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ȆǼȇǿȁΗΨΗ 

 

Η πȡȠȫșȘıȘ ĲȘȢ φȪıȘȢ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ (ΦĲǼ) ıĲȘ πȡȦĲȠȕȐșȝȚα țαȚ įİυĲİȡȠȕȐșȝȚα 

İțπαȓįİυıȘ απȠĲİȜİȓ İυȡȑȦȢ αȞαȖȞȦȡȚıȝȑȞȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ ȝȐșȘıȘȢ ĲȦȞ ΦυıȚțȫȞ ǼπȚıĲȘȝȫȞ, 

αȜȜȐ υπȠȕαșȝȚıȝȑȞȠ ıυȖțȡȚĲȚțȐ ȝİ ȐȜȜȠυȢ ıĲȩȤȠυȢ, ȩπȦȢ Ș İȞȞȠȚȠȜȠȖȚțȒ țαĲαȞȩȘıȘ, Ș 

țαȜȜȚȑȡȖİȚα įİȟȚȠĲȒĲȦȞ, ț.Ȑ. Η įȚαĲȡȚȕȒ αȞĲαπȠțȡȓșȘțİ ıİ αυĲȩ ĲȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα 

απȠıțȠπȫȞĲαȢ Ȟα įȚİυțȡȚȞȓıİȚ παȡαȝȑĲȡȠυȢ ıȤİĲȚțȑȢ ȝİ ĲȘ įȚįαıțαȜȓα-ȝȐșȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ΦĲǼ, 

ȩπȦȢ Ƞ ȡȩȜȠȢ ĲȘȢ φȚȜȠıȠφȓαȢ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ ıĲȠ ıȤİįȚαıȝȩ ǻȚįαțĲȚțȫȞ-ȂαșȘıȚαțȫȞ 

ΑțȠȜȠυșȚȫȞ (ǻȂΑ), țαșȫȢ țαȚ Ș ıυȞİȚıφȠȡȐ ĲȘȢ ȇȘĲȒȢ ǼπȚıĲȘȝȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ ǻȚαȜİțĲȚțȒȢ 

(ȇǼǻ) ıĲȘȞ ȕİȜĲȓȦıȘ ĲȘȢ țαĲαȞȩȘıȘȢ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ ȖȚα ĲȘ ΦĲǼ, αȜȜȐ țαȚ Ȟα αȞαπĲȪȟİȚ 

αȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤİȢ απȠĲİȜİıȝαĲȚțȑȢ įȚįαțĲȚțȑȢ țαȚȞȠĲȠȝȓİȢ. Η İπȓĲİυȟȘ ĲȠυ ıțȠπȠȪ ĲȘȢ įȚαĲȡȚȕȒȢ 

İıĲȚȐıĲȘțİ ıİ ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȘ πĲυȤȒ ĲȘȢ ΦĲǼ, Ș ȠπȠȓα ĲυȖȤȐȞİȚ αȞİπαȡțȠȪȢ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘȢ țαȚ 

αφȠȡȐ ıĲȠ ȡȩȜȠ ĲȘȢ ǼπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ țαȚ ĲȘȢ ΤİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ (Ǽ+Τ) ıĲȘȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȓα. Η πȡȠȫșȘıȘ 

țαĲαȞȩȘıȘȢ ȖȚα ĲȠ πȫȢ Ǽ+Τ įȚαφȑȡȠυȞ țαȚ πȫȢ ıȤİĲȓȗȠȞĲαȚ ıυȞİȚıφȑȡİȚ ıĲȘȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȒ 

πȡȠĲİȡαȚȩĲȘĲα ȖȚα İțπαȓįİυıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝİȜȜȠȞĲȚțȫȞ πȠȜȚĲȫȞ ıĲȠ Ȟα αȟȚȠπȠȚȠȪȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȚțȐ 

απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȠȞ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ įυȞαĲȩ ĲȡȩπȠ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ πȡȠȫșȘıȘ țαȚȞȠĲȠȝȓαȢ țαȚ 

İπȚȤİȚȡȘȝαĲȚțȩĲȘĲαȢ. Η įȚαĲȡȚȕȒ υȜȠπȠȚȒșȘțİ ȝȑıα απȩ ĲȑııİȡȚȢ αȞİȟȐȡĲηĲİȢ İȡİυȞηĲȚțȑȢ 

İȡγαıίİȢ. Η πȡȫĲη αȞȑπĲυȟİ ĲȠ ıțİπĲȚțȩ ȝȚαȢ țαȚȞȠĲȩȝȠυ įȚįαțĲȚțȒȢ İπȚȞȩȘıȘȢ ȖȚα 

įȚįαıțαȜȓα ĲȘȢ įȚαıȪȞįİıȘȢ Ǽ+Τ țαȚ ĲȠ πİȡȓȖȡαȝȝα αȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤȘȢ αțȠȜȠυșȓαȢ 

įȡαıĲȘȡȚȠĲȒĲȦȞ πȠυ İφαȡȝȩȗİȚ ĲȠ ıțİπĲȚțȩ. Η πȡȠıπȐșİȚα ȕαıȓıĲȘțİ ıİ ĲȡİȚȢ πȘȖȑȢ: ĲȘȞ 

ȚıĲȠȡȓα țαȚ φȚȜȠıȠφȓα Ǽ+Τ, ĲȘȞ υφȚıĲȐȝİȞȘ ȖȞȫıȘ ȖȚα ĲȠ πȫȢ įȚįȐıțİĲαȚ Ș ΦĲǼ, ĲȚȢ 

αȡȤȚțȑȢ ȚįȑİȢ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ țαȚ įυıțȠȜȓİȢ πȠυ αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗȠυȞ ȖȚα ĲȘ įȚȐțȡȚıȘ Ǽ+Τ. Η įİȪĲİȡη 

țαȚ Ș ĲȡίĲη İφȐȡȝȠıαȞ ĲȠ ıțİπĲȚțȩ ĲȘȢ πȡȫĲȘȢ İȡȖαıȓαȢ ıȤİįȚȐȗȠȞĲαȢ țαȚ αȟȚȠȜȠȖȫȞĲαȢ 

ǻȂΑ ȝȑıα απȩ įȚįαțĲȚțȑȢ İφαȡȝȠȖȑȢ ıİ ȝαșȘıȚαțȐ πİȡȚȕȐȜȜȠȞĲα πȡȦĲȠȕȐșȝȚαȢ țαȚ 

įİυĲİȡȠȕȐșȝȚαȢ İțπαȓįİυıȘȢ, αȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤα. ȅȚ įȪȠ αυĲȑȢ İȡȖαıȓİȢ αȟȚȠȜȩȖȘıαȞ ĲȘȞ 

απȠĲİȜİıȝαĲȚțȩĲȘĲα ĲȘȢ ȇǼǻ ıĲȘȞ țαĲαȞȩȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ ȖȚα ĲȘ įȚȐțȡȚıȘ αȞȐȝİıα 

ıĲȠυȢ țİȞĲȡȚțȠȪȢ ıĲȩȤȠυȢ Ǽ+Τ ȝȑıα απȩ ȖȡαπĲȐ ȑȡȖα αȟȚȠȜȩȖȘıȘȢ țαȚ ıυȞİȞĲİȪȟİȚȢ πȠυ 

įȚİȞİȡȖȒșȘțαȞ ıĲȘȞ αȡȤȒ țαȚ ıĲȠ ĲȑȜȠȢ țȐșİ İφαȡȝȠȖȒȢ. Τα απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲα țαĲαįİȚțȞȪȠυȞ 

ȕİȜĲȓȦıȘ ıĲȘȞ țαĲαȞȩȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ țαȚ υπȠıĲȘȡȓȗȠυȞ İȝπİȚȡȚțȐ ĲȠ İπȚȤİȓȡȘȝα ȩĲȚ Ș 

țαĲαȞȩȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ ȖȚα πĲυȤȑȢ ĲȘȢ ΦĲǼ πȡȠȦșİȓĲαȚ πȚȠ απȠĲİȜİıȝαĲȚțȐ ȩĲαȞ ȠȚ ǻȂΑ 

İȞıȦȝαĲȫȞȠυȞ ȇǼǻ. Τα İȞșαȡȡυȞĲȚțȐ απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲα, αȞ țαȚ πİȡȚȠȡȓȗȠȞĲαȚ ȝȩȞȠ ıİ ȑȞα 

απȩ ĲȠυȢ įȚįαțĲȚțȠȪȢ ıĲȩȤȠυȢ ĲȦȞ ǻȂΑ Ƞ ȠπȠȓȠȢ șİȦȡİȓĲαȚ πȡȠαπαȚĲȠȪȝİȞȠȢ ȖȚα ĲȠυȢ 

υπȩȜȠȚπȠυȢ, αȞαĲȡȠφȠįȩĲȘıαȞ ĲȘȞ αȞαșİȫȡȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ǻȂΑ ȫıĲİ ıİ ȝİȜȜȠȞĲȚțȑȢ İφαȡȝȠȖȑȢ 
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Ȟα πȡȠȦșȠȪȞ πȚȠ απȠĲİȜİıȝαĲȚțȐ ĲȠ ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȠ įȚįαțĲȚțȩ ıĲȩȤȠ țαȚ Ȟα υπȠıĲȘȡȓȗȠυȞ 

țαȜȪĲİȡα ĲȠυȢ ȝαșȘĲȑȢ ıĲȘȞ υπȑȡȕαıȘ ĲȦȞ įυıțȠȜȚȫȞ ĲȠυȢ. ǼπȓıȘȢ, Ĳα απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲα 

țαșȚıĲȠȪȞ αȞαȖțαȓα ĲȘȞ αȞȐπĲυȟȘ İȡİυȞȘĲȚțȐ İπȚțυȡȦȝȑȞȦȞ ȑȡȖȦȞ αȟȚȠȜȩȖȘıȘȢ ȖȚα ĲȠυȢ 

υπȩȜȠȚπȠυȢ įȚįαțĲȚțȠȪȢ ıĲȩȤȠυȢ. Η ĲȑĲαȡĲη İȡγαıία αȞĲȚπαȡȑȕαȜİ πȑȞĲİ φȚȜȠıȠφȚțȑȢ 

πȡȠȠπĲȚțȑȢ ĲȘȢ ıȤȑıȘȢ Ǽ+Τ, įȚαĲȪπȦıİ αȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤİȢ ıυȞȑπİȚİȢ απȩ ĲȘ ȤȦȡȚıĲȒ İφαȡȝȠȖȒ 

țȐșİ πȡȠȠπĲȚțȒȢ ȖȚα ĲȠ ıȤİįȚαıȝȩ ǻȂΑ ıĲȘ ȝȐșȘıȘ ĲȦȞ φυıȚțȫȞ İπȚıĲȘȝȫȞ țαȚ 

ıυȝπȑȡαȞİ ȩĲȚ ȝȠȞȩπȜİυȡȘ υȚȠșȑĲȘıȘ țȐșİ πȡȠȠπĲȚțȒȢ țαĲȐ ĲȠ ıȤİįȚαıȝȩ ǻȂΑ ȠįȘȖİȓ ıİ 

παȡαȞȠȒıİȚȢ ıĲȘȞ țαĲαȞȩȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ. ΑυĲȩ ĲȠ ıυȝπȑȡαıȝα ȠįȒȖȘıİ ıĲȘȞ İȚıȒȖȘıȘ 

ȝȚαȢ ıυȞαȚȞİĲȚțȒȢ πȡȠıȑȖȖȚıȘȢ țαĲȐ ĲȠ ıȤİįȚαıȝȩ ǻȂΑ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ İȟȠȚțİȓȦıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝαșȘĲȫȞ 

ȝİ ĲȘ įȚαıȪȞįİıȘ Ǽ+Τ Ȓ αțȩȝȘ țαȚ ȐȜȜȦȞ πĲυȤȫȞ ĲȘȢ ΦĲǼ, ıȪȝφȦȞα ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα Ƞ 

ıȤİįȚαıȝȩȢ ǻȂΑ ȖȚα İȚıαȖȦȖȒ φȚȜȠıȠφȚțȫȞ πĲυȤȫȞ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ ȠφİȓȜİȚ Ȟα įȠȝİȓĲαȚ ıİ 

φȚȜȠıȠφȚțȐ İȞȘȝİȡȦȝȑȞİȢ απȠφȐıİȚȢ, αȜȜȐ ĲαυĲȩȤȡȠȞα Ȟα υπİȡȕαȓȞİȚ ȝİȝȠȞȦȝȑȞİȢ 

φȚȜȠıȠφȚțȑȢ πȡȠȠπĲȚțȑȢ țαȚ Ȟα ȕȠȘșȐ ĲȠυȢ ȝαșȘĲȑȢ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȠȪȞ șİȝİȜȚȫįİȚȢ ȚįȑİȢ πȠυ 

İȟαȚȡȠȪȞĲαȚ απȩ ĲȚȢ πȠȜυπȜȠțȩĲȘĲİȢ ĲȠυ φȚȜȠıȠφȚțȠȪ υπȠȕȐșȡȠυ. 
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ABSTRACT 

Helping elementary and secondary school students understand aspects of the Nature of 

Science (NOS) is a widely recognized goal of science education that is underestimated 

comparatively to other goals, such as conceptual understanding, scientific skills, etc. I 

responded to this problem by intending to elucidate parameters related to NOS teaching-

learning, such as the role of philosophy of science in the design of teaching-learning 

sequences (TLS), as well as the role of explicit epistemological discourse (EED) for 

improving students’ awareness about the NOS and simultaneously develop corresponding 

illustrations of effective teaching innovations. I pursued this purpose through four distinct 

studies that focused on a NOS aspect, which lacked adequate investigation thus far, the role 

of Science and Technology (S&T) in society. Promoting student understanding of how S&T 

differ and how they relate has a great potential in contributing to the societal priority of 

training future citizens in making optimum use of research results in innovation and 

entrepreneurship. The first study developed the rationale underlying a novel teaching 

proposal and an outline of the corresponding activity sequence that embodied this rationale 

for teaching innovations about the interrelationship between S&T. The effort relied on inputs 

from three sources: the history and philosophy of S&T, existing knowledge on NOS 

teaching-learning, empirical data on students’ initial ideas and the difficulties encountered 

while learning about this topic. The second and third studies designed TLSs that applied this 

rationale and evaluated them through teaching interventions. Both studies assessed the 

effectiveness of EED for raising students’ awareness of the distinction between the different 

overarching goals of S&T (producing reliable knowledge about natural phenomena vs 

developing solutions to respond to human problems and needs) through pre-post tests and 

interviews. The results demonstrated improvement in young learners’ ability to improve 

their understanding and provided empirical evidence regarding the argument that students’ 

awareness of NOS was more effectively promoted when integrating EED in science 

teaching-learning. The promising results, although concentrated to one of the learning 

objectives that was a prerequisite for exploring connections between S&T, provided 

feedback for the revision of the TLSs to further enhance their effectiveness by further 

scaffolding students overcome their difficulties and better achieve the learning objectives in 

future implementations. Also, the results necessitated the need to consider for enhancing the 

development of more validated instruments for the remaining learning objectives. The fourth 

study compared five perspectives of the relationship between S&T reported in philosophy, 

reflected on corresponding implications from separate applications of these perspectives for 
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the design of TLSs in S&T education and concluded that exclusive adoptions of any of these 

five approaches when designing TLSs reported flaws and lacked validity in students’ 

awareness. This conclusion led to suggesting the coherence approach when designing TLSs 

for familiarizing students with the relationship between S&T or any other NOS aspect, 

according to which, the design of TLSs for introducing philosophical aspects of science 

should be structured on philosophically informed decisions but simultaneously transgress 

individual philosophical perspectives and help students develop fundamental ideas while 

excluding the intricacies of the underlying philosophical dialogue. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

1. The need for this dissertation 

The Nature of Science (NOS) is acknowledged as a core learning objective of science 

education and an important component of scientific literacy (AAAS, 1989; Abd-El-Khalick, 

2013; Driver et al., 1996; Kang et al., 2005; Lederman, 2007; McComas & Olson, 1998; 

NRC, 1996, 2000, 2007, 2012; Taber, 2008 among many others). However, conventional 

science teaching does not pay equivalent attention to the NOS as it does with the remaining 

science learning objectives such as conceptual understanding or scientific skills as compared 

to this acknowledgement. Hence, more research is needed to elucidate various parameters 

that become relevant to teaching and learning about the NOS, and there is a need to develop 

corresponding illustrations of effective teaching innovations (Abd-El-Khalick, 2012; 

Lederman, 2007; Lederman & Lederman, 2014; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003), especially in 

the lower school grades (Akerson & Volrich 2006; Kang et al., 2005). One of these 

parameters concerns the role of Explicit Epistemological Discourse (EED) for improving 

students’ awareness about NOS, while another concerns the role of the philosophy of science 

in the design of Teaching-Learning Sequences (TLSs).  

