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tg ¥AHE A=l HMAE 28 G ¥
A WU YFR4E st yast Uk K =
3 &AM olEdA =3 5 A7 sNAE
2 23 Wge gl FAY Yt 2 2R WS
GgAol olFol Belt #F K4E Y= olok &
e A% 239 F$E olgY A% An Wy

Ax, A¢ %4 A€ A= % F4, 72 4% 7

5, #4Ad de§ zAttd olgd AsHE wat
¥ AF8elol gt 2ad AFAA YA #
Aol B %3 gl % 45 HYL A 47
fdov 23 adodde dFE dgl oely 43
olc.

Hepd £ AFAME 3% A YE 4E ¥
Aoks) ea g Aol A4 dxsh wz

LARE22A olgelA o g EAAoz A
¢ 4 e YAE FFe0) AY Az A5E A
& ol RAol Sl ol Asked 4w
o) AdE FARD Attel Y e W AeA

dsol Y o) EA AL @ ok oo o

of Ay A= % H%44 A § Y 4 A =
T& A% o) 7ol o Y AHE A

#2x o,

I. ol& vty

1, ag syolel 3o

g FHots sl ZAql ool Az g
o AM Aol FaAold obFd Ajel gl dlel
E S %4 Atoz Ad GSgel Uy g, g
% Aol ( learning disability ) & <Qlsled "Xz
H4€ 2ot s Holel ( learning disabled ),
HEow st £ 48 Bol & Hyolob(ESN,
EMH), AAAQl Agez lstd FAHYL Rof
€ 4l #olol( physical handicapped )35o] &
¥ %Y 4 o ( Galloway & Goodwin, 1979 ;
Gaddis, 1971). 28122 ©o|F o= /& d4o
2 G5 FAlotg Aosterlel wep A5 Yol o
a3 4 i,

9439 At oA g ¥ Ul gE
B Wfol d7siz At vty AeE oy
A G HAE I 45 AL Yo dFs
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o9 olg4 HY ¥F Ax Watel B2 dF¥sHw
A7l dAlgell (74 AR, A, 1981 ;v W 9,
1980 ) ol&& 55 Fzlof A W FoiA AolY
4 ek £ Avolde F deddd 2g5E @
© 44€ dgoz gyl of foll, %55 $AotE
“AAAd Fz H5E ¥ F Ue AT o
oHAE Ay Y g49 HAECZ id 4 Y
2 28 ZHel vifo & oA £AY F e A
#9] 43 4% (minimum acceptable perform-
ance level )l £2six] X3 #¥FA"2 o3
et .

of Hooll w2 MF ¥F FESZ QY HF

¥xlop ot ofet sja ¥ Pofol( EMH E¥ EMR),

4 Aolob( LD 5% G4 ¥alotel Y Fol Sof
Z F Qed vi Hidol, ¥G Holol 5& 5
W3 duste A4E AXA Ut L s
ofobe} AF olF AA AA%AH 5 ol 4 (psy-
choneurological learning disabilities), 9lo}
ol ( language disorders)&o2 FE& 4% gl
oy ( Gearheart, 1977 ) o7ldlA & olgA MHE
82l Qskont, ool el xF dF FAAZ A
5ok,

2, nieiod cHEt efc ot DYSHH EjixTel HI}

4oa oddql Aol A i 2 A% gz
H42 A GFol ol Ay Fasid, F4ELS
234 HE&E gEste TUd Atze % 44, =
=9 Bolsh 4 G5 n wAsed oA A
of el wat dA =y AR e J7A
olx Exd oz Al Heh, olFA F5=oi o
5 gl ST G AME 4 I
A Fe A AYscH, ol dre] BHL
2 %49 A4 &Fo G HAE Mk, o
A 4E A d4E A dad FFo old
£ 7bsetAl #Ect  ( Evans, 1965 ),

oleiy o2 ol lxst FoulE sz e
El A ddd] Fo% ANE ARtz & 5
ek, 2EE2 4% 2f ZudolME A EelA

