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In this study, we investigated the processes of analogy change and the characteristics of discussions
in collaborative activity of self-generated analogy. Twenty-four high school students in Seoul participated
in this study. We implemented science instructions based on collaborative activity of self-generated
analogy. We compared personal analogies, group analogies, and modified group analogies in order to
analyze the processes of analogy change. We also analyzed the characteristics of group and classroom
discussions in the science instructions. The analyses of the results indicated that the processes of analogy
change were categorized into three patterns; adding shared attributes, recognizing unshared attributes,
and revising mapping errors. They selected a group analogy from analogies of their group members
by considering inclusiveness, originality, and familiarity. They perceived the activity of self-generated
analogy as subjective and creative. Therefore, they felt little pressure of self-generated analogy and there
were little conflicts in group discussions. On the other hand, various analogies were suggested in classroom
discussions and the competitive atmosphere of classroom discussions led students to focus on unshared
attributes. At the stage of modifying group analogies, they added unshared attributes as limitations of
the group analogy and changed their group analogy not to have unshared attributes. There were no cases
of generating a new analogy. Some suggestions to implement collaborative activity of self-generated
analogy in science teaching effectively are discussed.
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1. M2 (self-generated analogy)©] F=E1F1 QItiWong, 1993a, 1993b).
Hf A E52 wA 2 59 AolA vehde ARl
H9 0]2:3) olAko] AHZolUl FARS BREsle] 2AFA0] S H]-f AY/d(spontaneous analogy)?= g2} &3t g0l thet eHEE9]
TAAR] P AdsstEe sG] M= AR} 712 A4 Hlf Ade AL 24 em S8k alae W o|th(Haglund,
& 27 AFslEE =& 2= 9ltiDagher, 1995; Duit, 1991). t]A] %] 2013). vl§ A4 ol SIS A4Sl ATt AR A4S Tst
o]ar A%l Aol W wet wito A= Y ShEE 571 7] A gt dsto] Ataleke b A5A o Hofges
o3 24l NS TAsERs vlGrt 2% F4EcHNoh & MW SEHo|AL A7 IFEA]] BsE & 4= Qlek olof] vl A ZE

Kwon, 1999). 28} 2=¢Jol|A] H].9-0] kAol Bhg upale WAk} <> SPIEC] st A ofsfiefl aubaQl Zler HalE|sl }ItiByun
ZAS} H]G-2 RS & AASE B]S-0le] SAES HiEo R By & Kim, 2010; Kim, 2008; Kim et al., 2006; Spier-Dance et al., 2005).

A Al A S 248 ol 22 ) 5 ek ulg AV oA BolA, gk, BAA A o) ek
= 15 A8 9 A} A SR oo 2 AfE R0 Saaol SHR vlg A4 o] i A
PR ulvow By gos AwE Ao T ulE Alne, B4 sjaee] Aol BRE Ao Ak
7} Ao} ©/E-S guek 22 QJtKDuit, 1991; Thiele & Treagust, 31 QltiBouJaoude & Tamim, 2008; Choi et al., 2006; Noh et al.,
1994; Zook, 1991). 3L 1L }7} AABE v G2 sHE0] S~ERoT 2009).
wlolSol 3Pl S410] A Sl Adb) o] hiel ws Faols Wl A Bol It mue efolut wak ok
4 Amelol} B oNeE oo At 2 T mael of B SRSl AR e welo] gl slo AR itk TeA
gt =3RS DSl Ul 97} QIckBlanchette & Dunbar, 2000). BT TS 28 EES Slgshe Zlat ohet Bl xms]
wfeba] Tt :91oA] WG] B A AL BN S B4 AHESHL AR wele sk SoE mYt add) Mgt
om A3 Wayl 9om, o|zst Wetoa] v WA TE oIy 13, Tz S o] IehA e sk el *F‘lo}

* WAIAA}L B3] (nohth@snu.ac.kr)
** o] RS 20ISAE AR(LEHO] AYow FATAEe] X9 wop 43yE 7] 2 AT Q(NRF-201SRIDIAIA01058607).
http://dx.doi.org/10.14697/jkase.2017.37.3.407

407



Kwon, Kim, Kim & Noh

= U459 #o)7| el SIS AMloAl Hsstt gl
o= WAl Qelel Bt malg ERHoR o))
Q)CHarrison & Treagust, 2000). ©|&7| v]-8- AYAlo] 2}
gt 44 Aok Wale] E 40 oles ed o, s

Fulg Beky melg veto R o pob SAAES
= 83 71 2 4 9lon AR shise] Ayet v
SIS 7he] wmolg Fusin o2 UeA ckHaghind
Jeppsson, 2012; Lin et al., 2012; May et al., 2006). ESF H|-3- A8
YL S SolA eha] melen) shA SaaEo] 7131E Aly
o 4 Slck ofg Sol, sty e Tl Hety wile] §84
ojuf FHAIE QlAlek= At vlf A TFolA BlRo] f-840l
ARV B SR A2 oL Tstal maeat ulg 44 1ge)
TAMEE ABEI(Justi & Gilbert, 2006), Sh537F HEE ¢lojls}|
ofsl Bl B Ade] TS Tk AL vlg AN 1AL
54 shgsol Wekd oM AUT & UsS ovla
(Aragbn et al., 2014).

T, vle Y SES TR Fesl) M A 7
Kze) ZiolNe] Hito] Wasich. %, SHEO] ARHOR WG
& AAJsh= o] ol AT ER} AR s EES Foll €Y
How wgs el Aolck ok s mu wisky o))
25| BYo] FaU WAL T =oJsto] Bl A dskal WA
7= 4 Bl A S5 FEl BlEe AdE 4 gl W ooRet

(Fogwill, 2010; Lemke, 2001), B2 ujgto g 5t H2ZF 50|
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ol thColl ef al,, 2005). Ed, Fd AL SYSR sloiT
ohefgt vl 25wk, BlGE WA s HFS 718E

ojL [Sle] 3K

Al&3tol(Haglund, 2013), It 4/l Z&
slal Hrp pF w2 HlGE AAskeE &
2015; Lin et al, 2012; Yoon & Kang, 2011).

e A vl A 25 283 o= SYEo] 5ol
Shidiosyncratic) AT AAE HLA7IAU HIE AUR|A Lutst
g A9, o7fdo] BAYEEAU(Clark, 2006; Yerrick et al, 2003) 3HY
= Zte] WS ok AdEAgo] of7|E 4= lth(Haglund, 2013).
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Haglund & Jeppsson, 2012; Kim & Noh, 2015; Ryu ef al., 2008)&
Hasto] 55t A3k FAZ B4 ulg A4 BES 489 5
< NEsoie oo Ak sfete] £8 g & shu= 4
K70 1ol BPSo] Bl ofel e A4S 4 9105 #(Fensham,
1975), Bl A4 25 FAZ 2-8H vb AtiMozzer & Justi,
2012, 2013). YL T XS Pt RER JfslsitiTable 1).
A= =32 70 =9 DRk 7HY Bl A eAlR Hdskginh
23 A w9 WAL A oA e dastel BE A
He 7I2AL 7Y Bl A DA saRt W8S e R
spiSe] o B Ade] o w6 AshES seick
22pAlE A vl A DAL T vl ) EAR S
o A% i A4 SOl ARl ulE 6t o]
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£ EAS 24P $Iiel, TARE 440 ASE Wxjo] ket 213
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of S v 4 Gl AEAEL Haskiort

Table 1. Instructional sequence of generating analogies
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