This dissertation aimed to contribute to investigating this potential by focusing on an 

aspect of the NOS which had not been adequately studied thus far. Specifically, the 

dissertation problematized the role of Science and Technology (S&T) in society, their 

interrelationship and sought to investigate student understanding of this role and ways to 

enhance it. Connections between S&T are of contemporary interest because of the need to 

make better use of the results of research in innovation and entrepreneurship. Science 

education can contribute to this societal priority by promoting student understanding of how 

S&T differ and how they relate (Jones & Buntting, 2015; McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 

2003). 

S&T are two highly interacting fields of social activity. Nevertheless, it is possible 

to consider them as distinct domains. A fundamental difference between S&T relates to the 

difference in the orientation, i.e., between the overarching goals that the two field pursue: 

Science is the enterprise that seeks to generate reliable knowledge; technology is the 

enterprise that seeks to respond to human needs by developing solutions to problems 

(AAAS, 1989; Agassi, 1980; Arageorgis & Baltas, 1989; Bybee, 2011; Custer, 1995; 

Constantinou, Hadjilouca & Papadouris, 2010; Gardner, 1993, 1994; ITEA, 2007; Jones, 

2006; NRC, 1996). From a methodological viewpoint, another difference between S&T 
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concerns the core processes adopted for achieving the different goals of S&T. Specifically, 

controlled experimentation or, more broadly, investigation is a core process in science, while 

design is a core process in technology (de Vries, 2009; Jones & Buntting, 2015; Lewis, 2006; 

NRC, 1996, 2012; Constantinou et al., 2010). Given the complex nature of both enterprises 

(S&T), their interconnections and mutual influences are predictably elaborate. Therefore, 

developing awareness about the interaction between S&T posits an interesting challenge 

both for science education and technology education.  

 

2. Research questions 

Specifically, the dissertation addressed the following research questions: 

1. How can the historical evolution of the relationship between S&T contribute to 

curriculum design and development processes? (Study 1 in Chapter II) 

2. To what extent can upper-elementary school students improve their understanding 

about the different overarching goals of S&T through a specially designed TLS that 

combines inquiry-oriented and design-based activities integrated with explicit 

NOS/NOT discourse? (Study 2 in Chapter III) 

3. What difficulties do upper-elementary school students encounter in their attempts to 

develop an understanding of the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? 

(Study 2 in Chapter III) 

4. To what extent does extensive interaction with inquiry-based and design-based 

activities (non-EED condition) improve upper-secondary school students’ awareness 

about the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? (Study 3 in Chapter IV) 

5. To what extent does the integration of EED activities (EED condition) in a TLS that 

combines inquiry-based and design-based activities improve upper-secondary school 

students’ awareness about the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? 

(Study 3 in Chapter IV) 

6. What is the educational value of coherence in efforts to integrate issues stemming from 

the philosophy of science in science teaching and learning? (Study 4 in Chapter V) 

 

3. The constituent studies 

The dissertation was completed through four distinct studies that investigated the stated 

research questions. The first study developed the rationale for a teaching innovation about 

the interrelationship between S&T. The effort relied on inputs from three sources: the history 

and philosophy of S&T, existing knowledge on the teaching and learning of the NOS, as 
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well as empirical data on students’ initial ideas and the difficulties they encounter while 

learning about this topic. The end product of this first study was a detailed description of the 

rationale underlying a novel teaching proposal and an outline of the corresponding activity 

sequence that it embodied. 

The second and third studies applied the rationale developed in the first study in 

evaluations of teaching interventions. Both studies evaluated the effectiveness of EED for 

raising students’ awareness about NOS by exploring whether the combination of inquiry-

oriented and design-oriented teaching and learning could provide a rich context for raising 

awareness about the interrelationship between S&T. Specifically, the second study 

concerned upper-elementary school students’ interaction with a specially designed TLS. The 

third study integrated epistemologically oriented learning objectives and corresponding 

activities regarding the interrelationship between S&T in an existing TLS and was designed 

to address the needs of upper-secondary school students. The end products of these studies 

were manuscripts describing the research process and what was learnt about designing TLSs 

on this topic, accompanied by suggestions on improvements and refinements to the learning 

materials. 

More specifically, the second study reported on a process of technological design 

situated in a design-based research paradigm that implemented a specially designed TLS 

with a class of upper-elementary school students. The effectiveness of the TLS was assessed 

with measurements of students’ understanding prior to and after the teaching intervention 

through their responses to written tasks and follow-up semi-structured interviews. The 

analysis of the collected data explored students’ potential progress because of the 

implementation of the designed TLS. The results demonstrated the possibilities in young 

learners’ ability to develop NOS understandings in the topic under emphasis and provided 

feedback for the revision of the TLS so as to further enhance its effectiveness with respect 

to better achieving the stated learning objectives in future implementations.  

The third study applied a combined pre-post test and interview design to evaluate 

upper-secondary school students’ awareness of the interrelationship between S&T as part of 

two teaching interventions with two versions of a TLS on electromagnetic properties of 

materials. The targeted difference between the two interventions was the integration of EED 

activities regarding the interrelationship (i.e., differences and connections) between S&T in 

the second version of the TLS. The outcomes of the study provided empirical evidence 

regarding the argument that students’ awareness of NOS was more effectively promoted 

when integrating EED in science teaching and learning. 
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The fourth study focused on the role of philosophy in the design of TLSs. 

Specifically, teaching and learning about the relationship between S&T was used as an 

example to support the claim that any educational reform should transgress individual 

philosophical approaches or perspectives, and, also, should be structured on philosophically 

informed decisions. 

The next four chapters elaborate each of these four studies, correspondingly. Each 

chapter is structured as an independent study with separate abstract, introduction, literature 

review, methodology, results and discussion sections. The last chapter summarizes the four 

studies, synthesizes the various issues raised in the individual discussion sections and reflects 

on implications drawn from these discussions. Additionally, this sixth chapter discusses 

contributions of the dissertation and recommends directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 

Developing the rationale for a teaching innovation 

about the interrelationship between science and 

technology 

 

Abstract 

ȉhis study refers to the development of a teaching innovation for the NOS, for students aged 

11-15, which specifically focuses on the interrelationship between S&T. The development 

of the teaching and learning materials relied on inputs from three sources: the history and 

philosophy of S&T, existing knowledge concerning the teaching and learning about the 

NOS, empirical data on students’ initial ideas and difficulties about this topic. The first 

served to provide an account for the various forms of interaction between S&T, which, in 

turn, guided the formulation of epistemologically coherent learning objectives. The second 

provided the pedagogical grounds on which to base the design of the activities. The third 

facilitated the design of activities that build on students’ productive initial ideas, while 

providing them with guidance to resolve the difficulties they tend to encounter. In this study, 

we describe the rationale underlying the teaching and learning materials and we describe the 

activity sequence they embody. 

 

Keywords 

Teaching/learning about the nature of science; curriculum design 
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1. Introduction 

Understanding about the NOS, i.e., how scientific knowledge is generated, organized and 

justified, is widely recognized as a core learning objective of science education1. However, 

despite the acknowledgement of its importance, it is not typically addressed by conventional 

science teaching in an explicit manner. In this light, it would make sense to anyone that there 

is a need for more research so as to better understand the various parameters that become 

relevant on teaching and learning about the NOS and also there is a need to develop teaching 

innovations in this endeavor.  

This study is part of a research project that sets out to contribute towards addressing 

this latter need for a specific NOS aspect. In particular, it seeks to develop and validate 

teaching and learning materials to help students, aged 11 to 15, develop awareness with 

respect to the role of S&T in society and to appreciate their interrelationship.  

Recent suggestions concerning educational treatments of the relationship between 

S&T scrutinize the notion of technoscience as an educational approach that equally 

combines technology and science education (Bencze, 2001; Tala, 2009). This notion 

addresses the current imbalance between the respective status given to technology education 

and science education (technology receives lower appreciation) (Bencze, 2001; Layton, 

1993). It emerges through the prism of recent philosophical and historical analysis of 

scientific activity (especially physics) and has revealed that technology, beyond being part 

of physics from a methodological viewpoint “through providing both scaffoldings and limits 

of physical reality accessible to us”, it is also seen as part of physics from an epistemological 

and cognitive viewpoint since it “affects our conception of reality” (Tala, 2009, p.282). 

Because of these fundamental roles, it is supported that “technology should be an organic 

part of physics education” (Tala, 2009, p.282). Within the technoscience notion, natural 

reality is shaped by embodying the interaction between S&T, where technology underpins 

modern scientific process and vice-versa (Tala, 2009). 

S&T have come to be in continuous interaction. An indication of this pairing is the 

emergence of interdisciplinary research fields (Porter & Rafols, 2009) such as climate 

change, genetic mechanics and materials science. On the one hand, scientists strive to reach, 

through abstraction, generalizable coherent explanations and predictions of various 

phenomena (e.g., climate change science aims to formulate theories that explain and predict 

climate change phenomena). On the other hand, technologists, instead of generalizing, aim 

                                                           

1 On this see AAAS (1993), Driver, Leach, Millar, and Scot (1996), Flick and Lederman (2006), 
Kang, Scharmann, and Noh (2005), Lederman (1992), McComas (2002), NRC (1996). 
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at developing solutions for specific problems (e.g., photovoltaic systems technology research 

seeks to optimize various material properties that serve towards increasing the efficiency of 

photovoltaic systems).  

Both these elements (scientific understanding and technological innovation) are 

necessary components of many interdisciplinary fields. Taking climate change research as 

an example, it seeks to advance our understandings of the various agents that drive complex 

phenomena, including global warming, polar ice melting, desertification and flooding. It also 

seeks to develop scientific models of the interactions between parameters that influence the 

evolution of these phenomena, such as carbon dioxide concentration in the atmosphere or 

the intensity of solar radiation at different points on the surface of the earth. At the same 

time, climate change research requires instrumentation, which is developed through 

technological design processes, in order to collect the data that are required for refining and 

validating the models. It also requires technological innovations for developing methods and 

procedures for constraining human impact on climate change phenomena. All these require 

that S&T be blended in an effective synergy aiming to address aspects of the overall issue.  

The present study departs from the premise that education has an important role to 

play in preparing students (the citizens of tomorrow) to appreciate the role of S&T in society, 

since they will be called to engage with them either as researchers or as scientifically literate 

citizens with an interest in participating in public discourse on setting research and 

innovation priorities, for instance. We also assume that only someone who has an adequate 

understanding of what science is and what technology is, can participate in meaningful 

discourse about their interrelationship with reference to their distinct contributions. In line 

with this notion, relevant science education research literature recognizes that understanding 

that S&T are different and simultaneously support each other is one of the aspects of the 

NOS that could and should be dealt with in school science (McComas, 2008; Osborne, 

Collins, Ratcliffe, Millar, & Duschl, 2003). 

The aim of this study is to elaborate a teaching proposal for developing students’ 

understanding about the interrelationship between S&T. Elaborating the rationale underlying 

the teaching proposal, we explore the value of a certain type of resource that we have 

employed, namely the history and philosophy of S&T. Specifically, we have undertaken the 

task of exploring the historical setting behind the nature of the relationship between S&T 

with a view to utilize this information in the curriculum development process. 

The study is structured in the following way: section 2 gives the background for 

teaching and learning about NOS issues from the perspective of science education and it 

specifically focuses on the importance of acquiring epistemologically informed 
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understandings about the interrelationship between S&T and the available empirical 

evidence about students’ initial ideas and difficulties on this issue; section 3 seeks to map 

the historical background of the relationship between S&T with a view to identify 

perspectives of this relationship; section 4 describes the structure of teaching and learning 

materials that we have developed for promoting students’ awareness of the interrelationship 

between S&T.  

 

2. Teaching and learning about the NOS 

2.1. Why should the NOS be a component of school science? 

The term NOS refers to the ways through which scientific knowledge is constructed, 

evaluated and validated (Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002). Helping students develop 

understanding of the NOS is widely recognized as an important learning objective of science 

teaching (AAAS, 1989, 1993; NRC, 1996, 2000, 2007). One important reason for this is that 

appreciating aspects of the NOS constitutes an integral component of public understanding 

of science, or otherwise scientific literacy, which has been extensively discussed as a pivotal 

element for the development of sustainable societies (Driver, 1996). The argument 

underlying this entails four aspects, as summarized below: 

Utilitarian argument: an understanding of the nature of science is necessary if people 
are to make sense of the science and manage the technological objects and processes 
they encounter in everyday life (p.16). 

Democratic argument: an understanding of the nature of science is necessary if 
people are to make sense of socioscientific issues and participate in the decision-
making process (p.18). 

Cultural argument: an understanding of the nature of science is necessary in order to 
appreciate science as a major element of contemporary culture (p.19). 

Moral argument: learning about the nature of science can help develop awareness of 
the nature of science, and in particular the norms of the scientific community, 
embodying moral commitments which are of general value (p.19). 

 
Another reason that further highlights the importance of this learning objective is that 

it could facilitate the development of other components of what constitutes competence in 

science, such as conceptual understanding, positive attitudes towards science, reasoning 

skills, and effective engagement with socio-scientific issues as discussed in Driver et al. 

(1996).  
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2.1.1. The appropriateness of teaching and learning about the NOS as a learning objective 

The appropriateness of promoting students’ understanding about the NOS as a learning 

objective has been questioned in view of the lack of consensus among philosophers of 

science on how science operates (Alters, 1997). Essentially, this position rests on the premise 

that it is not reasonable to expect students to become knowledgeable about the NOS given 

that the philosophers of science do not really agree on how science as an enterprise should 

be best described. One argument that has been made in the science education literature, in 

response to this position, is that the disagreements among philosophers are not necessarily 

relevant to school science, in that science teaching merely aims at helping students formulate 

a simplified account of how science works. Despite the lack of consensus in the philosophy 

of science, it would still be possible and useful to help students develop a set of fundamental 

ideas while excluding the intricacies of the underlying discourse. This perspective is 

consistent with the consensus that seems to exist within science education on such a set of 

ideas2. For example, these ideas include, amongst others, the durable, albeit tentative, nature 

of scientific theories, the central role of empirical evidence in science and the distinction 

between observations and inferences. It is important to note, that the interrelationship 

between S&T, which is the focus of the present study, is included among this set of ideas 

(McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003).  

 
2.2. What are the main implications from existing research on teaching and learning 

about the NOS? 

2.2.1. Aspects of the NOS can be productively introduced and elaborated in school science 

starting from an early stage  

Obviously, attaining a full grasp of the various aspects of the NOS requires a systematic and 

repeated teaching elaboration throughout school science. However, one important finding 

that has been consistently reported in the research literature is that this elaboration could 

usefully start from a very early stage. Indeed, the available empirical evidence suggests that 

it is possible to impact on elementary students and help them acquire informed conceptions 

about aspects of the NOS3, through appropriately designed learning environments. This, 

however, posits the formulation of a series of age-appropriate learning objectives that 

                                                           

2 On this see Abd-El-Khalick, Bell, and Lederman (1998), Lederman (2007), McComas (2008), 
Osborne et al. (2003). 

3 On this see Akerson and Donnelly (2010), Akerson and Volrich (2006), Carey, Evans, Honda, Jay, 
and Unger (1989), Khishfe and Abd-el-Khalick (2002), Khishfe and Lederman (2006). 
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become increasingly more elaborate and epistemologically coherent (Rudolph, 2000; Taber, 

2008). 