sttol Y hsh Fol ¥ AR e E Y F
ojof & ol&9 odAs ¥ 4 ek, 2y
A sttel Y elEo Fu) % A% Ak
Helof $ivtn diigtd W §F ZHAo|uw Fa 4ol
okste}, wWapA o]l §€ &l MEsoior ¢ Yeol
gedslA "o

ook Ay R 713 AFE 49, Brown
(1971)2 o] d3 iz YoMy 2§
@ H%e 4 49 2el 4% ¥ AN Q=
% A4 4 o Poksh I8 Yol A
A4 @ FEMAS AA AN A%k A A
d A4 @ Aol YoM Folg FAL @
F3h 2% Yool golHe ARY 5 A A
2 AL o¥ BAY 4 e 4EAE AW
& vk gles, ¥ A4 (1980 D& el A%
i = ( attitude toward science )& Allport 2
Aol wet “AY x&= Ao AU oo
#a Y43 43 ALY A2 Y4soAe =,
o} 8] 2Eo HFol AFAA dFE v
2% qA o AYstn 1, 3% B9 7
2. A% A3 AdA 3, F%o =AY Py

4. #%9 A3A ¥4 2 5, FgAe 3}
Axez FE3td ZAY s 9k, £, Munby
(1983) & #AYol A sfedE A AA( 2A4A,
A¥A ) B. 74 e (Bt 8F, A F) CAA
Al 43 = (personal likes)Z TF¥3x, 3
SANTEA, AN ASB AU(RA, B, 43

T2 FE8A oo AY FAH =T F AL

o v Qle},

Carin # Sund (1975, pp.5~9 )& &4
Az “Ad gl g 574, FE ( humility),
&% F€ A= ( skepticism ), A4, Asloj
A F4H P& & &Y 20, Anderson(1970)
T B, =E4Y, AFH B4, v@A TS,
AEAQ obg, £44, d&, A4 " 5€ F=84
. Kozlow 2l Nay & 344 ez g w3y
vhE M (i #4 ), A ¥, A FA, 34
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4, 949 4, A¥4, A¥A<l ok (open -
mindedness ), ALt HE Fo2 FEHHULH,
Meyer € #°l 44% ool AE, 44 (pro-
cess ) 2249 A%ste wlx, 3 adel A
¥ol, #AH ( leisure DFHF oA STie Wi
24, 2z A4 AA2ZAS Aol Fo), T4
digol g Fel, ¥4 HA AHAAY Frol2 F
¥#%ict ( Mayer & Richmond, 1982 ),

ol2i gt Fdol iy st A% dedg FYs
7] 4% Wads gol d¥sle 3lon ( Edwards,
1957 ;7 @A, 1974 ;# F& ¢, 1975 ; Ca-
rin & Sund, 1975; % <4, 1980 ; Munby, 1983
), Attt Ay ot ANz A, Al
g Eolst dases) #A Fx AFH ¢ o
( Taiwo, 1981 ).

22y 8 v A4 4G 2AE ddez
=y defd 2AG A (3 A, 1974 ), A
H i GEEE oz Ao Y Bz =
ARt ol (b 4Al, 1980 )€ ov 2-Fawm @
4E9 Aol 4 e L AA4A =i AAH
o2 ZAG dle Hqoldr oFd, dtA g ¥
ol iy A4 Wi Adohd ool ¥
Adncte Q4 A7l ATl o) Fel A AdF A
T4 Ae7] A Y 2t ZddAde slx dF
£ W33 vlel gt 4QAolct,

oleidt AN g Ht Yo FEAA,
e, Wi FF ( openended question ), FAbY
T3 MAgLEE A4S FHrhste @ Fol
€9 ( Carin & Sund, 1975 ; Bloom et al, 1971;
Kuslan & Stone, 1968), o] FohA =isdoly 3
FAoh A% wfoz AAAZ ¢ A, Y =F
o Az Wygoz FAEY ( Thurstone 4 ) £
B34 ( Likert 4 )% A5 ¥44 ( Guttman 4 )
o Slch

