOL:
&5 MM 5 6250% - 1 H ¢ T v gk bl Logan £ Skamp (2008)4% 3 &
iﬁ@%ﬁé?@,a@@m%@ﬂww&*#%%@ﬁ%ﬁﬁwﬁiﬁé+%
A AL 20 ) F2 > b EBRFSET TR PHPET NRAES
Bodb - s gped BEEIAEA X ORE S N ERIi R L52
FFEABEL e RO Y FEREE ARY Y BREPAL L g
FRAFHPFNRETE ML g G R AR REE L LY weHong #
(2013) 4F3t4L 5 rAk € /i » 3% ch3c & (a science and society intervention) ¥t £ 2

SRR ITEHPE DR R FL PR ML= BT EnEd > S0 L Y

12ﬁmﬁ»&§’%wzpm7avﬁa§4’%%@mﬁﬁ’%rxﬁﬁ¢
FIRRERAFTEEN S RARST AR AR AFAHAE L HR S F
BT A > HEL  FRHRETHEETEHPENEAPEZ T R F 5%

CRER S AR E 210 T EEEEREE SRS SE L AT
ChESTEA TR E S d A ERRSER N AT KEDF > § 2 iR
12 % (understanding of explanation) &2 4riw 4 s EFicd > PR T P EM4 €
irFELEEFIHFEG 4 ABEHPF & ek - Oliveras ¥ (2014)4 47
13~14 R P 222 16~17 fh g @ 2 £ 117 = A BB FEH P S Rip bl B
WeAhfE &AL H AT A 2 H0RTR T 3 F 2 il TR o
CE SRR SR RO Y E e N ER L A R
P“*%%TP”?““%”ﬁmﬁ*%’M%&ﬁﬁ@v4ﬂm%§%9
EEFS e o R ER Fé % (the credulous reader) ~ 32 & 4] :# J‘f(the ideological

reader) ~ $+ 2|7 %—‘Fk,(the critical readen) % = ff > 3> A e HFF iz v
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TAMTHFLE Zodha s T HPFORREFLA F T FERT I
*EPA AR AR RO ESY o Jho % (Jho et al., 2014)#F 4 H 4 Atk

¢ ﬁ%‘%éﬁ{ﬂf %%ﬁfr SRR R BGL 2 B enBi B0 X 80 B 4 25 kE

BEEHRBRIES > Py AP Fome 50§ wmd 8 Ao ak (contexual

knowledge) > ik & & 7« H(image) ~ % 2 (safety) ~ kb *& (risk) ~ =+ (potential) ~ 4+
Fdbenefit) 2 A k477 & ¢ (futurerule) > ;&K Al & 35 & f84 & ohif &L |2 (preference) »
RN RS IR ﬁf}f%&iﬁi%fr’*ﬁiﬁ o R REARKIvE ARKE 5 4p
o BAREARKZEEL G M A AR E R TR EEFM G
AFgE e w fE Y FE AP E KT B £ £ 0y & 0 b4 Holbrook
# Rannikmae (2007)#% it #4187 K E v RZA B AT E S KT 7 3 45
WY E S ’Pi‘u‘ﬂ‘#&ﬂ:giﬁzﬁ AT BIEY A K oa £ F A
BAF iz BB A4 mﬂﬁ%—%&f‘u‘@*iﬁb BERAHLTTFEE R e
i B ePIRGE 4r b BAE € J0T AR P %%%\/T&’@é‘—é@ T8 frak g L F A Ko
EAZTERFIAIEE TP I ALY BINKEAEL C3 T uHE
M EEY 2% 77 34% C8 Ak ¢ 1 8 R A2 M7 ,18%~CL ™
Wit FEPAERT AL 2T 12%C6l % E P UFE L EHEFAT
10%~C2 THEHE ¥ @S FAPMF L 8% CATmEr * 2 PEEZT M
T8N C7T " | edhad EhE2z2my ~CoOTHEPERFHRIHAT | 3%

COTAhBHREUEIHPEPER2ZFAT 3% -
Fo8F It E2HFBRLOERSFRLRLOERES- R

AR ML TR h RFEBZHPEE S E_Q]il\‘1g-f‘r/va\&\?7 B s A
R AE - g E N FEF D5 R R G R R R LT B
o N ﬁﬁéfgwwﬁﬁﬁp\ MR T BB it L4E RIS F B 2
TR 2 - Rpdod 411 1995 % 411 FiE4 M- RS ET IBE
B% AT 2 REFEBEEL R RS- R 0860

2411, % purc REBLSF- R
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#oovx I 1 R 7 e
®
o k%K £
A
/S
Cl1 34 5 0.8 0.12 Berland & McNeill (2010) Sadler &

Simon, Erduran, & Osborne Zeidler (2009)
(2006)

Osborne, Erduran, & Simon

(2004)

Newton, Driver, & Osborne

(1999)

c2 23 5 1.0 0.08 Ryu & Sandoval (2012)
Sandoval & Cam (2011)
Kastens, Agrawal, & Liben
(2009)
Chang & Chiu (2008)
Sadler & Fowler (2006)

C3 9% 5 0.8 0.34  Zohar & Nemet (2002) Erduran,
Driver, Newton, & Osborne Simon, &
(2000) Osborne
Bell (2000) (2004)
Kuhn (1993)