 
2.2.2. Engagement in EED as a critical factor for the effectiveness of teaching about the 

NOS 

One of the most well grounded findings that have emerged from the existing research on 

teaching and learning about the NOS refers to the significance of the systematic engagement 

of students in explicit epistemological discourse, as an important factor facilitating their 

understanding of the NOS (Clough, 2006; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002). This finding 

is supported by empirical evidence stemming from two main directions. The first, which is 

the most direct, is concerned with the significant learning gains that have been reported in 

studies purporting to teach aspects of the NOS by systematically engaging students in 

explicit epistemological discourse4. The second direction refers to studies illustrating that 

the exclusion of this theme from explicit teaching is not likely to bring about any 

improvement in students’ appreciation of the NOS. These studies can be further classified 

in two categories. The first refers to research studies reporting on attempts to pursue learning 

objectives relevant to explicit aspects about the NOS, though, without treating them in an 

explicit manner. Underlying such implicit approaches is the assumption that understanding 

of the NOS could emerge as a by-product of students’ engagement in inquiry-based learning 

environments. However, the results from the assessment of students’ learning outcomes fail 

to corroborate this assumption in that they do not suggest significant learning gains5. The 

second category includes studies that sought to evaluate students’ awareness of various NOS 

aspects. These studies demonstrate that students’ awareness does not seem to improve with 

age or with the sustained exposition to conventional science teaching. Couple this with the 

fact that conventional science teaching typically fails to explicitly address learning 

objectives relevant to the NOS, highlight the pivotal role of engaging students in EED (Abd-

El-Khalick, 2006; Kang et al., 2005). 

In addition to highlighting the importance of engaging students in EED the existing 

literature has also provided useful insights into possible ways of integrating this in science 

teaching. Specifically, it suggests three possible approaches, as follows: 

                                                           

4 On this see Akerson and Donnelly (2010), Akerson and Volrich (2006), Carey et al. (1989), Khishfe 
and Abd-El-Khalick (2002), Khishfe & Lederman (2006), Peters (2012). 

5 On this see Abd-El-Khalick & Lederman (2000a), Khishfe and Abd-El-Khalick (2002), Lederman 
(1992), Moss, Abrams, and Robb (2001), Sandoval (2003, 2005); Sandoval and Morrison, 2003. 
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(i) Nonintegrated (de-contextualized) activities in which the elaboration of NOS 

aspects is disconnected from the science content. Examples can be found in 

Lederman and Abd-El-Khalick (2000) and Bell (2008) among others.  

(ii) Integrated (contextualized) activities that seek to embed the elaboration of NOS 

aspects within the science content (e.g., Khishfe & Lederman, 2006; Walker & 

Zeidler, 2003; Zeidler, Walker, Ackett, & Simmons, 2002). A variant of this type of 

activity embeds the epistemological discourse in the context of the elaboration of 

content.  

(iii) The third approach involves engaging students in epistemological discourse 

while studying episodes drawn from the history of science6. Even though this 

approach does not typically pursue conceptually oriented learning objectives, 

epistemological discourse is associated with the content of science and it could be 

therefore conceived as a variant of the integrated approach.  

 

2.3. Teaching and learning about the interrelationship between S&T 

2.3.1. Importance 

This study aims to contribute towards addressing the need for teaching innovations and 

specifically focuses on a particular aspect of the NOS, namely the interrelationship between 

S&T. The selection to focus on this particular topic can be justified for a number for reasons, 

which have been elaborated elsewhere (Constantinou, Hadjilouca, & Papadouris, 2010). The 

most important of these can be summarized as follows: 

• It is recognized as an important aspect of the NOS (McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 

2003) 

• It has not been adequately studied thus far, especially in the case of elementary and 

middle school students (Akerson & Volrich, 2006; Kang et al., 2005) 

• Realising the potentials and constraints of the two fields is of great importance for 

developing the ability to effectively engage with socio-scientific issues (Sadler, 

2004; Zeidler, Sadler, Simmons, & Howes, 2005), which is recognized as an 

important component of both scientific and technological literacy7.  

                                                           

6 For this see examples in Abd-El-Khalick and Lederman (2000b), Kim and Irving (2010), Olson, 
Clough, Bruxvoort, and Vanderlinden (2005), Rudge and Howe (2009), Solomon, Duveen, Scot, and 
McCarthy (1992), Straits and Nichols (2007), Yip (2006). 

7 For this see AAAS (1989), ITEA (2000, 2003), Jones (2006), Kolstø (2001, 2008), Sandoval 
(2005). 
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• New knowledge in this area could inform and facilitate attempts to devise 

mechanisms for increasing students’ interest towards S&T courses8 and it could offer 

them guidance on future careers. More specifically, it could help the education 

system to encourage students to make more informed decisions and this could, in 

turn, increase the likelihood for successful career choices.  

• The prevalent conceptions about S&T are important for efforts to communicate 

publicly their role in society and the outcomes of the various policy procedures for 

developing funding priorities. For instance, the level of public support for an 

innovation system in close symbiosis but distinct from the science system, and also 

closely related with financial investment mechanisms, is directly related to the level 

of public understanding of the differences between S&T and the diverse roles they 

play in economic development. 

 
2.3.2. Students’ initial ideas on the distinction between S&T and relevant difficulties 

The available empirical data from existing research indicate that students possess invalid and 

unarticulated ideas about the distinction and the relation between S&T (De Vries, 2005; 

Ryan & Aikenhead, 1992), which do not seem to improve as a result of additional exposition 

to conventional science teaching or maturation (Constantinou et al., 2010a). Specifically, 

they tend to employ a range of (sometimes mutually exclusive) criteria, in an unsystematic 

and inconsistent manner, for determining whether certain research goals seem more 

compatible with science or technology. For instance, depending on whether the focus of a 

given research goal is placed on either a natural or an artificial phenomenon they are inclined 

to associate it with science or technology, respectively. Another criterion they tend to 

activate refers to the processes employed for realizing the given research goal in that they 

tend to restrict specific processes to either science or technology. For instance, the 

conduction of experiments is often exclusively attributed to science whereas any kind of 

construction activity refers to technology. 

The available empirical data also highlights specific difficulties that seem to hamper 

students’ understanding of the interrelationship between S&T (Constantinou et al., 2010a). 

These difficulties seem to fall in three categories. The first includes difficulties that integrate 

students’ conceptions about S&T. One such difficulty relates to students’ tendency to view 

technology as the application scientific knowledge (Constantinou et al., 2010a; De Vries, 

2005). The other two categories refer to students’ difficulties with respect to the nature of 

                                                           

8 For this see Gago et al. (2004), NSF (2003), OECD (2006), Roberts (2002). 
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either science or technology, though they bear a direct relevance to students’ attempt to 

differentiate between these two fields and appreciate their interrelation. One example of such 

a difficulty with respect to the NOS relates to students’ failure to appreciate that 

understanding the mechanism underlying the operation of natural phenomena constitutes a 

worthwhile achievement in its own right, even though it might not be associated, in an 

obvious manner, with useful practical applications (Constantinou et al., 2010a). In a similar 

manner, a couple of examples pertaining to students’ understanding of the nature of 

technology include their failure to appreciate creativity as an important component of 

technological design (Constantinou et al., 2010a; De Vries, 2005) and their tendency to 

restrict technology to end-products excluding important aspects of the processes that led to 

their production (Constantinou et al., 2010a; DiGironimo, 2010; Rennie & Jarvis, 1995). 

 

3. The interrelationship between S&T: historical setting 

The inherently complex issue of the interrelationship between S&T in combination with the 

fact that this is not typically addressed by conventional science teaching, tends to contribute 

to the development of epistemologically distorted views about these issues. In this section 

we seek to reveal the value of the history of S&T as a resource for guiding the development 

of learning materials, by specifying and elaborating the different perspectives relevant to the 

relationship between S&T as they emerge from the review of the relevant literature. 

Specifically, we attempt to illustrate the variety of possible interactions between S&T 

through indicative examples from the history of S&T. 

 
3.1. The initial independency between S&T 

3.1.1. Beginnings of technology: technology functioned independently from science 

Technology preceded science and existed independently of any systematic activity in science 

for thousands of years9. Archeological findings amply demonstrate techniques and 

technological tools invented and used thousands of years ago. It is believed that these 

constitute the primary form of history (Cardwell, 1994) and it could be argued that 

technology is as old as the human kind itself. George Bassala in his book “The evolution of 

technology” mentions that stone industry is one of the most important forms of early 

technology that flourished for more than two million years. The effective construction of 

stone knifes and axes became possible because experience taught people that particular 

                                                           

9 For this see Arageorgis and Baltas (1989), Basalla (1988), Cardwell (1994), Gardner (1997), Gil-
Perez et al. (2005). 
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materials and techniques worked better than others. This reliance on experience was also 

evident in the case of processing metals (first indications on the use of metals are dated 

around 6000 B.C.). The procedure for the extraction of the copper or the bronze relied on 

techniques that were developed and refined on the basis of experience, totally independent 

of any conceptual understanding of the underlying ideas. Indeed, it was not until the 18th 

century that simple metallurgic procedures were described in terms of conceptual ideas 

drawn from chemistry, while even in our days there are procedures of modern production 

whose chemical base still remains unknown (Basalla, 1988). These examples demonstrate 

that technology without any input from science, created elaborate structures, devices and 

domains of activity (Basalla, 1988; Wolpert, 1992). Otherwise we could not explain the 

monumental architecture of antiquity or Renaissance cathedrals and the mechanical 

technology (windmills, watermills, clocks) of the Middle Age, nor could we explain the 

brilliant works of art of ancient Chinese technology. The flourishing of crafts and trade 

guilds throughout the middle ages and renaissance, somewhat resembles modern forms of 

organization of professional communities and pays testament to the broad prevalence of 

technological enterprise in the societies of those times. In contrast, science was a peripheral, 

fringe activity at the time that served the curiosities of an elite minority of people privileged 

enough to have access to the resources required to focus on natural philosophy.  

It seems that the requirement to satisfy human needs, historically preexisted the need 

for understanding how nature works. Basalla (1988) discusses the relation between 

technology and addressing human needs using the known Aesop myth about the thirsty 

hawk.  

‘Once upon a time, a crow was about to die of thirst came upon a tall pitcher partially 
filled with water. He tried again and again to drink from it, stooping and straining his 
neck, but his short beak could not reach the surface of the water. When he failed in 
an attempt to overturn the heavy vessel, the bird despaired of ever quenching his 
thirst. Then he had a bright idea. Seeing loose pebbles nearby, the crow began 
dropping them into the pitcher. As the stones displaced the water, its level rose. Soon 
the crow was able to drink his fill. The moral: necessity is the mother of invention’. 
Modern commentators have elaborated in this message by praising those individuals 
who, when placed in seemingly impossible situations, do not despair but instead use 
wit and ingenuity to invent new devices and machines that solve the dilemma, meet 
basic biological needs, and contribute to material progress (Basalla, 1988, p.6). 

 
The belief that necessity spurs on inventive effort is one that has been constantly 
invoked to account for the greatest part of technological activity. Human have a need 
for water, so they dig wells, dam rivers and streams, and develop hydraulic 
technology. They need shelter and defense, so they build houses, forts, cities, and 
military machines. They need food, so they domesticate plants and animals. They 
need to move through the environment with ease, so they invent ships, chariots, carts, 
carriages, bicycles, automobiles, airplanes, and spacecraft. In each of these instances 
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humans, like the crow in Aesop’s story, use technology to satisfy a pressing and 
immediate need (Basalla, 1988, p.6). 
Beyond basic survival needs, technological innovations are supported or hampered 

by unspecified, ideological factors that generally define cultural needs. Mumford (1961) 

highlights that it is impossible to isolate an invention or an inventor from the source or the 

culture that either provided the opportunity and stimulus, or hampered and rejected any kind 

of development. Furthermore, Mumford (1961) provides a series of historical icons such as 

the construction of the Egyptian pyramids, the machinery of Benedictine monks, and the 

evolution of certain modern artifacts through toys. The construction of Egyptian pyramids 

was not an outcome of using innovative mechanical apparatus, but a result of the religious 

faith invested in the Pharaoh, so as to command the “the first complex machine, the 

thousand-legged human machine, made of specialized, inter-changeable, and replaceable 

parts, operating from a single control center …” (p.232). The means to do this “did not come 

from the internal development of technics: just the other way round, it was the magnification 

and exaltation of human power that came in with the new solar religions, opening up 

immense vistas in time and space, that made possible the contrivance of an altogether new 

species of complex machine” (Mumford, 1961, p.233). In this sense, the ancient Egyptians 

were successful technologists without having any scientific understanding (Singh, 2004). 

 
3.1.2. Beginnings of science: science functioned independently from technology 

The development of scientific thought in the circles of ancient Greek philosophy mainly 

rested on the curiosity and worries of philosophers such as Aristotle, Eratosthenes, and 

Aristarchus. These philosophers studied the universe, based on logic, mathematics, 

observation and measurement, laying the foundations of early observational science, well 

before the idea of experimental falsification came about (Singh, 2004). Prevailing ideas 

about the universe were advanced by Aristotle around 300 BC. Aristotle postulated that the 

earth is located at the center of the universe and that matter consisted of four main elements: 

earth, water, air and fire. Each of these elements had its natural position in the universe and 

the natural place of different objects was determined based on the concentration of each of 

the four elements in its composition. For example, if an object mainly consisted of earth 

(e.g., a stone) was released from a certain height it would fall downwards until it reached its 

natural place (i.e., the earth). Aristotle’s theory was abandoned 2000 years later by Galileo’s 

initiative in experimental science. 

Stillman Drake in his book “Galileo” mentions that Aristotle had nothing against 

practical knowledge which he called art. He just separated it from scientific knowledge 

which he called science. For Aristotle, the difference between art and science was not the 
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difference between application and theory, but the one between the sources of knowledge 

and the targets of knowledge. The source of technical knowledge was practical experience 

and its goal was for someone to know what to do next time. The source of scientific 

knowledge was logic and the goal was to understand things through their causes (Drake, 

1980). 

The absence of processes that empirically tested hypotheses (i.e., experiments) is 

consistent with the absence of connection between S&T in ancient times. A possible 

explanation for this has to do with the fact that conducting experiments was most times 

impractical because of the lack of appropriate measurement instruments (e.g., instruments 

for measuring time in small intervals only became available three centuries ago). Another 

dimension related to this lack of connection between S&T refers to people’s thinking. 

According to ancient Greek thinking, handwork was not appropriate for free citizens, but for 

slaves, who belonged in a lower social class. Thus experimentations that clearly involved 

handwork were not an acceptable form of activity for philosophers. An additional dimension 

concerning the absence of connection between technology and science relates to the fact that 

ancient Greeks had developed geometry, a field that deals with abstract concepts such as 

dimensionless points and straight lines. In this manner, most ancient Greek philosophers 

achieved results of great generality that could not have been an outcome of measuring real 

objects. Therefore, in their attempts to generate abstract concepts about the universe they 

assumed that the real world was not a suitable model (Kuhn, 1996). 

 

3.2. The later dependency between S&T: perspectives of the interaction between the two 

fields   

As noted in the previous section a major perspective of the relation between S&T is their 

initially independent function. It took many centuries before each of these enterprises could 

conceive and exploit each other’s contributions for its advancement. Even during the 

scientific revolution there were barriers that acted against the development of any 

relationship between the two. Beyond the strength of the Aristotelian tradition that prevailed 

until the beginnings of the 17th century, there were also leftovers of mysticism, which in 

combination with a rebirth of the skepticism tradition, led to lingering doubts as to whether 

what we now call knowledge could ever exist. These difficulties were resolved only through 

the contributions and painstaking efforts of scientists like Galileo, Newton and many others. 

Even the three inventions that were identified by Francis Bacon “as the source of great 

changes in Renaissance Europe – printing, gunpowder and the magnetic compass – were 

imports from China and owed nothing to science” (Wolpert, 1992, p.28). Until the 
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Renaissance, all major technological achievements (e.g., fermentation, the use of quinine in 

medical practice) were attained entirely through the activity of craft technologists without 

any obvious scientific contribution (Arageorgis & Baltas, 1989). 

A craft technology may be roughly characterized as follows: It is based on practical 
knowledge and empirical observations of factual correlations and it employs 
techniques and methods (trial and error, analogies etc.) which are justified only by 
their success in bringing about the desired state of affairs (i.e. solving the 
corresponding technological problem). There are no well defined criteria 
determining the circumstances under which a particular craft technology could solve 
different, yet intuitively similar, problems. Thus each solution is essentially unique 
while the domain of its applicability remains unknown. From the point of view of 
scientific knowledge, the process realizing the desired state of affairs by solving the 
corresponding technological problem may be regarded as a ‘black box’ (Arageorgis 
& Baltas, 1989, p.213). 