Thurstone 4& ‘iz’ & & AN A b3
WA H Yolste WAMNYEH A% Atz 39§
Rolg dzAx 2 sl AH Ue A A4A

2 nu o A% ol A=Ay & welst,
ol el 2 Ax AZL @olluidad &Y
44 @°l AEEd Y QA=A AY @DAEE
o HEAY AY ORIY UEE A @AY
AT A4 OFEAE Y 59 £4F A,
oA A AEEFY HAdA T §F9 IdAel
HEcold & Fo A dleAx 1Az
A ste Aol AFAY Had AL 5,7,9
A & AR s Fysich (F Ad5, 1978 ).

% Likert 4¢ 4 Syze) 4g Aol oH

2 AsAE AA%e Y22 Thurstone 4 Beh
AU TF AR A4 2L FEe EAH A3
Ags el o whel A% As AR F£H4E O
AEE 79 Ordd ALEFA #Y @UyL A
STE AYAAA AN @AETA & AHAA 4t
2% AYA AT 4EE A OF A ¢ Tl A
7 AdAY A4 vFd Ay A=Y AFROF
Uy S A4 @G gL FF A4 oA
HAY Hxd A4 OFEd A& £oloh =
Guttman 4 & dZel & ( EMEE ) 73 ( mono tone
attitude item ) ¥ wl*§ E8 ( nonmetric )& W
Yol o) A=A ¢ P A,
1978 ; Edwards, 1957 ).
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1. Dietol et el W MAN Bl MMe
% Faoke Aol A W X A% ux
¥ 227 Hal & dFod e 0§ s
e, 2 AF Wi gg g,
7h el At e R o
1) el Al 4 shdpe] £ Fay Y
AR w2 A4 sEsl?
2) %ol Ay M ol g dd 4
o F2% wgor odrEi?
3) sAgtel At A A ; R4 o)
€ A¥ AZLYA oFEst?
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4) shgtol A Fol; A% Peu A% &
ok dall SelE AT

o, #4A HE

1) A4 9 ASH ;48 $5o] 222 #
o #fld AIFHo e FFaE7H?

2) A% AuA ST Aol A oHEE
2 Al&ster?

3)MEH ;4 FHAE HAHRS AH =AdA
g ALdest?

4) A4 AY 7t MEE HAIE A Y
4 ki & AT _

5) 49 &5 AEE 242 GFEA?

6) £344 % A4 ;e 4z uigel g4
g4 SAE ANtz 24y dErt?

7) Wy del A ¥ B2 §2 18
st et ?

8) AE4 s Addolt M HFold HFol ¢
8% do A3Aoz2 EdFEAAT?

9) Murd ;a4 A oled AYA A
gobiol i & AME HAEAT? 2R AR E
E78te7t?

10) 2614 ; AY ol olal # Fusiz 4¥
¥ A 4E¥ # se?

e

i

2. dM EF
Hold 4% Aol A% A W AU A=

& 2457 Aokl £ ATRel S Axslof

A S (HE ASE A4 0.68), HFE AAE

AR B Eol 34 2T (ol WE, 2 3%, 198

£ Agsislch

3. 8ig SHolY MW

W Beel AU DESE 1% FohA ¢
7 20 434 44 BFE TAA2 AAstd
of AEE H4o 2 HF ¥UHE AuNALH,

1) oIy &, 7dul(1984, TR YY) “3}3t
3 S58ActE HY dFTeaY ALd T

#z

£ ATAAY g4 Pl el w2t 1Q WA,
222 &= 43¢ =3k &, 1Q7t 84 o
o) #4024 £ aFAt ANY %Y A4
o 4Aol 4A2¥H & oluid %51 Y &
Agsig o el Ao, A4 o 5o Hales
A4A 42 F3el $rhsAY 42 4L W
F 804 olgadl £ %d A Ay Azy @
4 G wAlore) ohyold ASssich

