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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of question-generating strategy on science academic
achievement, scientific attitude in elementary science class. To examine the effects of question-generating strategy
this learning materials were applied to elementary science curriculum, and an experimental group and a control
group were selected from 5™ graders at H elementary school located in Gyeonggi-do. Students were taught for
6 weeks. Control group take traditional lessons and solve questions presented textbook. Question generated group
generate questions, solve them and feed back by themselves. The results of this study were found statistically
significant difference in the pupil's enhancement of the science academic achievement, scientific attitude (p<.05).
Thus question-generating strategy for elementary science inquiry instruction that has a positive effect on interests
in class is useful and better be widely applied to science education.
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Problem confimmation

Scientific inquiry

Making the problem
1) Lesson leamed rumination
2) Making the problem
3) Making the score card

[ Mutual exchange of opinions and peer evaluation ]

[ Self-evaluation and reflection ]

Fig. 1. Question-generating strategy process
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Test Group N M SD t p
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Table 2. The result of test on scientific attitude
Test Group N SD t p
Control 26 73.2083 10.56647
Pre-test ) 497 .622
Experimental 24 71.6250 11.50354
Control 26 70.2500 12.72194
Post-test —2.576 .013*
Experimental 24 78.6667 9.71179

*p<.05
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Table 3. The result of -test on each element of scientific attitude
Elements Test Group N M SD t P
Control 26 11.4167 2.14510
Pre-test 776 442
o Experimental 24 10.9583 1.94443
Curiosity
Control 26 10.7083 2.64541
Post-test . -1.339 187
Experimental 24 11.6250 2.06023
Control 26 10.0833 1.76725
Pre-test . -.072 943
Experimental 24 10.1250 2.23242
Openness
Control 26 10.7917 1.95558
Post-test -1.279 207
Experimental 24 11.5417 2.10546
Control 26 9.4167 2.16527
Pre-test —.174 .863
Critical Experimental 24 9.5417 2.78160
mindness Control 26 9.6250 2.12260
Post-test -1.921 .061
Experimental 24 10.7917 2.08471
Control 26 11.2500 1.89393
Pre-test 1.327 191
Experimental 24 10.4583 2.22592
Collaboration
Control 26 10.5000 222632
Post-test - 1.877 067
Experimental 24 11.6667 2.07818
Control 26 10.1667 2.03591
Pre-test —-.527 .601
Experimental 24 10.4583 1.79320
Voluntariness
Control 26 8.7917 1.97768
Post-test —2.852 .006**
Experimental 24 10.3333 1.76109
Control 26 10.7083 2.57883
Pre-test 1.199 237
Experimental 24 9.9167 1.95419
Endurance
Control 26 9.9167 2.22470
Post-test -2.113 .040%*
Experimental 24 11.1667 1.85722
Control 26 10.1667 237133
Pre-test .000 1.000
Experimental 24 10.1667 2.33437
Creativity
Control 26 99167 2.93282
Post-test —2.166 .036*
Experimental 24 11.6250 2.51625
*p<.05, **p<.01
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