 
The wheel also illustrated a nice absence of relation between technology and science, 
for why does a wheel make it easier to move a load? The answer is moderately subtle: 
the wheel reduces the friction between the object moved and the ground. Most of the 
work required to move an object over a surface is needed to overcome friction 
between the object and the surface. By using a wheel, the friction is reduced both by 
having an axle which is smooth and so reduces friction and by introducing a rolling 
motion at the surface. But that understanding, based on science, is completely 
unnecessary for either the invention of the wheel or the appreciation of its usefulness 
(Wolpert, 1992, p.29). 

 

Nevertheless, the evolution of science and the evolution of technology cannot be 

described in terms of two parallel timelines, given that the two fields gradually began to 

interact. The development of connections between S&T eventually started to take shape and 

this issue is discussed in terms of two perspectives that are reviewed in this section. The first 

of these perspectives relates to the input provided by scientific knowledge in any 

technological development and it is discussed as the technology as applied science (TAS) 

perspective. According to the other perspective, any development in science relies on 

technological innovations; this is discussed as the materialistic perspective. Next, we discuss 

these two perspectives and we draw on examples from the history of S&T.  

 
3.2.1. The contribution of science to the development of technology – The TAS perspective  

During the 18th century, industrial processes gradually became more complex in ways that 

untrained people were becoming even less able to use basic techniques and older crafts. 

Black and Lavoisier were linked to situations where industrial inventions were derived 

mainly based on experience without inputs from science, while for the contributions of Davy 

and Faraday the balance began shifting towards the view that scientific progress provides 
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the conditions needed for the development of technology (Derry & Williams, 1960), leading 

to an equation of technology with applied science. 

The TAS perspective assumes that science precedes technology in that it provides 

the basis for the generation of technological innovations (Layton, 1993). This perception 

was widely supported in the 19th century by both scientists and engineers (Layton, 1993). 

There are many historical examples illustrating this perspective, including the developments 

in organic chemistry that led to the production of synthetic dye on a large scale, as well as 

the study of electric and magnetic phenomena that laid the foundations for electric light, 

electric current and transfer industries (Basalla, 1988; Wolpert, 1992). The essence of the 

TAS position is illustrated by the following excerpt from the statement of Vannevar Bush, 

US presidential advisor on science policy, in 1945: 

Basic research leads to new knowledge… It creates the fund from which the practical 
applications of knowledge must be drawn. New products and new processes… are 
founded on new principles and new conceptions, which in turn are painstakingly 
developed by research in the purest realms of science (Bush, 1945, pp.13-14 in 
Layton, 1993, p.25). 

 

3.2.2. Criticism to the TAS perspective – The contribution of technology to the development 

of science 

The TAS perspective seems to have prevailed in public understandings of the relation 

between S&T (Boon, 2006; Gardner, 1993). Nevertheless, its appropriateness has been 

questioned for two main reasons. The first reason rests on the idea that technology does not 

necessarily depend on science. As discussed in section 3.1 the history of technology provides 

several examples of technological inventions that were developed and refined independently 

of (and often preceded) any systematic activity in science10. Therefore technology cannot be 

reduced to the mere application of science. Layton (1993) refers to the case of Nathan 

Rosenberg, a distinguished economist who holds the view that: 

Technology … is a knowledge of techniques, methods, and designs that work in 
certain ways and with certain consequences, even when one cannot explain exactly 
why. It is … a form of knowledge which has generated a certain rate of economic 
progress for thousands of years. Indeed, if the human race had been confined to 
technologies that were understood in a scientific sense, it would have passed from 
the scene long ago […] The development costs of modern aircraft are so enormous 
precisely because we have no theories of turbulence or compressibility adequate to 
determine optimal configurations in advance. Extensive testing and modification 
based upon test results are still required […] The situation is caricatured in the 

                                                           

10 For this see Arageorgis and Baltas (1989), Basalla (1988), Cardwell (1994), Gardner (1997), Gil-
Perez et al. (2005), Wolpert (1992). 
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epigram: the engineer doesn’t know why his bridge stays up: the scientist knows why 
his falls down (Layton, 1993, p.25). 

 
Many of the machines invented during the industrial revolution had no particular 

relation to contemporary scientific knowledge. The textile industry, which was at the heart 

of economic development in the 18th century, did not emerge as the outcome of the 

application of scientific theories. The inventions of John Kay, Richard Arkwright, James 

Hargreaves țαȚ Samuel Crompton, which were of crucial importance for the production of 

fabrics, should be attributed to craft practices than to science (Basalla, 1988). 

The discovery by the 19-year old William Henry Perkin of a synthetic dye, later 
marketed as Tyrian purple, was only one of a number of plausible and much quoted 
exemplars. To describe Perkin’s work, as a President of the Chemical Society did in 
1857, as a successful application of abstract science to an important practical purpose 
was misleading, however. Not only had the discovery been accidental, but the 
process of application had been anything but routine and unproblematical. The task 
of scaling up from a laboratory bench experiment to the first multi-step, hazard-
contained, industrial synthesis, yielding a product of quality and price acceptable to 
a substantial market, confronted Perkin with formidable problems, not only scientific 
and technological, but economic, environmental and legal also (Travis, 1990) 
(Layton, 1993, p.24). 

 

The case of the development of the photocopier machine is a characteristic example 

where the application of science was crucial since the development of 'xerography' or 'dry 

writing' was dependent on a sound understanding of the photoconductive properties of 

selenium. Nevertheless, the inventor Chester Carlson was surrounded by a sea of problems 

in his attempt to transform his innovative idea into a functional prototype. One of these 

problems was to find a material at the right size that could remove the surplus of ink dust 

from the selenium drum after each photocopy. The solution ― fur of Australian rabbit ― 

was found through trial and error and not through applying any scientific knowledge (Owen, 

1986 in Basalla, 1988). 

Another issue that further demonstrates the problematic nature of the TAS 

perspective is that there are certain cases in which it is the development in technology that 

has led to developments in science. Such cases fall under what is known as the materialistic 

perspective (Gardner, 1994a, 1994b), according to which, technological progress is actually 

necessary for and also influences the development of science. In many cases, scientists 

resorted to craft guilds, in order to obtain appropriate equipment needed to study the various 

natural phenomena (Derry & Williams, 1960). Carnot’s thermodynamic principles 

governing the function of the steam engine, the theory of elasticity as a means for 

constructing models of the ether, and the effect of hydrodynamics on the vortex theories of 
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matter are indicative examples where technological development clearly had an impact on 

scientific progress (Layton, 1993). Another example relates to the development of the 

telescope by craftsmen, much earlier than the emergence of our understanding of geometrical 

optics (Applin et al., 2000; Wolpert, 1992). The development of the telescope provided 

scientists with the ability to conduct more detailed observations and extend our 

understanding about the solar system. 

Such important influences of technology on science have become more influential as 

a result of the establishment of experimental science. A core principle of science is 

falsification. Based on this principle, the emergence of new discrepant data typically initiates 

further elaboration of scientific theory. Without the use of technology, it is impossible to 

conduct experiments (except for thought experiments). The person who introduced 

experimental processes into the scientific practice and is thus credited with the establishment 

of modern science was Galileo Galilei (1564-1642).  

The perspective of the “linear dependence” of technological innovations on science 

has been the topic of many studies in the history and philosophy in science. There are strong 

arguments in favor of Barnes’s position that technologists instead of being absolutely 

dependent on scientific resources, they rather exploit the resources of their own culture 

(Barnes, 1982). “Technological development is a complex interaction of forces which build 

mainly on prior technical knowledge and through which alternatives are selected by the 

application of external criteria (Grove, 1980; Kranzberg, 1968; Langrish, 1974)” (Shrum, 

1986, p.327). 

 
3.3. The current relationship between S&T and their distinction as a diachronic element 

3.3.1. Current relationship between S&T 

Based on what has been mentioned in the subsection 3.2, it becomes evident that both 

perspectives of the interaction between S&T (TAS & the materialistic view) historically 

coexisted, despite the fact that prevalent conceptions about the nature of this interaction were 

not equally developed for the two perspectives, but were actually in favor of the TAS 

perspective. This can be induced from the fact that despite their coexistence, the appreciation 

of the TAS perspective prevailed for a long time, while the appreciation of the materialistic 

perspective seems to have emerged as a conceptual construct at a later stage and was used 

as an argument against the prevailing one-sided linear perspective of the relationship 

between the two fields. RODOTHEA H
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Boon (2006) cites a number of researchers and philosophers of science11 who suggest 

models of the interaction between S&T that “can explain cognitive change in technology 

without assuming that science is a prerequisite of technology” (p.30). These studies reveal 

the insufficiency of a linear-deterministic model of the science–technology relationship 

(prominence of the TAS perspective), since science does not necessarily need to lead to any 

corresponding technological innovation (Boon, 2006). 

Summarizing the arguments against the prevalence of the TAS perspective, Gardner 

(1993) points out that the scientific and the technological capabilities are not identical. 

Technological development could use scientific knowledge as a resource but this does not 

imply a necessary condition. Even when technology uses scientific knowledge, the process 

of applying can be a very complex procedure that requires many practical capabilities that 

are not situated among scientific activities. 

Science served an important role in technological developments during the second 

half of the 19th century and during the 20th century it further met the development of new 

technologies that were based on science. Despite the inflow of new scientific theories and 

data, modern technology includes much more than a series of applications of scientific 

breakthroughs. S&T in modern industry are equal partners where each field contributes 

uniquely to the success of the enterprise under consideration. Still, even nowadays it is not 

strange for an engineer to invent a technological solution that defies current scientific 

understanding or to devise an engineering activity that opens new avenues for scientific 

research (Basalla, 1988). 

Barnes (1982) describes this shift in how the relation between S&T as the transition 

from the “good old days” where the hierarchical model dominated to “today” where the 

interactive model dominates our conceptions of this interaction. He describes the following 

change in the way of thinking: 

I start with the major reorientation in our thinking about science-technology 
relationship which has occurred in recent years. …we recognize S&T to be on a par 
with each other. Both sets of practitioners creatively extend and develop their 
existing culture; but both also take up and exploit some part of the culture of the 
other… they are in fact enmeshed in a symbiotic relationship (Barnes, 1982, p.166). 

 

The above excerpt underlines the difficulty to isolate pure science from technology 

nowadays. Even though Barnes could be overoptimistic when proposing that the most 

                                                           

11 On page 30, Boon (2006) cites the following: Layton (1971), Böhme et al. (1978), Rapp (1981), 
Constant (1984), de Solla Price (1984), Laudan (1984), Staudenmaier (1985), Basalla (1988), Kroes 
and Bakker (1992), Mitcham (1994), Smith and Marx (1994), Gardner (1997), and Ihde (1997). 
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important replacement has been achieved, this can be seen as a socially constructive view 

about S&T that fits well with his own view about the nature of their relationship. 

Today we are less inclined to degrade technology as opposed to science. Instead, we 

recognize the equivalence in the relationship between S&T. Researchers of both fields 

creatively expand and develop their existing cultures, while at the same time they utilize 

methods that fall in the culture of the other field (Barnes, 1982). 

Technology and science could both survive as forms of institutionalized activity 
independently of the other, but are in fact enmeshed in a symbiotic relationship ― a 
weak, mutually beneficial interaction, which looks much the same whichever way 
round it is considered (Barnes, 1982, p.168). 

 

3.3.2. Distinction between S&T as a diachronic element 

In many contemporary fields (electronics, genetic engineering, materials science), the 

interaction between scientists and technologists is so close, that the contribution of each one 

is difficult to tell apart (Gardner, 1993), and such fields cannot be categorized as exclusively 

scientific or exclusively technological. However, despite the strong connections that exist 

between them, S&T cannot be merged into a single construct (Arageorgis & Baltas, 1989; 

Wolpert, 1992). The distinction between the two fields has been discussed by many 

researchers12 and depicted in various notions. Some of these are summarized by Williams 

(2002) and include the following distinctions shown in the following table.  

 
Table 1  
Diverse aspects of the value systems that characterize S&T 

 Science Technology 
Goals Pursuing knowledge Creating solutions 
Focus Analytical Practical 
Knowledge Production (abstract, general) Transformation (detailed and 

functional) 
Success Better theories of 

understanding 
Better products in the market 

Methodology [Discovery] Design 
Approach [Reductionism] Holism 
Communication Expository and symbolic Visual and non verbal 
Theories About causes About processes 
Attitude [Reductionalism] Holism 
Search for Causes Solutions 
Real world [Descriptive] laws Interferes with natural order 
The table is copied from Williams (2002). 
Block parentheses were added to indicate aspects that are at variance with current 
understandings in science education. 

                                                           

12 On this see Arageorgis and Baltas (1989), Bhaduri (2003), Gardner (1994), Schummer (1997), 
Williams (2002) among many others. 
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The close interaction between S&T justifies the claim that making sharp distinctions 

between the two fields is a rather complex issue. That is because each of the above criteria 

cannot stand alone in order to discriminate the two fields in an absolute manner. However, 

there is a consensus that the difference between the social purposes of S&T clearly 

distinguishes the two fields: science aims at producing reliable knowledge about how 

systems function; technology seeks to generate solutions to problems encountered by society 

or to develop procedures or products that respond to human needs13. From a methodological 

viewpoint, a consequent distinction is between core processes that are adopted for achieving 

the purposes of S&T. Specifically, investigation (i.e., variable controlling) is a core process 

in science, while design is a core process in technology (Lewis, 2006; NRC, 1996). The 

differentiations in the social purposes between S&T serve as a least distinctive criterion that 

is found to apply from the beginnings of the two fields until today. It goes without saying 

that there is room for creativity and innovation in both domains.  

 For instance, the research that is being conducted within the various branches of 

science with respect to climate change seeks to improve our understanding about the 

complex interactions between a range of factors relevant to these phenomena, including the 

variation in the ozone concentration in different regions of the atmosphere and the storage 

mechanisms for carbon dioxide gas, and to build models with predictive and explanatory 

capabilities. Contemporary technological activity in this same domain, seeks to design new 

products for harnessing alternative energy sources (such as improved batteries for making 

stored electricity accessible to cars over extended periods of time) in order to reduce human 

impact on climate change (e.g., through a corresponding reduction in the widespread 

emission of greenhouse gases). There is considerable technological activity involved in 

designing new processes for electricity generation from wind or solar energy (making use of 

long established scientific principles) and also in designing new methods for monitoring the 

climate change and possible consequences. The invention of improved procedures and 

techniques for providing advance warning of tsunami events are one example of a fairly 

recent technological innovation.   

 
  

                                                           

13 On this see AAAS (1989), Agassi (1980), Arageorgis & Baltas (1989), Custer (1995), Gardner 
(1993, 1994), ITEA (2000), Jones (2006), NRC (1996). 
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3.4 Synopsis of the main ideas  

Undertaking the task of exploring the historical background of the interrelationship between 

S&T led to the following key ideas: 

• Even though S&T are two highly interacting fields it is possible to conceive them as 

distinct fields that differ in certain respects. For instance sections 3.1 and 3.3.2 

suggest a difference between S&T in terms of the purpose they are targeted at: 

science could be conceived as the enterprise that seeks to generate reliable 

knowledge; technology is the enterprise that seeks to respond to human needs by 

developing solutions to problems. Consequently, the central processes that serve 

these different purposes are also different: investigation is a core process in science; 

design is a core process in technology. 

• S&T today, constitute two closely linked areas of human activity, which are strongly 

interdependent, providing a scientific underpinning to modern technological 

processes and a technological underpinning to modern scientific processes. More 

specifically:  

o Science contributes towards the development of technology through (a) 

providing background knowledge (theories, laws, models) that could inform 

and support the design of technological innovations, and (b) posing 

challenges (to be seized by technology) regarding the design of novel 

instrumentations (i.e., the instruments/procedures for measuring, monitoring 

or controlling).   

o Technology contributes to the development of science by: (a) facilitating 

experimentation, through the provision of more reliable and accurate 

techniques and instruments and (b) generating new research questions whose 

treatment invites scientific inquiry. 

We hold the view that articulating the above ideas contributes towards achieving the 

purpose of the present study since these ideas guide the process of curriculum design for 

promoting students’ awareness of the interrelationship between S&T with respect to framing 

the teaching content. 