4y A4 WEe Y HEozd A4 %% £
£(FY g 2~63d 34 )& $3%d 2
g FoA 2HE ARt olEs A%A o
5% A4l Ude) HuA BEet vmss] A4
A4 HAE FolA Sxok Akt pe AW UF
o Aaord FANZ Agstd v Ydoz A
h ol¥A FAY At FAloh AL 5% (¢
279 o B9), FAot AR 5T (F 274,
o 30%) ol

dE AAE AAY dojs 4EE Faor s
Aol Aol £% U4 Bk ohlat 44 %F A
A t4¢ q4oz AAE ANY o, T 4
We 4§ To pAsgd, 2Dz R4EL
Aalol Rxlop Huel £ A Aot kel &
# AeA ¢ 4 AL s9c

4, Atg2o HMel

ATl A8 HYEL “adg”, “2A 29
g, “23A 494”7 FY o= v Pk H
of gichk, 4FL A ds dddz FAE 4w
€ mA&hel ( cross=-checking ) ¥ & U=E F
%9 W&E FAHAL AEHN $HAQ AHFoz F
datgen, 2 g9l HFRe 4E2] ddol F
F& ol4el =& sk, ={ AB9 HHe
SAAA 4¥ AS ‘2947 F 24, “2A 2
"% 14, “29A a4d”g 04z WA
o £YAq AEe] Afode o9k dog “ayqg”
04, “23 234" % 14, “294 44"
€ 2302 WAz FA Mg

Setoll G dlzel Fo), zelz 4¥A YrE
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R N ggog oA Ao oejxF A Fde
dlol & SPSS 2ol 4j T-test &, 4FH
2 Yaob g 4ot Yune A g A
Zate diddle X2- test WS AHEsRich,

V. a3 @3 % =2

1. DHSlol et S 8ol

A7olME FHZ 18 G4E GF  ¥lo}
kst 2 4ot Pzel Aol A Bz Folol
el Aolst YEAE wa2A woh

sl A st Ful JAAA  Heto] o
@ A4 Caeel g A 2’ Aeld AW
(A3 22 9 Adol A e G g
2 MFHD AY 999 el A Aot Y
% ggot A Aol & vzt e (1)
% e,

(E 13 2ol & ¥alobsh Hao Agke 3
Sol ol A4, ALH Ad R Folol YoM E
Ae delgle AolE wolAgt el AY AR
gedol goldE selgle #E wolx @ioh.

(E£1) ¥l g et §o) vl

As9d |y & | N M| sD|daf| T
satoll | M 4ot | 57 |1.5%3| 0.264 .
110(3.73
gkl 4] | § = o} 55 |1.3309] 0.201
of |d4et | 57 (1.65M] 0.352
:{%g 1100.94
A T £ 7] o} 55 |1.5909( 0.401
AJLA A 4ot | 57 |1.37B] 0.360 .
110]4.48
A 9 |$3op | 55 [1.073( 0.445
4ok | 57 11.3268| 0.392
% 0 0 110{2.07**
F3lo} | 55 [1.1669] 0 430

*s p(. 01

236 9eigle 25 el s ddelA e
oA A A4, AMdd Ad R Fole Aol P4

2) Aol At 9%7F drlazz Q4 (df=2,
r?=6,55, P{.05)

of Wstol HAlol Wgmoh FAA WEE 2aA

o2 veyeh oldd AL AN 27 A3
7 4Pee $9e 4M Rt 2 g4¥He %
HAkzkel &7t dleAE doterl #3te SPSS pro-
gram ojol# X A E§ s

