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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to
investigate whether self-explanation can
bring what is learned through implicit mode
of learning, namely analogical process, into
explicit, rule-based knowledge. We
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randomly assigned 106 college students,
individually or in small group, to one of 4
experimental conditions: 1. control group, 2.
analogical learning condition (with- work-out
example), 3. work-out examples + graph, 3.
example + graph + self-explanation to
study 4 practice items.  All students then
received 16 test items with or without surface
or structural similarity to the practice items,
and 2 abstract items. We predicted that
self-explanation would promote not only the
acquisition of falsification strategy through
anaogica learning mechanism, but aso the
rule-based knowledge of the logic implied in
falsification strategy. Results showed that
analogical learning was an effective means
for acquiring falsification logic in al items
except for those that shared the surface
similarity with the practice items but were
structuraly (in linguistic form) dissimilar to
the practice items. Data observed from
abstract items that the effect of
self-explanation on the acquisition of
rule-based representation of the falsification
logic was in the predicted direction but failed

to reach significance level statisticaly.
Methodological issues might be the
underlying causes that mask the
demonstration of the  effect of
self-explanation.

Keywor ds. self-explanation, acquisition of
hypothesis-testing skill, scientific
reasoning, analogical process.
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M SD M SD M SD M SD

5 SPY 2.69 114 0.93 0.62 1.00 1.16 1.00 0.91

SO 2.88 096 243 0.85 238 115 254 066

= DP 3.19 0.98 1.07 1.00 144 121 1.23  1.09

DO 2.19 1.33 057 0.85 113 1.36 085 0.80

Bl 4 i 10.94 311 5.00 2.25 594 562 561 194
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