 

4. The underlying rationale and a proposed structure for a teaching 

approach 

Despite its complexity, the issue of how S&T differ and relate to each other entails certain 

aspects which could be usefully and productively addressed in school science, starting from 
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the elementary school. Two of them, which are the foci of the teaching innovation we 

elaborate in this section, include (a) the distinction between S&T on the basis of the nature 

of the goals they pursue and the processes through which they seek to realize them and (b) 

certain aspects of the interaction among the two fields, namely that science contributes 

towards the development of technology by providing background knowledge (theories, laws, 

models) that could inform and support the design of technological innovations, and that 

technology contributes to the development of science by facilitating experimentation, 

through the provision of more reliable and accurate techniques and instruments and also by 

generating new research questions whose treatment invites scientific inquiry. 

 
4.1. Underlying rationale of the activity sequence – Teaching transformations – Learning 

objectives 

As was elaborated in a previous subsection, despite the importance of the ability to 

distinguish between S&T, it is the case that it does not typically emerge as an outcome of 

conventional science teaching or students’ maturation or acquisition of experiences as 

members of modern societies. Obviously, this discrepancy calls for teaching innovations. As 

is the case with any attempts to transfer ideas about the NOS in school science, teaching 

innovations often need to rely on teaching transformations seeking to align the complexity 

of the targeted ideas with students’ cognitive resources. One challenge that is inherent in 

attempts to devise teaching transformations for the NOS is how to avoid conflicts with 

corresponding ideas that are widely accepted within the philosophy of science. That is, 

despite being simplified and incomplete, the ideas that students are intended to develop 

should have the potential to serve a productive role and should be amenable to further 

elaboration at subsequent stages so as to become more sophisticated and epistemologically 

coherent (Taber, 2008). In this section, we propose an activity sequence that has been 

developed to serve as a teaching transformation for helping upper-elementary and lower 

secondary school students appreciate key ideas of the interrelationship between S&T.  

The design of the activity sequence has relied on insights from three directions: (i) 

existing knowledge concerning the teaching and learning about the NOS (section 2), (ii) 

insights from the history and philosophy of science with respect to the interrelationship 

between S&T and its temporal evolution (section 3), and (iii) empirical data concerning 

students’ ideas and difficulties about the distinction between S&T as reported in a specially 

designed study (see Constantinou et al., 2010a) (section 2). 

The learning objectives addressed by the activity sequence include the development 

of students’ understanding about (a) the distinction between S&T in terms of the core 
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objectives they are pursuing, i.e., understanding that science seeks to generate reliable 

knowledge about how nature works, while technology strives to generate solutions that 

address human needs and problems, (b) the distinction between S&T, in terms of the core 

processes they rely on, i.e., investigation is a process employed for achieving scientific goals, 

while design is a procedure applied for reaching technological goals, (c) the potential 

contribution of science to the development of technology through the provision of a 

knowledge basis that can support the development or the improvement of technological 

innovations, (d) the potential contribution of technology to the development of science 

through, firstly, the provision of better (more accurate and more reliable) measurement 

instruments and experimental techniques and, secondly, the provision of new avenues for 

scientific investigation.  

The activity sequence introduces S&T as two purposeful social enterprises. Initially, 

the goals and processes of the two fields are discussed separately while, at a subsequent 

stage, an attempt is made to combine them so as to facilitate the exploration of their 

interconnections. Additionally, the activity sequence incorporates activities that take into 

account anticipated student difficulties so as to offer them guidance to resolve them. 

 
4.2. Overview of the activity sequence 

The TLS we have developed is situated in the context of lenses and optical instruments. We 

deemed this as an appropriate context since it provides rich examples for the interplay 

between S&T such as the case of the telescope (Chalmers, 1999; McComas, 2008). The 

teaching approach we assumed draws on the Physics by Inquiry pedagogy (McDermott & 

the Physics Education Group, 1996). In this approach, teaching does not include any lecture, 

but is conducted through small autonomous, group investigations. Students work in groups 

with the activity sequence supporting them to gradually formulate operational definitions 

about S&T. Throughout the activity sequence students are systematically engaged in 

explicit, reflective epistemological discourse14 with respect to the distinction between the 

two fields and their interconnections. For most of the time, students work in groups of three 

under the guidance provided by the activity sequence and the teacher. Specific points of the 

activity sequence include discussions between each group and the teacher as well as some 

whole class discussions. The activity sequence entails three sets of activities, as shown in 

Figure 1.  

                                                           

14 For this see Akerson and Hanuscin (2007), Khishfe and Abd-El-Khalick (2002), Lederman (2007), 
Peters (2012), Sandoval and Morrison (2003), Walker and Zeidler (2003). 
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Design process

Reflection on basic components 
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Figure 1. Structure of the activity sequence 

 
4.2.1. Unit I: technological design process 

In the first two Units students are assigned the role of 17th century researchers that work on 

two independent projects. In the first Unit, students go through a design process in order to 

develop a solution to a certain problem which involves the ability to make observations from 

a distance. Specifically, this problem refers to the need of a doge to watch and track his game 

from a distance so as to avoid disturbances. Within this mission, they are guided to identify 

the problem and specify the specifications that should be provided by the solution (e.g., 

magnification of distant objects, light to carry, easy to use, etc). A discussion with the teacher 

follows about what their mission is, the characteristics that should be possessed by the 

solution, and the resources they need for reaching a good solution. Next, students study 
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various information that are supposed to be found in a 17th century optical instrument library 

concerning the use of lenses and mirrors (e.g., microscopes, periscopes, telescopes, 

kaleidoscopes, etc) and they are asked to find a solution that fits the characteristics they had 

specified. Once students decide the solution that best fits their specifications they discuss it 

with the teacher. Next, the teacher provides them with instructions and materials that will 

help them construct their own telescope. Afterwards, they are guided to use the telescope in 

order to assess its ability to magnify distant objects (which is the main specification that their 

solution should satisfy) and evaluate it by comparing with telescopes constructed by other 

groups (each group is given different pairs of lenses so as to result in telescope models of 

different magnifications). They are also asked to suggest changes that they might do in order 

to improve their telescope and respond more effectively to their mission.  

After this mission is completed, students are engaged in reflection on the process 

they followed to address the problem they were confronted with (i.e., they undertake a design 

project) and they were guided to identify core components of this process (problem 

definition, formulation of specifications, data collection, suggested ideas/solutions, selection 

of the best idea, construction of the solution, evaluation, revision). In the next instance, they 

are engaged in generalizing these ideas by presenting them with descriptions of similar 

research processes in different contexts and engaging them in the identification of 

similarities with the process they followed. The aim of this latter activity is to help students 

to abstract core ideas relevant to the design process.   

In addition to focusing on the process, students are also provided with descriptions 

of the goal pursued by various research projects and they are asked to identify goals that are 

similar to the goal they are asked to addressed in the first mission (i.e., develop solutions to 

human problems). At this point, the term ‘technology’ is introduced for the first time and it 

is associated with the goal of developing solutions to human problems and the design 

process. It is important to note that, at this stage, the design project that was implemented by 

students did not rely on scientific knowledge (the contribution of science will be advanced 

later on). This decision is made for two reasons. The first is that this allows attributing to 

technology a possible self-existent status and partially addressing students’ difficulty in 

viewing technology as applied science. Secondly, this could serve to avoid the premature 

appearance of the science-technology distinction which would have perplexed rather that 

enhanced students’ understanding of the issue at this stage. 
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4.2.2. Unit II: Scientific investigation 

Similarly, the second Unit seeks to help students appreciate the goal of science (i.e., 

generation of reliable knowledge) and recognize investigation as a process through which it 

seeks to realize this goal. This is achieved through students’ engagement in structured 

investigations that evaluate the potential influence exerted by various factors on the 

magnification provided by a lens. This set of activities is carried out in terms of the students’ 

second mission, where they are trying to respond to Galileo’s need to improve his 

understanding about how his telescope works. As was the case with the previous unit, the 

role of technology and its relation to science was intentionally excluded from the discussion. 

More specifically, students initially formulate operational definition about the focal length 

of a convex lens (i.e., the distance between a lens and a piece of paper in which the paper 

burns if the lens is placed between sunlight and the paper). Next, students carry out two 

structured investigations in order to respond to questions posed by Galileo (“Does the 

distance between an object and a lens influence the distance between a lens and its image?”, 

“Does the focal length of a lens influence the dimensions of a very distant object’s image?”). 

Next the teacher discusses with the students how the findings that emerged from their 

experiments are connected to the operation of the telescope and they are asked to rely on 

them for formulating instructions, to be sent to Galileo, on how to carry out experiments in 

order to investigate whether the focal length of an objective or an eyepiece lens influences 

the image produced by a telescope. 

Next, students are supported to reflect on the process they followed through questions 

that help them identify certain aspects as basic components of investigation (formulate 

investigable question in the form “Does factor A influence factor B?”, carry out the 

experiment (change factor A, measure factor B, keep constant all other factors that might 

influence), record results, answer the investigative question). They are also guided to 

generalize the objective served by such research processes (i.e., develop understanding about 

how nature functions) by providing them with various research goals of other projects and 

asking them to identify those that are similar, in nature, with the goal they addressed 

themselves. At this point, the term ‘science’ is introduced for the first time and it is connected 

with the goal of producing reliable knowledge about how nature works and the investigation 

process.  

 
4.2.3. Unit III: Distinctions and relationships between S&T 

After reaching consensus about the goal and core processes of each domain, students are 

gradually introduced to certain aspects of how S&T interact. This Unit begins with engaging 
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students in a discussion on the differences between S&T. Specifically, they are asked to 

compare and contrast the two research projects that they were engaged with, in terms of their 

goal and the process through which they seek to realize them. Students are guided to construe 

the nature of the goal (production of new knowledge versus identification and development 

of solutions to certain problems) and the core process for realizing goal (investigation versus 

design) as two ways of distinguishing between S&T.  

Next, students review narratives that have been specifically formulated so as to depict 

examples of interaction between S&T15. Those narratives are presented as parts of a fictitious 

diary that was supposed to belong to Galileo and students are asked to identify examples of 

scientific and technological activities and also identify instances in which science 

contributed to the development of technology, or vice versa. This is intended to help students 

appreciate the bidirectional relationship between S&T. Examples of these excerpts are 

shown in the following Figure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2. Excerpts from the “Galileo’s diary” that was used by students to investigate the 
relations between S&T 

 

                                                           

15 For this see Abd-El-Khalick and Lederman (2000b), Irwin (2000), Olson et al. (2005), Rudge & 
Howe (2009), Solomon et al. (1992), Straits and Nichols (2007). 

[…] “Since I was informed about the existence of telescopes, I am very curious in 
understanding how a telescope functions so as to magnify distant objects. How do its 
lenses function? Does the focal length of a lens influence the magnification of the 
telescope? Tomorrow morning I will do some investigations with different lenses so as 
to explain how the telescope works…” 

“Today I carried out two investigations. In the first, I investigated whether the focal 
length of the lens influences its magnification, i.e., how many times a distant object is 
magnified. I constructed telescopes with different objective lenses. I used them to 
observe the Moon and I calculated the magnification for each telescope. I reached the 
conclusion that the longer focal length of the objective lens, the bigger the objects 
seemed. In a similar manner, I carried out a second investigation […] From the results I 
concluded that the smaller the focal length of the eyepiece lens, the higher the 
magnification.” 

“Dear diary, the conclusions from yesterday’s investigations have helped me in deciding 
which lenses I should use in order to make a strong telescope” […] 

“During the last few nights I used my telescope in order to observe the stars. To my great 
surprise, I observed various things that are not visible by the naked eye. I observed that 
the Moon’s surface is not smooth but consists of mountains, valleys and many craters. 
Also, I noticed that the shape of planet Venus changes each night just like the Moon does. 
I even saw that planet Zeus has its own moons and not one, but four! I will continue my 
observations because now I am even more interested in understanding how the planets 
move.” 
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5. Discussion – Teaching and curriculum design implications 

Possessing an adequate understanding concerning how S&T differ and interrelate has 

implications on various issues including citizens’ ability to meaningfully participate in the 

public debate over socio-scientific issues and make informed choices on their future careers. 

In this study we have illustrated a teaching proposal for raising young learners’ awareness 

of the interrelationship between S&T. A major source of input that was assumed and 

employed in designing the TLS was the history and philosophy of S&T. Specifically, we 

have undertaken the task of mapping the various perspectives expressed in the relevant 

literature on the relation between S&T with a view to use this body of information for 

guiding the curriculum development process. The study’s main contribution is twofold. 

The first relates to highlighting the potential of using inputs from the history and 

philosophy of science on perspectives of the interrelationship between S&T. This serves as 

a useful tool for facilitating and supporting attempts to develop teaching and learning 

materials that address NOS issues. Specifically in our case, exposing the perspectives of the 

interrelationship between S&T through the lens of history has revealed the complexity 

inherent in the whole issue and especially in pursuing clear distinction between these two 

fields in the context of contemporary interdisciplinary research fields. This analysis has 

provided valuable insights that have largely informed the development of the activity 

sequence. Specifically, it served towards clarifying core ideas and, hence, it informed 

decisions relevant to the formulation of learning objectives and to the design of the activity 

sequence so as to be based on appropriate transformations of the actual content of the 

interrelationship between S&T. For example, mapping the historical background of the two 

main perspectives of the interaction between S&T (TAS and materialistic perspective) has 

contributed to the identification of certain ways in which advancements in one field 

contribute to the development of the other, which were taken into consideration for the 

formulation of the corresponding learning objectives. 

At the same time, the lessons learned from mapping the historical background around 

the certain perspectives of the interrelationship between S&T served to articulate the 

teaching transformation, by identifying the constraints that is bounded with and ensuring its 

potential to be elaborated at subsequent stages so as to address these constraints and become 

more closely aligned with how S&T are construed in the corresponding academic fields. For 

example, it is the case that ascribing technology and science with a self-existent status in 

Units 1 and 2, respectively, seems rather inaccurate and incapable of capturing the 

interdisciplinary nature of contemporary technological and scientific research. However, 
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despite this limitation, it has to be stressed that this approach provides an appropriate starting 

point for facilitating the discussion on the interrelationship between S&T: it enables students 

to familiarize themselves with fundamental characteristics of each field individually (i.e., 

the goals they are pursuing and the core processes they rely on in realizing these goals), 

which is a prerequisite for explicitly engaging in epistemological discourse about differences 

and connections between S&T. This initial approach could be further elaborated at 

subsequent stages so as to incorporate additional aspects of the corresponding issue and shift 

to a more informed account (Taber, 2008). At this point, in addition to its potentially 

productive function, it is also interesting noticing the compatibility between this approach 

and the corresponding historical perspective that is evidenced in section 3.1 concerning the 

initial independence between S&T. Even though the discussion about the value of drawing 

on history and philosophy of science as a resource for curriculum development has been 

restricted to a specific aspect of the NOS (i.e., the interrelationship between S&T), it is 

important noting that this could be generalizable to any attempt to devise curriculum 

materials for addressing learning objectives relevant to the NOS. 

The second contribution of the present study relates to the proposal of the structure 

of a teaching innovation for addressing this issue with elementary students. Despite the wide 

recognition of the importance of helping students develop epistemologically informed views 

about the NOS16 this learning objective typically receives scant attention in conventional 

teaching practice in science and there is a need for relevant research-based teaching 

innovations for integrating explicit aspects of the NOS (Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; 

Sandoval & Morrison, 2003), especially in the case of the elementary and middle school 

grades (Akerson & Volrich, 2006; Kang et al., 2005). The present study contributes towards 

meeting this need by proposing an activity sequence for developing students’ awareness of 

a specific NOS aspect, namely the interrelationship between S&T.  

Future steps of the current research project include the implementation of the activity 

sequence in classroom environments with a view to evaluate its effectiveness through 

appropriate instrumentation and to further promote its learning objectives. 