DA el g Mol AAY AEL 5424

®, @t =43 FE @, @+ e g3 v,

®t et Yol Vg JAE 2AHES T4

o, 28l o] 4 x4l A =43 3)ete FB

£ 5 Yraztel aolE wolx ustet 3 Ggol

QoA $alot Umre} ok ( 69 % )7} & =

SHE $Fuche ool 2 4T dgles 3

go) il A AL H 4ol Aekol ¥xlo} Y rpel

st 2AAQ HETh Y HeZ hebideh o] 7
¢ g4l Aoz $alop Arke] Hatob A wiel
Aok skl wigh 4ol Yo MMl k4E
A Y HUez A oy e AY4qol
A49 ygs eg ksl HF2 WS Uoke
e A7 skl BAAA €W, 24 e w
A ¢ WaYE Astn Ak

Sddz g3 845 DA Popl Fig el
A, Aol stte) J & aExlo) A Aol Hal
A g Potniw A" A¥e 442 F4siof
Aor o & “FARL W AM Yo T FYE
SlAch et Aol AH 3ol Aol 60 %, &
Aol kel 27 %7t “z gl elm s of S 2]
Qe A€ 2o (df =2, x? =18.99,p<.01 ).
ol& i 4] Aol FyAoz VEY “
%¢ Reojge W Aol $Hol gome 4
ol HAAE Haotel 68 %7t “ 2y A opet” o
23 ubel Balotel 47%s “am A @ o
2 gl e s ALE ALHAFR oo
(df =2, X =10.93,p<.01 ).

AW 2 setol NG Fulol A YEe 8K
2 F45e e, ol % AYdos duuy TV
o et mz 2ol g Fol, Aol HAY A A
A7, 42 Fdolvt 4% 2o, shet T 5

._.30_



gt FH A AEF 2 el W YA 4
Loz slof gl ddl o ol ol Ao}
Hero]l Ralo} Aduch FTAAHU WG E e AL
H2g Faol AFo zall #AF AHeldd, F,
A28 WEOY B Aol s Aot ke
5 %7 ek ek mekn g ww $aloh
@9l 60 %7t “%elstk dekmebn s 4ot A
G aoh Yzl AolE molm Yot (df =
2, X' = 5.78,p¢.05 ) ¥ol Hehol & A 4o} 3
dol & H2g ol 432 el FHAqL
374¢ B Aoz velgeh, £, 3 FHe)
AAHE AolE Bed (df =2, X =5.98

p<.05 ), Aot Ao 4%t “H¥ FHot of

gz Aojgel’ete 48 “2¥H” (284 45
AT%)2n e U $Aleh A 1%t ‘1%
o (2% %eh;27%) sk AR

2. JatY s blm

2 dreiAde #% 54, =A% 49, we A
of eidd sbgelld ddLol deblle dHed sy
A e 33 o H4H dizo] dHa Haot I
3t Falof Ykl ol & molEx ZAbsgle
of #3tq ehxol Assl HFE YollA Adrdeid
ot ol zzoj dal T Yzte] sl zAHg A
de (2238 g, ozlx SPSS z2agog
TAEE Aol

(82 o4 2y vieh ol AEY %4 b
ol QoA A4ol Axkat ¥alob AP zhel & 3L
A% 3ol e AUd 2 A34% 484
ojel, zdte] AdeldE F At el A9 UeFH
& Zola @ ok, oo e FE 2ol Y
of A 4EE 4y oS 2d

ol % Ast el Fulold Aol F HY HEL
“pt AYT R U 2a2 d 2T “o v
A7t 4AE dul g Aol 238 AV
WA Fol Z ARG 2 2Rt YL ¥
Wrt ste Andge dabgel dte Ag AUy

