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An Analysis of Fields and Scientific Literacy Content Elements of
Scientific Reports in a Popular Portal Site in Korea

Lee, Myeong-Je
(Gongju National University of Education)

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to analyze science fields and content elements of the science reports in a web
portal site of Republic of Korea in view of scientific literacy. The main results of the analysis on the 679 reports
sampled in a year are as follows. First, 506 reports in 46 fields were identified. Reports about technology and
earth science occupies 16% respectively, and life science occupies 13%, medical science 4%, chemistry, company,
others 3% and physics 1%. Almost reports show technology as associate field. Second, the frequency rate of
reports including scientific literacy content elements is 52%. Reports related to ‘physics’ and ‘chemistry’ as
dominant fields show relatively high rate in scientific literacy elements. The element, ‘social context’ is included

in about 96% of the reports. Both ‘data and statistics’ and ‘application’ show relatively low rate and large gaps
according to dominant fields. A few concluding remarks and proposals follow from these results. First, as almost
science reports show the nature of integrated science, scientific literacy acquisition through science reports in
internet requires the integrated scientific view. Especially most science reports includes the contents related to
technology or medical science, so the point of view in the science-technological literacy is required. Second, the
scientific literacy content elements in reports show various rates according to dominant fields. Therefore, science
reports need to complement the deficient content elements to carry out the role of science reports as scientific

literacy sources.

Key words : scientific literacy, portal site, science reports
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Table 1. The criteria of unacademic fields

Field Criteria
Agency Government agency or organization
Company Profit-making company or organization
i o bl
Activity Publicity activities of company or agency
Personnel Personnel movements of agencies
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Table 2. The report content elements for scientific literacy”
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Content element

Criteria

Social backgrounds

Prestige and bias related to who did the research or funded it and where it was conducted or published.

Why the reported effects might have occurred, including questions about the properties of the putative causal agent

Theo . .
i and underlying mechanisms?
Methods How the research was conducted?
Data/statistics What was observed in the reported study or the statistical tests used?

Related research

Relevance Importance or applicability of the findings

Whether the findings have been replicated or fit other results?

"Quoted from Korpan et al. (1997)
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Table 3. Frequencies of reports in fields
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Main fields Physics  Chemistry scI;;gcce sfi::r::e Technology I:fi::;ccil Others” Agency  Company Total
Sub\—ﬁem a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b
Physics 4 3 4 2 21 1 29 16
Chemistry 2 1 3 3 5 4
Life science 1 1 6 3 3 3 2 1 12 8
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Others* 9 & 6 6 28 23 5 5 15 14 6 6 69 62
Agency 1 7 26 23 46 31 5 5 1 1 89 67
Company 22 24 20 1 1 4 2 31 25
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Activity 1 1 1 I 62 54 14 13 78 69
Personnel 26 23 26 23
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Table 4. Total frequencies of reports vs. frequencies of reports containing scientific literacy content elements in each main field

Life
science

Earth
science

ain fields

Physics  Chemistry

Technology

Medical

.
. Others™!
science

Agency  Company Total

Sub-fields

b a b a b a b a b a b

Physics 3 3 2 2 1 8 16 13
Chemistry 1 1 3 1 4 2
Life science 1 1 3 3 3 3 1 1 8 8
Earth science 1 1 4 4 6 6 11 11
Technology 3 3 8 g 15 11 23 8 2 6 4 57 34

Medical science 1 1 25 20 3 5 5 4 3 38 29

Others” 8 2 6 23 2 5 4 14 1 6 62 11

Agency 7 2 23 8 31 10 5 3 1 67 23
Company 2 20 6 1 2 25 6

Administration 1 124 1 126

Activity 1 1 54 131 6 1
Personnel 23 23

Total 5 5 15 13 64 4 79 36 8 24 21 14 15 1 210 0 14 1 506 138

% 100 87 69 46 29 67 6 0 7 27
a: Frequencies of reports
b: Frequencies of reports containing content elements
" Academic fields except the six academic fields
"2 (b/a)x100
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Table 5. Rates that reports contain the scientific literacy content elements (%)
Scientific literacy content elements
i e baci;:ilnds Theory Methods st{a‘)t?s?i/cs :::::Zii(til Relevance e e
Physics 100 100 80 60 60 60 86 40
Chemistry 100 85 85 85 77 85 83 23
Life science 98 93 87 64 73 80 73 34
Earth science 92 81 72 78 61 53 74 39
Technology 83 79 92 50 50 88 85 42
Medical science 100 86 86 79 64 93 85 36
Mean 96 87 84 69 64 71 80 36
Range 17 21 20 35 27 40 13 17
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