C4 23 5 1.0 0.08 McNeill & Pimentel (2010)
Varelas et al. (2008)
Klein (2006)
()

65



[

C5 8

Co6 28

Cr 12

5

5

0.8

0.8

1.0

0.03

0.10

0.04

Yore, Bisanz, & Hand (2003)
Jimenez-Aleixandre,

Rodriguez, & Duschl (2000)

Smith, Wilson, Banks, Zhu, & Clark &
Varma-Nelson (2014) Sampson
Kulatunga & Lewis (2013) (2008)
Clark & Sampson (2007)

Rop (2003)

Akkus, Gunel, & Hand Sandoval
(2007) (2005)
Winberg & Berg (2007)

Hofstein & Lunetta (2004)

Watson & Swain (2004)

Bennett, Hogarth, Lubben,
Campbell, & Robinson
(2010)

Sampson & Clark (2009)
Nussbaum, Sinatra, &
Poliquin (2008)

Albe (2008)

Maloney & Simon (2006)

(4
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C8 49 5 1.0 0.18 Sadler, Barab, & Scott (2007)
Sadler & Zeidler (2005a)
Sadler & Zeidler (2005b)
Sadler (2004)
Jime” nez-Aleixandre (2002)

C9 8 5 04 003 Logan & Skamp, 2008 Hutchison &
Holbrook & Rannikmae, Hammer, 2010
2007 Simon &

Johnson, 2008
Bryce & Gray,
2004

F28 RpHEF AL A REPLHYY A F

LGB P EE A F ok 4129050 o SHE K A PP F A0 1R
BREAM Y R 279K £73.9% AR KF T A TEALE Y 0 ST K
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C1 34 33 1 2.9%
C2 23 21 2 8.7%
C3 94 92 2 2.1%
C4 23 23 0 0%
C5 8 8 0 0%
TS
C6 28 27 1 3.6%
C7 12 12 0 0%
C8 49 45 4 8.2%
C9 8 7 1 12.5%
BT A E B 279 268 11 3.9%
FHEAPBAE T gAY R K 7541 7376 165 2.2%

1 AREAR AT 2 ke o CLT GRGE R 4 (75 P E 507 A b 1F ) 2 4p
ML 3085345 R EEREH A 3B E B u Rkt 97.1% - %
Bk 1hE29% - C2TPREEHEAhBST 2 MAL 2 88K 235 R
hE kA 215 B OL3% ) SAEE 2K B 87% C3T umEM LT Y+
ey ARMAL Y FAME 94K RN EEFEL QKB 79% SHEF 24
W 21% - CAT Bt F3F 7 S HE NG 2 AT 2 R 0Kk5 285
PlvhE a4 28 B 16 100% 0 & F K A LA E A Y § o C5 THREE R R
I 2N Y RS 8 R EFHHL B8R 100% o B F AL
PRHE AR CO T T REME ML Y RS 285 0 B S
H A 27 F 5 96.4% S E EF A L - 3.6%-CT7 ) kitihdeie B M
ZARMA Y Y R 125 > R EEE L 125 1 100% 0 K A b
gk cCBIALE P HEREY b ) 2 BT T8 498 K

KL AL b O18% SAE FH A 4K b 82% CO hE Y R M 1k
ZARMF LY FEBH R EF A TH L 87.5% S FEF & L b 12.5%:

GHR L AREEFFLBROHZ LA L CBTAEBPEEREY

# CC2THERWEGRST 2 5 C3TUhEHEeps gy 2x 2

4 %
v /et

4«%

Fethz fik A G C3ThEBMEMTEY A5e, 92k ~C8 4t
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MAERE? auh#E 45 K ~ClT usk#Ew 4 (TP HTHFAEP %33 4

B ARE LA LFUF ARG LA S CO MLz i B

BETh 13% ~C2 TP EEREHBEST ) 9% C8 TAL ¢ LT R THE

8% ¢ HE AL CATREBROPE T L HBH - COTHhEmr &3
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AETL 2 R 02 e g 47 2 44 WS fik g fLE 512
L (SSCI)* i An M A7 § éff’*@ﬁ SH B NHEF LR S R AT
FURBPN M PERT Y bHhEF Y A LB o A8y p CERP -~ IJSE -
JRST-RSE~S&E ~SE %+ B & flE K TAR L R A LT 3 P TR
1 1965 & 3 2014 & 1 % 279 f sh ¥ AL 7 A4 -

L BRI EE RS 27195 FAPM 2 zgm\ L4 AFE s oG
Cl:"mhai 4 Ti PERT I, 2 MY
C2: r?iﬁ;j:ﬁ_‘rh’/‘ EA o) Dy
CI:TrmuE e FEY S, 2ApHA g
Ca: TGP BT S | 2 A
Co:T#hzEmMR It 2 MY
Co:TH1 &k HhaE ) 2 MY
C7:T | mitthicrie B FhE ) 2 HMF Y
C8:MAL g P FRIY drnd | 2 M ]
CO:MhaEe Al %, 2 Mg

Fr8EREr4 887 B $ai C3TUHERMEPERTY ¥k
ZAPMATE R 94 o A R 2 42 - S EREREH
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