=
A
o
” 5 Al Aol o F A wid AwAe 4

o i fHelg dd FIIE HEE TAA A
o2 §& ol H3E Aoz vl “Fd
AY ¢ ¢ o Y 222 3§ £979 A% 44
o Agtel 39 %7t “a¥ "z g wd (23
i 18%), ¥Alot Ak 7% “ 234"
i et (28 A gt 40 %)Yy FE R
ol gt (df = 2, X* =17.23, p¢.01 ). 28 =
“oFves T 4AE 9, Atdeldt =7 8
4 A Sol & AAAG" ke 4 Fl A4
= Aol 16 %, Aot 6%t “adc” 7
i deted g4 eogle HE Bolzm e (df =
2, X*=10.97, p<.01 ), = “¥t 4¥ S ¢ o
W7t sk Rucke 9 Akl ste A€ AT
e AEol e 4 dotel 54 %, ¥Aolg

20 %7t “ 2 A gut"dn Hetn Bierel 4%,

z]gg

(8£2) %4 b vz

:ﬂam:’ At [N| M |[SD |[df | T
x4 g | A4el| 571.0702]0.335 .
A 5 A4 ¥t 55(0.7127|0.3B 110/5.34
A4 4 44k 57]0.8211 | 0.337 .
F3 e} | 550.6400 | 0358 1101276
84 4 ot | 57 |1.0175 | 0.582
#alok | 550.9001 | 0.624 110 _0"“5
dA 4 ol | 57|1.6404 | 0.327
FAlek | 55 |1.5227 | 0.367 1101179
43 &3 | Aot | 57 |1.438 [0.399
#Alot | 55 1.4000 | 0.413 11011.50
€34 g | B4k 5711.2281 |0.434
AR A Toaor | ss (116 0w | 110077
u] 44 4 ‘gt | 57 [1.4085 | 0.341
700t | 55 | 1.3z |o.azz | 10089
q454 4ot [ 57 [1.3860 [0.473
#a0k | 55 |1.200 |0.488 | 10|
M4y 7 4ot | 57 [1.4474 [0.469
4o} | 55 [1.3000 |0.613 110143
«*» p(0.01
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$aole] 38 %7t “2¥d”An e gA A9
e H&F Mol oh(df =2, X* =15.93, p(.01)

a2iv siel A3l 2Rel F At =¥
setste o 3ol AU A F4ol FgE BAF
i S+

A4 ¥ ZAte 4L 94 542 F4s
gded °olg & F A el 89 e HojE 2
d ATe “AY Hue ¢ A Azl ¥R ¢
3 Fol dob 2 AYE oA d T4 AN
o} Hcto] Hzlol Pt wek AlF4el Y A2
debge (p<.01 ),

aste] ot dhelA & F A desle 2
£ 2oAFA gttt

V. 3E % A
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ABSTRACT

An Investigation of the Attitude Toward Science and Scientific
Attitude for the Underachievers

Bum-Hong Yi
Young -Min Kim
Korean Educational Development Institute

(Received, Decemberl, 1984)

This study was undertaken to investigate the general attitude toward science and scientific inquiry behavior
of underachievers at the junior high school level.

In this study, underachiever was defined as the one who is below the minimum acceptable performance level
because of his/her deficiencies in prerequisites but who has the capability to reach the required mastery level in
normal classroom,

For the identification of the underachiever, IQ test and achievement test in science which were developed
by the investigators were used. The attitude test which was to measure the general attitude toward science and
scientific inquiry behaviors of the underachiever was also developed by the investigators. The tests were given to
250 1st grade junior high school students in one experimental school.

Out of 250, 55 underachievers were identified. For the study, 55 underachievers with 57 nommal students
were compared.

The findings of this study showed that there were significant differencies between underachievers and normal
students in both attitude toward science and scientific inquiry behavior.

They can be summarized as follows;

1. Awareness on science by underachievers was minimal compared to normal students.

2. Compared to normal students, there was a tendency by underachievers to think the influence of science on
their real life is remote.

3. Undenschievers were less positive, less voluntary and were less persistent in science activities than normal stud-
ents,

4. Underachievers were less interested in science than normal students.

These findings showed us that there were significant relation between the attitude and achievement level.

This suggests that fostering attitude toward science and scientific inquiry behavior is needed for the improve-
ment of achievement level of underachievers.