 

  

                                                           

16 For this see AAAS (1989), Driver et al. (1996), Kang et al. (2005), Lederman (2007), NRC (1996). 
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CHAPTER III 

Teaching aspects of the interrelationship between 

science and technology: a research report on the design, 

enactment and evaluation of a teaching proposal 

 

Abstract  

Helping upper-elementary and lower-secondary school students develop an awareness of 

various aspects of the nature of science and technology is a widely recognized goal of science 

teaching. In this study we focus on the interrelationship between S&T. We report on the 

design development, implementation and evaluation of a TLS that combines hands-on 

activities in geometrical optics with EED for reflection purposes. The design of the TLS 

drew on perspectives from inquiry-oriented and design-based teaching and learning 

frameworks. The enactment of the sequence involved an intact class of upper-elementary 

school students. We present indicative results from written closed-ended and open-ended 

tasks and follow-up semi-structured interviews about students’ understanding of the 

difference between the overarching goals of S&T. The results illustrate elementary students' 

readiness to engage with epistemic issues and demonstrate possibilities in prompting young 

learners’ ability to develop informed awareness of the nature of S&T. The results also 

provide feedback for the revision of the TLS so as to further enhance its effectiveness in 

achieving the stated learning objectives. We discuss implications for the teaching of nature 

of S&T ideas and for the design and validation of TLSs. 

 

Keywords 

teaching-learning sequence; nature of science; explicit epistemological discourse; science 

and technology 
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1. Introduction  

Whilst the Nature of Science (NOS) and Nature of Technology (NOT) as educational 

constructs are recognized as core learning objectives of S&T education and an components 

of scientific and technological literacy (AAAS, 1989; Driver et al., 1996; ITEA, 2007; Kang 

et al., 2005; Lederman, 2007; McComas & Olson, 2002; NRC, 1996, 2012; Taber, 2008 

among many others), conventional science/technology teaching practices pay inadequate 

attention to this goal. More research is needed, both for clarifying pending issues relevant to 

teaching and learning about NOS/NOT and for exemplifying illustrations of effective 

teaching innovations (Lederman, 2007; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003), especially in the 

upper-elementary and lower-secondary school grades (Akerson & Volrich 2006; Kang et al., 

2005).  

Our study responds to this need with a focus on a scarcely investigated aspect of 

NOS/NOT, namely the interrelationship between S&T. The interrelationship between S&T 

is of contemporary interest because of the societal need to make better use of the results of 

research in innovation and entrepreneurship. Science education can contribute towards 

laying the foundations for an appreciation of this priority by promoting student 

understanding of the distinction as well as of the connections between S&T (Jones & 

Buntting, 2015; McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003), which are recognized as one aspect 

of NOS/NOT (Constantinou, et al., 2010a; Hadjilouca, Constantinou & Papadouris, 2011; 

McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003). 

It is questionable whether we could or should engage teenage students in drawing 

sharp distinctions between S&T. However, we do draw on the premise that trying to think 

about this distinction can lead to a better understanding of what can clearly be classified as 

Technology and what can clearly be classified as Science, as well as how the two 

interconnect, feeding from each other through a dynamic interaction. ȉhe study investigates 

sixth graders’ ability to develop an awareness about this topic through a specially designed 

TLS. The TLS focuses on explicitly promoting learning objectives concerning the 

appreciation of the main aspects of the interrelationship between S&T, such as the different 

overarching goals of Science or Technology, the different fundamental processes pursued 

by S&T and fundamental ideas relating to the connections between S&T.  
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2. Theoretical framework: developing NOS/NOT awareness about the 

interrelationship between S&T 

2.1 Proposed ways for teaching NOS/NOT 

Research on assessing and promoting NOS/NOT understandings has led to consensus that 

such awareness does not develop intuitively, but needs to be explicitly addressed (Akerson 

et al., 2000; Driver et al., 1996; Lederman, 2007; Papadouris & Constantinou, 2017). This 

is empirically supported by studies that assess students’ views of the distinction between 

S&T in particular (Constantinou et al., 2010a), as well as students’ understandings of other 

NOS aspects (Kang et al., 2005; Lederman, 2007). All of these studies conclude that 

students’ understandings about NOS/NOT do not emerge as a result of their interaction with 

conventional science/technology activities. Additionally, empirical research reports with 

classroom enactments where NOS was explicitly addressed, support the need to explicitly 

treat NOS, like all objectives of science learning, through purposefully designed activity 

sequences (Khishfe & Lederman, 2006; Lederman, 2007; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003). 

Explicit teaching of NOS refers to purposefully planned group discourse activities 

that draw students’ attention to epistemic issues (Oliveira et al., 2012). Prior research on 

investigating explicitness in NOS teaching examines the role of systematically engaging 

students in reflective and structured discussions. Relevant literature suggests that embedding 

such EED improves NOS understanding (Clough, 2006; Lederman, 2007; Sandoval, 2003). 

However, this approach has not been examined with respect to the interrelationship between 

S&T. 

Research reports suggest three possible types of activities for explicitly promoting 

NOS understandings in science teaching/learning. These three types vary depending on the 

extent and type of integration with other aspects of science learning. The first type, suggests 

nonintegrated/de-contextualized activities wherein the elaboration about NOS is 

disconnected from the science topic under study (e.g., Lederman & Abd-El-Khalick, 2000; 

Bell, 2008); the second type refers to integrated/contextualized activities that embed 

epistemic aspects of science in the same activities that are intended to elaborate the 

conceptual aspects of the scientific context (e.g., Khishfe & Lederman, 2006; Walker & 

Zeidler, 2003; Zeidler et al., 2002); the third type pertains to studying episodes drawn from 

the history of science with a view to abstract epistemic ideas (e.g., Clough, 2011; Kim & 

Irving, 2010; Rudge & Howe, 2009; Solomon et al., 1992). 

These approaches have not been extensively studied yet and further research is 

needed on their relevant effectiveness. Notably, only three comparative studies reported 
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heretofore, compare integrated and non-integrated approaches (Bell et al., 2011; Khishfe & 

Lederman, 2006; Peters, 2012). The results of these three studies do not clearly suggest the 

adoption of a single approach, since moderate improvements in students’ NOS awareness 

were found in all types. We have been unable to identify studies that compare the 

effectiveness of promoting NOS understandings through stories from the history of science 

and the use of the integrated or the nonintegrated approach. Our study is mainly aligned with 

the integrated approach, although it embodies episodes from the history of science. 

 
2.2 Why is an awareness of the interrelationship between S&T important? 

Focusing on the interrelationship between S&T is justified for various reasons, also 

elaborated elsewhere (Constantinou et al., 2010a; Hadjilouca et al., 2011). The most 

important of these can be summarized as follows: Firstly, as previously mentioned, it is 

recognized as one aspect of the NOS/NOT (McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003). 

Secondly, it has not been adequately studied heretofore, especially in the case of K-8 school 

students (Akerson & Volrich, 2006; Kang et al., 2005). Thirdly, appreciating the potentials 

and constraints of S&T is essential for developing the ability to effectively engage with 

socio-scientific issues (Sadler et al., 2005), which is a recognized, important component of 

both scientific and technological literacy (AAAS, 1989; Jones, 2006; ITEA, 2007; Kolstø, 

2008; Sandoval, 2005). Fourthly, new knowledge in this area could inform and facilitate 

attempts to devise mechanisms for increasing students’ interest towards S&T courses (Gago, 

et al., 2004; NSF, 2003; OECD, 2006) and it could offer them guidance on future careers 

(Jones & Buntting, 2015). Particularly, it could help the education system encourage students 

to make more informed decisions and in turn, increase the likelihood for successful career 

choices. Finally, prevalent conceptions about S&T are important for efforts to communicate 

publicly their role in society and the outcomes of the various policy procedures for 

developing funding priorities. For instance, the level of public support for an innovation 

system in close symbiosis but distinct from the science system, and also closely related with 

financial investment mechanisms, is directly related to the level of public understanding of 

the differences between S&T and the diverse roles they play in economic development. 

 
2.3 Operational definitions for this research  

S&T are two highly interacting fields of social activity. Nevertheless, it is possible to 

consider them as distinct domains. A fundamental difference between S&T, which is the 

focal point of the enactment reported in this study, relates to the difference in the orientation, 

i.e., between the overarching goals that the two field pursue: Science is the enterprise that 
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seeks to generate reliable knowledge; technology is the enterprise that seeks to respond to 

human needs by developing solutions to problems (AAAS, 1989; Arageorgis & Baltas, 

1989; Constantinou et al., 2010a; Bybee, 2011; Gardner, 1994a; ITEA, 2007; Jones, 2006; 

NRC, 1996). Furthermore, from a methodological viewpoint, another distinction refers to 

the core processes adopted for achieving the different goals of S&T. Specifically, controlled 

experimentation or, more broadly, investigation is a core process in science, while design is 

a core process in technology (De Vries, 2009; Jones & Buntting, 2015; Lewis, 2006; NRC, 

1996, 2012; Constantinou et al., 2010a). 

Controlled experimentation17 is a specific methodology employed in scientific 

research with the objective “to test hypothesized links of causation or functional 

relationships, that is, tentative explanations” (Gyllenpalm & Wickman, 2011, p.4). This 

methodology could be enacted when studying causal relationships between variables that 

might be involved in a phenomenon. It includes the performance of a specific planned 

change in a system and the study of its effects, while simultaneously as many extraneous 

variables as possible are kept constant (Beveridge, 1961). Controlled experimentation can 

be thought of as one approach to scientific investigation. An understanding of controlled 

experimentation combines both conceptual and procedural aspects, which are important 

facets of scientific thinking (Duggan & Gott, 1995).  

In this simplified transformation, the methodological aspects of technology can be 

described by the construct of design. Design rests on a set of attributes that can be iteratively 

combined in order to devise a solution to a problem, that corresponds to an end product or a 

process, which satisfies certain specified requirements. Such attributes include the 

following: Definition and representation of the problem, formulation of specifications, 

search for relevant information, brainstorming of ideas and planning, selection of the best 

idea, development of a model of the selected solution, test and evaluation of the model of a 

solution, refinement, usability test, communication of results (ITEA, 2007). 

It is important to recognize that the processes employed in S&T are much more 

complex and obviously not restrained exclusively to controlled experimentation or design, 

respectively. Nevertheless, these two processes are core representative features of the two 

domains and therefore can serve as starting points for teaching about the distinction between 

S&T (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). 

                                                           

17 Also reported as control of variables strategy (D. Klahr, D. Kuhn), design and conduct of scientific 

investigations (D. Kuhn, N. Lederman), experimental design (N. Lederman). 
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Developing awareness about the interrelationship between S&T posits an interesting 

challenge for S&T education. Given the complex nature of both enterprises, their 

interconnections and mutual influences are predictably elaborate. For the purposes of school 

teaching and learning, the following simplified account provides a structure for rich and 

fruitful development: S&T constitute two closely linked areas of human activity, which are 

strongly interdependent, providing a scientific underpinning to modern technological 

processes and a technological underpinning to modern scientific processes. Specifically, 

science contributes to the development of technology through (a) providing background 

knowledge (theories, laws, models) that inform and often guide the design of technological 

innovations, and (b) posing challenges (to be seized by technology) regarding the design of 

novel processes or instrumentation (i.e., the instruments/procedures for measuring, 

monitoring or controlling). Respectively, technology contributes to the development of 

science by (a) facilitating experimentation, through the provision of more reliable and 

accurate methods and instruments and (b) generating new research questions for scientific 

inquiry.  

The TLS developed in this study for promoting upper-elementary school students’ 

awareness of the interrelationship between S&T, emphasizes on these dual ideas: mutual 

support and interacting requirements between S&T. 

 

3. Research questions 

In this study we wanted to focus on students’ understanding of the difference between the 

overarching goal of science and the overarching goal of technology. Specifically, we sought  

to investigate the following research questions: 

(a) To what extent can upper-elementary school students improve their understanding about 

the different overarching goals of S&T through a specially designed TLS that combines 

inquiry-oriented and design-based activities integrated with explicit NOS/NOT discourse?  

(b) What difficulties do upper-elementary school students encounter in their attempts to 

develop an understanding of the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? 

 

4. Development of the teaching proposal 

The research followed a technological design process that included: a) initial design of the 

activity sequence, b) enactment with a class of sixth grades, c) pre-post tests and follow-up 

interviews for assessing students’ understanding, d) data analysis, e) refinement of the 

activity sequence based on the results. This process is shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 3. Development of the teaching proposal 

 
4.1 Formulating the Learning Objectives (LOs) 

The first stage of the development of the TLS involves the formulation of LOs. Specifically, 

the LOs include elaboration on the following two aspects of the interrelationship between 

S&T: (a) the differences between S&T on the basis of the nature of the overarching goals 

they pursue and the central processes through which they seek to realize them and (b) certain 

aspects of the interaction among the two fields, namely that science contributes towards the 

development of technology by providing background knowledge (theories, laws, models) 

that could inform and support the design of technological innovations, and that technology 

contributes to the development of science by facilitating investigation, through the provision 

of more reliable and accurate techniques and instruments and also by generating new 

research questions whose treatment invites scientific inquiry. 

 
4.2 Designing the activity sequence 

4.2.1 Inputs 

This initial design was based on two types of input: theoretical and empirical. The first, 

concerns the review of literature from relevant areas from the History and Philosophy of 

S&T such as facets of the interrelationship between S&T and from Science Education such 

as proposals for teaching NOS topics, approaches used for assessing students’ NOS 

understanding and methodological issues in curriculum development. A previous study was 

concerned on this type of input (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). The second, concerns empirical 
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input about of various aged students’ ideas and difficulties about the distinction between 

S&T, again investigated in a previous research (Constantinou et al., 2010a). 

 
4.2.2 Rationale and overview of the activity sequence 

The teaching approach enacted applies the "physics by inquiry" pedagogy (McDermott & 

the Physics Education Group, 1996). In this approach, teaching does not include any lecture, 

but is conducted through small autonomous, group investigations, where the teacher 

facilitates learning through posing questions and probing students’ reasoning. For most of 

the time, students work in groups of three under the guidance provided by the activity 

sequence and the teacher. Specific points of the activity sequence include discussions 

between each group and the teacher as well as some whole class discussions. Throughout 

the activity sequence students are systematically engaged in explicit, reflective 

epistemological discourse with respect to the LOs, so that they gradually formulate 

operational definitions about the S&T. For the design of the first set of activities, students 

used a web-based environment, while the rest of the activities were based on using 

worksheets and experimenting with real materials.  

The rationale of the TLS involved the gradual implementation of the orientation and 

the main methodology introduced in each of the two fields and at a later stage the expansion 

on explicit study of connections between S&T. Additionally, the TLS included purposely 

designed activities so as to manage expected students’ difficulties and to support students 

for overstepping them through discussions of each group with the teacher and whole class 

discussions. 

 
4.2.3 Conceptual context and activity structure of the TLS 

Lenses and optical instruments are the conceptual context for addressing the LOs and 

historical episodes from the history of the telescope are included. Lenses and optical 

instruments is considered as an appropriate context for situating the TLS, since it provides 

rich examples of the interplay between S&T, such as the case of the telescope. The activity 

sequence entails three sets of activities, as structured in the following figure and in the 

following paragraphs. More detailed information on the rationale of the combination of 

inquiry-oriented and design-based activity sequence can be found in Study 1 (Hadjilouca et 

al., 2011). The present study is the first attempt to apply the rationale and explore its 

effectiveness with respect to promoting the LO about understanding the distinction between 

the overarching goals between S&T. 
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Figure 4. Structure of the activity sequence 

The above conceptual structure of the TLS is an overview of the activity sequence. 

According to this, students learn by doing and reflecting while engaging in explicit 

epistemological discourse, through sets of activities. 

 In the first set (Unit 1), students go through a design process in order to develop a 

solution to a certain technological problem (i.e., to help a hunter so that he can watch and 

track his game more easily). Afterwards they are supported to reflect on the process they 

followed and, in the next instance, they are given descriptions of a similar design process in 

a different context with a view to help them identify certain aspects as basic components of 

technological design. They are also guided to generalize the objective served by such design 

processes (i.e., develop solutions to human problems) through providing them various 

research goals and asking them to identify cases where a research goal is similar to theirs or 
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not. At this point, the terms of ‘technology’ and ‘design’ are introduced for the first time and 

the field of technology is connected to its overarching goal and central process.    

 The second set (Unit 2) includes activities where students experimentally study 

factors that influence the magnification of lenses. Afterwards, similar to Unit 1, the activities 

seek to scaffold students to reflect on their activities and gradually generalize the goal of 

science (i.e., generation of reliable knowledge) and recognize investigation as a process 

through which it seeks to realize this goal. 

 In the first part of Unit 3, students are asked to compare and contrast the two research 

projects (Science and Technology projects) they accomplished in terms of the ways they 

worked and therefore appreciate two possible ways of distinguishing S&T; the nature of the 

aims they targeted at and the processes through which they enacted them.  

 In the second part of Unit 3, students review case studies from the history of the 

development of the telescope and they are guided to identify situations in which science 

contributes to the development of technology, or vice versa. This is intended to help students 

appreciate aspects of the bi-directional relationship between S&T.  

 
4.3 Specifying processes for evaluating the effectiveness of the TLS in promoting 

understanding of the different overarching goals between S&T (Evaluation tasks) 

Participants were an intact class of 17 sixth grade students aged 10-11 years old of a public 

elementary school. The TLS was enacted in the context of their S&T classes for a period of 

five weeks in which students met with the teacher/researcher for twelve 80minute sessions. 

 Before and after the enactment, students were assessed through forced-choice and 

open-ended tasks. In addition to this, ten of the students also participated in follow-up 

pre/post semi-structured interviews (protocol is attached in Appendix D). In this study we 

only report results from two of the written tasks, one quantitative and one qualitative, which 

assessed students’ understanding of the distinction between the overarching goals of S&T. 

We also report results from the interviews. 

 The first evaluation task (attached in Appendix B) involved completing two tests that 

were designed so that their items work in parallel and they were administered sequentially 

in one session. Each of these tests consisted of 32 multiple choice items, with each item 

describing the main objective of a certain research project. Students were asked to categorize 

these descriptions using a given criterion. In the first test (formal terminology, FT), they 

were asked to determine whether the stated objective of each project was more closely 

aligned with the goal of science, technology or neither. In the second test (elaborated 

definitions, ED), they were asked to differentiate between projects whose objective either 
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involved the improvement of our understanding with respect to the behavior of some aspects 

of the natural world (e.g., We examine whether microwave ovens are dangerous for our 

health and also what sort of problems they might cause), or the development of solutions to 

problems encountered by society (e.g., We try to make filters to absorb polluting fumes that 

are emitted from factory chimneys), or neither of these two goals (e.g., We are trying to 

decide the best location to build a desalination plant). Noticeably, these two sets of criteria 

are equivalent in that the second set draws on the core objectives of S&T. Underpinning the 

combined use of FT and AD tests is the idea that students who are in a position to 

differentiate between S&T in terms of the objectives that both fields pursue, would respond 

to both tests in a similar manner. Thus, the correlation of students’ responses to the two tests 

was anticipated to assess their awareness of this specific aspect and, hence, provide a 

measure of their understanding of the distinction between S&T, in general. 

 The second evaluation task concerns an open-ended question that was completed at 

the end of FT test (before ED) and asked students to come up with a general statement on 

how one could determine whether a research project seems either technologically or 

scientifically oriented. 

 Follow-up semi-structured interviews with 59% of the participants, were intended to 

help us describe students’ reasoning and identify possible epistemic or other difficulties 

hampering their learning pathways. Each interviewee was asked to respond (for a second 

time) to a selected sample of items included in the two written tests of the first evaluation 

task and next explain his/her reasoning. Additionally, whenever the interviewer identified 

inconsistencies (e.g., cases in which interviewees provided incompatible responses to the 

various items or responded differently as compared to the written test), she explicitly 

confronted students with these discrepancies and asked them to elaborate on them. These 

interviews are intended to provide a more detailed account of the reasoning underlying the 

student responses. This is also anticipated to inform our interpretation of data from the open-

ended question of the FT test, in which students are explicitly asked to explain their 

reasoning (Lederman et al., 2002). 

 

5. Enacting the TLS and evaluating its effectiveness - Results 

5.1 Students’ understanding of the distinction between the overarching goals of S&T 

The effectiveness of the TLS in scaffolding students to appreciate the distinction between 

the overarching goals of S&T is evaluated through various measures: One such measure is 

the correlation coefficient r between the scores in the FT and ED tests (rpre=0.351, ppre=0.167 
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and rpost=0.715, ppost=0.001). After the enactment, the correlation coefficient was higher and 

statistically significant, while the opposite was found before the enactment. 

 Another measure pertains to students’ performance in each of the two tests before 

and after the enactment. Paired samples T-test18 yielded statistically significant differences 

in students’ performances for both tests before and after the enactment, (FT test: t(16)=2.124, 

p<0.05, ED test: t(16)=5.491, p<0.001), with large effect sizes (rFT=0.468, rED=0.808). 

Therefore, students’ response to the two tests and therefore their appreciation of the 

distinction between S&T changed as a result of the enactment. 

 
Table 2 
Students’ responses to the question ‘How do you determine whether a given research project 
is more scientifically or more technologically oriented?’ 

Description of category Typical student responses 
 n=17 
 pre  Post 

0 Irrelevant answers – No 
response 

 In science we do scientific stuff and inދ
technology we do technological stuff.ތ 

7 2 

1 Inadequate or ambiguous 
discrimination  

 

 Technology is something that develops, whileދ
science is something that we discover.ތ 

6 6 

2a Discriminating based on 
the methods that appear 
in each domain  

 

 A project belongs to science when we do anދ
experiment. A research project belongs to 
technology when we construct something.ތ 

1 0 

2b Discriminating based on 
the object of study in 
each domain  

 

 When it contains terms that relate to nature, theދ
research belongs to the field of science. But 
when it relates to inventions made by people, 
then it belongs to the field of technology.ތ 

1 0 

 
3 

 
Discriminating based on 

the goal of each domain  

 
 A project belongs to science when it deals withދ

natural phenomena and studies them in depth 
to establish conclusions. A project belongs to 
technology when it tries to find solutions to 
address human problems and improve our 
life conditions.ތ 

 
2 

 
9 

 
Data collected through the open-ended task were exposed to phenomenographic 

analysis (Marton & Booth, 1997; Østergaard et al., 2008) in order to formulate ordered 

categories of responses. The categories are shown in the table above and each one is 

illustrated through a typical student response along with frequencies found before and after 

the enactment. In the lower (zero) level, we have irrelevant or no responses. In the first level 

                                                           

18 The appropriateness of this parametric test was warranted through ensuring equal interval scaling 
in the FT and ED scores, on scales developed with Rasch model (Boone & Scantlebury, 2006) as 
part of a previous study (Constantinou et. al., 2010a) that evaluated intact students’ awareness on 
the same issue (N=393).  
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we have grouped responses with inadequate or ambiguous discrimination. In the second level 

we have 2 subcategories, where the responses discriminate between S&T based either a) on 

the methods that appear in each domain, either b) on the object of study in each domain. In 

the third level, we have responses that discriminate between the two fields in a desirable 

manner, i.e., based on the goal of each field. This particular categorization was formulated 

in the context of a previous research that investigated students’ ideas with a larger sample 

(Constantinou et al., 2010a) and it was applied in this case too. 

The comparison of students’ responses before and after the enactment, shows an 

important increase in the number of responses that fall under the first category, which 

expresses the responses that distinguish between the scientific and the technological goal in 

a valid manner and simultaneously decrease in the rest of the categories except category 1 

that remained constant. 

 
5.2 Difficulties encountered by students in their attempts to develop an understanding of 

the interrelationship between S&T 

As mentioned before, the follow-up interview data intended to help in making students 

reasoning more clear and identify difficulties that hamper their ability to distinguish between 

the main orientation of science and the main orientation of technology. Our effort was 

informed by similar data collected in a previous study with a larger sample (N=183) of 

students of the same age level from intact classes (Constantinou et al., 2010a). The 

difficulties identified in the current study are organized in three groups according to whether 

they mainly relate to (a) the NOS, (b) the NOT or (c) the interaction between S&T. The 

grouping serves as a means to organize the presentation of the results and does not imply 

that difficulties in one category are mutually exclusive from the difficulties in the other 

categories. 

One of the difficulties that in the first (NOS) group emerges from the conception of 

decision making as a practice that it is exclusively done by scientists. For example, two 

students that classified a research project that seeks to decide on the most appropriate 

location for a new desalination plant under the main goal of science justified their decision 

‘because it pertains to activities that scientists need to do before building the plant’ and 

‘because this is a decision to be made by scientists’. 

Another difficulty concerns students’ belief that producing knowledge does not 

present a worthwhile task unless this knowledge contributes to the common good, by 

providing solutions to social problems. Typical quotes that indicate this difficultyare: ‘We 

do research in science when we try to find the solution to a problem.’ and ‘Science is when 
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the researcher studies various situations in order to come to some conclusions that will be 

used for improving our life’. Although this instrumental view of knowledge, is useful from 

the perspective of the public appreciation of science, it ignores worthwhile scientific areas 

of basic research and disorients from the quest to appreciate the distinction between the 

overarching goals of S&T. 

The third difficulty relevant to the NOS refers to students’ lack of understanding with 

respect to the role of experiments in science. Students with this difficulty view that 

experiments are carried out only in the realm of science and, hence, any project that refers 

to experiments necessarily falls under science. For example, a student said that ‘when the 

project includes experiments conducted in a lab, then it’s science’.  

Equating the mere use of scientific knowledge with the practice of science per se was 

another difficulty relating to NOS. These students failed to appreciate the distinction 

between generating scientific knowledge and drawing on scientific knowledge, which any 

literate citizen might be expected to do. A quote illustrating this difficulty was: ‘I believe 

that this is an example of research in science because the researchers are collecting and 

using various scientific information received by the weather instrumentsʼ.  

A further difficulty of this category relates to the unarticulated exclusive notion of 

the term ‘natural world’. This difficulty was obvious in students’ failure to conceive of 

technological constructs as entities that, despite being artificial, still obey the laws of the 

natural world. Typical quotes which illustrate this difficulty are: ‘scientists are studying 

natural objects, therefore here where they study about the cars' emissions it cannot be a goal 

of science’; ‘It's a scientific goal because they are trying to make changes in foods. It's not 

a goal of technology because it doesn't relate to constructions, cars etc’. 

The last difficulty in this category adopts the view that when a research goal is a 

novelty –regardless if it relates to an effort for understanding or to a solution– then it 

concerns a goal mainly aligned to science. Some typical to this difficulty quotes are: ‘It is 

science because it is about a topic we know little things and we need to discover it’; ‘It's a 

scientific goal because it concerns something that no one else has ever studied.’; ‘This 

research goal is scientific because it tries to discover something new, that is not written 

somewhere... it's not technological because technology is concerned with things that already 

exist and technological research tries to improve them’. 

The second group consists of three difficulties, which are connected to the NOT. The 

first concerns the confusion between using technology and doing research in technology. 

This difficulty, is illustrated in the following quotes: ‘It is technology when we use 
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computers.’ and 'If the use of machines is involved in this research, then we are talking about 

technological research.’  

The next difficulty relates to students’ failure to appreciate creativity as an integral 

component of research in technology and solely attribute this to science. This is 

demonstrated in the following quote from a student’s response in the following interview 

quote: ‘Technology relates to machines and constructing something we already knew how 

to do, while science relates to thinking and finding ways to construct something’. 

The last difficulty that relates to the NOT is the view of decision making as a problem 

solving process and hence, an example of technology. For example, a student said that 

‘determining the most appropriate location for the new water desalination plant belongs to 

technology, since it's a problem solving situation’. This difficulty also indicates students’ 

failure to identify design (of products or processes) as a core process in technology (De 

Vries, 2006). 

The third group consists of two difficulties that are concerned with students’ failure 

to appreciate the interaction between S&T. The first relates to students’ tendency to 

differentiate between the two fields depending on whether they refer to either natural 

(science) or artificial (technology) entities. The following statement was commonly 

mentioned in similar words and is revealing of this difficulty: ‘I chose the technology goal 

because it has to do with an artificial thing, such as microwave ovens, while scientific goals 

relate to things found in nature that are not artificial, such as water’. 

The second difficulty relates to the view of technology only as applied science, where 

science corresponds to the theoretical knowledge, while technology corresponds to the 

application of this knowledge. This is demonstrated in the following statements of two 

students: ‘Science is more important than technology. Technology usually needs science’; 

‘Scientists will try to think of a solution to a problem and technologists will try to put this 

solution into practice and construct the solution of the problem.’  

All difficulties identified and their corresponding frequencies before and after the 

enactment are presented in Table 3. The frequencies report how many of the interviewees 

were identified to face each difficulty through their interview responses. 

Comparing the frequencies of the difficulties before and after the enactment is an 

additional measure for evaluating the TLS's effectiveness in promoting the LOs and 

therefore provides useful insights about improving the activity sequence for future use. 

According to the frequencies reported in Table 3, nine difficulties were identified before the 

enactment, seven of which, were either disappeared (D2, D4, D7, D9, D10) or appreciably 

reduced (D1, D3). D11 concerning the view of technology as applied science was slightly 
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reduced after the enactment (Npre=4, Npost=3). D8 concerning the failure of appreciating 

creativity as an integral part of technological research was slightly increased (Npre=2, 

Npost=4).  

 
Table 3 

Difficulties that hamper students’ attempts to differentiate between S&T 

Description of difficulty 

Pre Post 

(N) (N) 

Difficulties related to the NOS 

D1 Decision making is conceived of as a practice that falls in the realm of S 
and it is practiced by scientists. 

2 1 

D2 Failure to appreciate the effort to understand natural phenomena as a 
worthwhile research goal in its own right, unless it has an ultimate goal to 
solve problems in society. 

6 0 

D3 Lack of understanding with respect to the role of experiment in knowledge 
development. Experiments only concern S and scientific research is always 
based on experiments. 

8 1 

D4 Failure of appreciating the distinction between generating scientific 
knowledge and drawing on scientific knowledge. The mere use of scientific 
knowledge is identified with the practice of S. 

1 0 

D5 There is a sharp distinction between the natural and the constructed world. 
Technological artefacts are made by humans and hence don’t not fall under 
the realm of the laws of nature. 

0 2 

D6 When the research goal is a novelty –regardless if it relates to an effort for 
understanding or to a solution– then it is aligned with scientific research. 

0 9 

Difficulties related to the NOT 

D7 Confusion between using technological products and doing research in T. 1 0 

D8 Failure to appreciate creativity as an integral part of technological research. 2 4 

D9 Decision making is a problem solving process and hence, an example of T. 9 0 

Difficulties related to the interactions between S&T 

D10 The study of nature and natural objects solely interests scientific research, 
while the study of artificial entities only interests technological research.  4 0 

D11 View of technology only as applied science: S is the theoretical knowledge, 
T is the application of such knowledge. 4 3 

 

Interestingly, after the enactment two new difficulties were identified. One of them, 

concerns students’ weakness in conceiving technological constructs as entities that, despite 

being artificial, still obey the laws of the natural world (D5, Npre=0, Npost=2). This difficulty 
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was also identified in a previous study with students of various age groups, including 

elementary school students (Constantinou et al., 2010a). The other new difficulty, which was 

actually one of the two most frequently identified refers to the perception that when the 

research goal is novel –regardless if it relates to an effort for understanding or to a solution– 

then it is aligned with scientific research (D6, Npre=0, Npost=9). 

It is observed that the variety of the difficulties that were identified in students’ 

written and oral responses was appreciably limited, while to new difficulties arose. This 

finding suggests that students’ interaction with the TLS provided them with scaffolds to 

transcend most of their difficulties in appreciating the distinction between the central 

objectives of S&T. Nevertheless, this interaction seems not to be effective in particular 

difficulties which remained or increased and also has favored the appearance of two new 

difficulties. Especially in the case of D6, we infer that it was identified because in retrospect 

we observed that indeed the TLS inappropriately emphasized the element of novelty in the 

activities and discussions about science against the activities and discussions about 

technology. 

 
5.3 Revisiting the TLS 

The results presented respond to the scientific purpose of the study for answering the two 

research questions. Additionally, the results can be used to inform the technologically-

natured purpose of the study for improving the efficiency of the teaching proposal with 

certain aspects of the TLS that did not worked effectively and need revisions before future 

enactments. 

The TLS’s efficiency in supporting students’ ability to differentiate between the 

overarching goals of S&T as one way of distinguishing S&T, was validated through multiple 

indications, such the elaboration on students’ scores in the two closed-ended tests, the 

comparison of their responses to the open-ended question, the comparison of the difficulties 

encountered before and after the enactment. All these indications converge to the conclusion 

that the learning goal of distinguishing between the main goals of S&T was effectively 

promoted throughout the activity TLS. For example, one of the most frequent difficulties 

that appeared before the enactment and suggests a clear confusion between the main goals 

of S&T (D2), was not found after the enactment.  

Additionally, the results presented regarding the difficulties that hampered students’ 

understanding about the distinction between the main orientations of S&T have an important 

influence in recognizing specific weaknesses of the TLS, which lead to the need for partial 

redesign of the activity sequence. Although most difficulties identified before the enactment, 
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disappeared or decreased after the enactment, the rest of the results from the difficulties 

section demonstrate the need for revisions towards two directions. The first direction 

concerns revisiting the new difficulties that appeared as a result of students’ interaction with 

the TLS and try to improve the activity sequence in this respect. The second direction of 

revisions relates to further elaborating on the difficulties that were identified before and 

remained after the enactment. 

One of the new difficulties that was identified after the enactment concerns students’ 

weakness in conceiving technological constructs as entities that, despite being artificial, still 

obey the laws of the natural world (D5). Although we cannot exclude the possibility of this 

difficulty’s existence before the enactment, it is possible that it was created or corroborated 

during the activities. This inference is based on the fact that the telescope, which was the 

main object of their technological work, was built by themselves, while lenses, which was 

the main context of their scientific work was given to them as a readymade material for 

investigating and not constructed by them from scratch. Therefore, some students might have 

connected their technological work with artificially natured objects and their scientific work 

with natural objects. A revision can be the addition to the teaching material of information 

that students study during the design process concerning the development of lenses and how 

they are created. Additionally, during the teacher-group discussions, adding relevant 

examples that raise this issue during both students’ scientific and technological work can 

help students that have this difficulty to overcome it. 

The other new difficulty, which was also the most frequently identified refers to the 

perception that when the research goal is novel –regardless if it relates to an effort for 

understanding or to a solution– then it is aligned with scientific research (D6). The 

appearance of this difficulty coexisted with epistemically informed conceptions about the 

central goals of S&T, therefore it is inferred that it resulted because the element of novelty 

was more obvious and was discussed in teacher-group discussions during the generalization 

of the main goal and process of science. Therefore, this point in future enactments need to 

be more balanced for the discussions for both fields, so that it is not considered by students 

as a characteristic only of science. 

Another difficulty, which was identified before the enactment and was found to be 

more prevalent after the enactment of the TLS is students’ failure to appreciate creativity as 

an integral part of technological research (D8). This difficulty is possibly due to the fact that 

the teaching transformation for simulating the invention process of the telescope on behalf 

of the students was not so authentic, since students had to study information for certain 

possible solutions, but their choice was simple and easy to be made. If the scenario was more 
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complex with more specifications or if students needed to invent something really new that 

was not in their existing options, then maybe this would contribute in appreciating both the 

novelty and the creativity of the technological endeavor. Another weakness of the TLS, 

which might explain the increase in the prevalence of D8 is that all groups chose the same 

solution through identical processes. Although each group extensively discussed its choice 

about building a telescope and why not any of the rest of the magnifying objects that were 

suggested, still it would be more helpful if the scenario “allowed” the groups to decide on a 

variety of solutions and also to devote time in actually improving their telescope and not 

merely suggesting changes for improving its function. 

Another suggestion for further scaffolding students to develop their understanding 

that would simultaneously help in overcoming their difficulties, is the addition of an 

introductory unit. This unit could include activities for familiarizing students with topics 

such as recognizing the goal of a research project, the meaning of natural world, the fact that 

research projects try to respond in cases where no ready answers or solutions exist in issues 

that concern particular social groups in a particular space-time framework. 

 

6. Discussion and Conclusion  

Overall, the results of the study suggest through multiple indications that the TLS designed 

and enacted in the present research helped upper-elementary school students to improve their 

awareness about how S&T differ in a NOS/NOT informed manner. In addition, the results 

reveal difficulties that confuse students and hamper their ability to distinguish between S&T. 

From this evaluation, it appears that the TLS scaffolds students to overcome most of these 

difficulties, while the results also reveal certain needs for revisions that need to take place 

before future enactments, as described in the previous subsection. 

At this point we need to reflect on why the TLS led to improved learning outcomes. 

We consider that the specification of the learning goals and the structure of the activity 

sequence helps students that are largely confusing S&T to elucidate their understanding. We 

suggest a novel combination of inquiry-oriented and design-based learning integrated with 

explicit epistemological discourse, where students reflect on their own activities.  

Firstly, students are involved in a project that faces them with an authentic problem 

with a clear goal of inventing a solution to the problem. They are supported to carry out their 

mission and right after that, they are provided with scaffolds to reflect on their goal and 

actions. After discussing and visualizing main characteristics of the process they followed 

and their goal, they are given various similar and different projects and asked to compare 
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them with their own, so as to further reflect and also generalize the goal into what is later 

labeled as the main goal of technology, that is enacted through a process called design.  

Secondly, students are given another mission, which they reach through a different 

process. Following similar scaffolding applied for the first project (visualizing, reflection, 

examples for generalization), they conclude to the goal of the second project into the main 

goal of science that is reached in many cases through processes of investigation. 

In a third stage, provided that at this point students have personal experiences of 

S&T, the TLS confronts them in comparing the two fields and extracting the overarching 

goals and processes as main distinguishing characteristics of S&T. At this point, students are 

in a position to elaborate on issues that relate to how S&T interrelate and how one field 

contributes to the other. Through a number of examples taken from the history of the 

telescope, students are called to recognize relevant individual scientific and technological 

goals and study cases were enacting a science project helped the enactment of a technology 

project and vice versa. 

We consider that the main innovative element that resulted in positive learning gains 

was the certain combination of inquiry-oriented and design-based activities that integrated 

explicitly epistemological discourse, which guided students to develop their awareness of 

the interrelationship between S&T. The continuous matching of various activities to the LOs 

is also thought as scaffold throughout the development of this TLS.  

Such results provide empirical support to the claim made in the research literature 

that young learners can develop their NOS understanding through purposefully designed 

inquiry-oriented activity sequences that enhance EED (Clough, 2006; Lederman, 2007; 

Sandoval, 2003). Consequently, given that NOS/NOT issues such as understanding the 

interrelationship between S&T are valued as substantial learning goals, then purposefully 

planned group discourse activities need to draw students’ attention to features of both S&T 

in ways that highlight their fundamental differences and also their interdependencies. 

The contribution of the study is that it adds to the limited number of attempts at 

developing similar TLS, especially in elementary education and the absence of similar 

published research attempts for the case of teaching about the interrelationship between S&T 

in elementary school students. Within this respect, the study provides promising indications 

about the appropriateness of promoting such LOs through specially designed learning 

environments that incorporate authentic practice of inquiry and design integrated with EED 

activities. Additionally, the study provides further empirical support to the claim made in the 

research literature concerning upper-elementary school students' readiness in engaging in 

epistemological discourse and developing NOS/NOT awareness (Lederman, 2007). Finally, 
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this study partially contributes to the validation of a TLS with respect to its ability to promote 

awareness about the distinction between the overarching goals of S&T as a prerequisite for 

exploring connections between the two domains. At this stage the promising results and the 

available data are currently under consideration for the revision of the TLS so as to further 

enhance its effectiveness with respect to the LO that it addresses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Electromagnetic properties of materials as a context for 

teaching aspects of the interrelationship between 

science and technology: explicit or implicit approach? 

 

Abstract 

This study investigates the potential impact of EED in improving student understanding of 

the interrelationship between S&T through a combined inquiry-oriented and design-oriented 

teaching and learning activity sequence on Electromagnetic Properties of Materials. We 

implemented two conditions of the activity sequence; one included EED activities on the 

interrelationship between S&T, the other condition included identical inquiry and design 

activities, with additional practice exercises substituting the reflection activities on EED. 

The participants were 16 year-old students from intact classes (N=37 and N=26, 

respectively). Pre-post tests and interviews evaluated students’ understanding about the 

goals of S&T. Students in the EED condition with no extra choices in science school subjects 

surpassed students in the non-EED condition who had chosen specialized elective courses 

in high school physics. The results support that students’ awareness about the 

interrelationship between S&T is improved when integrating EED into classroom activities 

that are credibly authentic and relevant from the students’ perspective. We discuss the role 

of reflection activities in science education and present implications of our findings for future 

research towards better integration of epistemological reflection in science classes. 

 

Keywords 

nature of science and technology, explicit epistemological discourse 
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1. Introduction 

ȉhe NOS and the NOT have long been considered core learning objectives and fundamental 

components of scientific and technological literacy (AAAS, 1989; Driver, Leach, Millar & 

Scot, 1996; ITEA, 2007; Kang, Scharmann & Noh., 2005; Lederman, 2007; McComas & 

Olson, 2002; NRC, 1996, 2000, 2007; Taber, 2008 among many others). Additionally, there 

is widespread recognition that more research is needed to better understand relevant 

parameters to teaching and learning about NOS and NOT and also to develop teaching 

innovations that scaffold student and teacher efforts in this endeavor (Lederman, 2007; 

Sandoval & Morrison, 2003), especially in the lower school grades (Akerson & Volrich 

2006; Kang et al., 2005). This study addresses this need by focusing on the interrelationship 

between S&T, which is recognized as one aspect of the NOS/NOT that should be advanced 

through S&T education (Constantinou et al., 2010a; Hadjilouca et al., 2011; McComas, 

2008) and has not been adequately studied thus far (Osborne, Collins, Ratcliffe, Millar, & 

Duschl, 2003). 

A challenging issue with direct implications on the design of teaching innovations 

concerns the role of explicitness as a pedagogical strategy when integrating NOS/NOT 

issues in classroom activities. Both implicit and explicit approaches have been reported 

(Schwartz, Lederman, & Crawford, 2004). Implicit approaches rely on the premise that 

providing students with rich experiences spontaneously leads students to fruitful reflections 

on the NOS/NOT and consequent appreciations of important aspects of these constructs. 

Explicit approaches deem that students’ attention to epistemological issues needs to be 

explicitly targeted through purposefully planned group discourse activities (Oliveira, 

Akerson, Colak, Pongsanon, & Genel, 2012; Schwartz, et al., 2004).  

Prior research on investigating explicitness in NOS/NOT teaching examined the role 

of systematically engaging students in reflective and structured discussions. Relevant 

literature suggests that embedding such EED improves NOS understanding (Clough, 2006; 

Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval, 2003). However, this approach was not 

extensively investigated with NOT nor was it ever been examined with respect to the 

interrelationship between S&T. 

Inquiry-based and design-based teaching and learning are established paradigms in 

S&T education. The inquiry-based teaching and learning framework seeks to enhance the 

authenticity of school science, while at the same time placing emphasis on conceptual change 

and the emergence of coherent conceptual frameworks (NRC, 2012; Kyza et al., 2011). 

Design-based teaching and learning facilitates active learning and engages students in 
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problem solving processes with explicit reference to meeting life’s challenges and social 

priorities (ITEA, 2007). It involves the methodical design and often the construction of 

artifacts followed by an evaluation of the extent to which the end product or process meets 

pre-defined specifications (Bybee, 2011; ITEA, 2007). This study is part of a broader project, 

that studies how the combination of inquiry-based and design-based teaching could provide 

a rich context for learning about differences and connections between S&T, therefore 

contributing in raising students’ awareness of the NOS and the NOT. More specifically, this 

study focuses on investigating the influence of EED on students’ awareness about the 

difference between the overarching goals of S&T through a TLS. The study addresses the 

following research questions:   

(1) To what extent does extensive interaction with inquiry-based and design-based activities 

(Non-EED condition) improve upper-secondary school students’ awareness about the 

difference between the overarching goals of S&T?  

(2) To what extent does the integration of EED activities (EED condition) in a TLS that 

combines inquiry-based and design-based activities improve upper-secondary school 

students’ awareness about the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? 

 

2. Background 

2.1 Teaching/learning about the NOS/NOT 

Our theoretical assumptions derive from two dimensions that preoccupy ongoing research 

about teaching/learning NOS/NOT: a. How should NOS and NOT be taught? b. What should 

be taught about NOS and NOT?  

2.1.1 Strategies for teaching NOS/NOT. Two important issues: Explicitness and context. 

Explicit or implicit approach in the development of informed conceptions of NOS/NOT? 

Engaging students’ in EED is suggested as a critical factor that facilitates NOS 

understanding, i.e., there is value in approaching NOS as a learning objective and 

consequently plan teaching in ways that explicitly draw students’ attention towards NOS 

issues (Clough, 2006; Khishfe & Ab-El-Khalick, 2002; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; 

Sandoval & Morrison, 2003). This claim is supported by empirical evidence stemming from 

two main research lines.  

The first is concerned with the learning gains that are reported in studies of teaching 

aspects of the NOS (other than the interrelationship between S&T) through systematically 

engaging students in EED (Akerson & Donnelly, 2010; Akerson & Volrich, 2006; Bell, 

Matkins & Gansneder, 2011; Carey, Evans, Honda, Jay, & Unger, 1989; Khishfe & Abd-El-
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Khalick, 2002; Khishfe & Lederman, 2006; Peters, 2012). We would note here that only 

three of these studies report direct comparisons between implicit and explicit approaches, 

one with sixth graders (Khisfhe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002), one with eighth graders (Peters, 

2012) and one with preservice elementary teachers (Bell et al., 2011). While all three studies 

report findings supporting the explicit approach, more extensive research for comparing the 

relative effectiveness of the two approaches is needed, especially in upper-secondary 

education where no published study was found thus far on any NOS aspect. 

The second category refers to studies that investigated the possibility of emergent 

NOS awareness through rich experiences of science learning. These studies can be further 

classified into two subcategories. The first refers to intervention studies reporting efforts to 

pursue learning objectives directly related to NOS, but without treating them in an explicit 

manner. Underlying such implicit approaches is the assumption that understanding of the 

NOS could emerge as a by-product of students’ engagement in inquiry-oriented learning 

activities. However, findings from assessments of students’ learning outcomes fail to 

corroborate this assumption considering their deficiency to reveal significant learning gains 

on NOS aspects (Abd-El-Khalick & Lederman, 2000a; Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; 

Lederman, 1992; Moss, Abrams, & Robb, 2001; Sandoval, 2003, 2005; Sandoval & 

Morrison, 2003). The second subcategory comprises studies that sought to evaluate students’ 

awareness of various NOS aspects. One of these aims at evaluating elementary, secondary 

and preservice elementary education students’ awareness of the interrelationship between 

S&T and specifically their appreciation of the distinction between the orientations of S&T 

(Constantinou et al., 2010a). These studies demonstrate that students’ awareness does not 

improve with age or with the sustained exposition to conventional science teaching (Abd-

El-Khalick, 2006; Constantinou et al., 2010a; Kang et al., 2005). Coupled with the fact that 

conventional science teaching often adopts other priorities than to explicitly address learning 

objectives relevant to the NOS (e.g. conceptual understanding), this highlights the interest 

in investigating the potential value of engaging students in EED.  

Integrated (contextualized) or non-integrated (decontextualized) approach in the 

development of informed conceptions of NOS/NOT? Research literature provides useful 

insights into possible ways of advancing improved understandings of NOS/NOT in science 

teaching and learning regarding the extent and type of integration with other aspects of 

science learning. Specifically, three approaches are suggested: (a) Nonintegrated (de-

contextualized) activities wherein the elaboration about the NOS is disconnected from the 

science topic under study (e.g., Lederman & Abd-El-Khalick, 2000; Bell, 2008; among 

others); (b) Integrated (contextualized) activities that seek to embed epistemological aspects 
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of science in the same activities that are intended to elaborate the conceptual aspects of the 

context under study (e.g., Khishfe & Lederman, 2006; Walker & Zeidler, 2003; Zeidler, 

Walker, Ackett, & Simmons, 2002); (c) Studying episodes drawn from the history of science 

with a view to abstract epistemological ideas (e.g., Abd-El-Khalick & Lederman, 2000a; 

Clough, 2011; Kim & Irving, 2010; Olson, Clough, Bruxvoort, & Vanderlinden, 2005; 

Rudge & Howe, 2009; Solomon, Duveen, Scot, & McCarthy, 1992; Straits & Nichols, 2007; 

Yip, 2006). 

Further research is needed on the relevant effectiveness of these approaches. Only 

three comparative studies have been reported so far, comparing integrated and non-

integrated approaches (Bell et al., 2011; Khishfe & Lederman, 2006, 2007). The results of 

these three studies do not clearly favor a single approach, since moderate improvements in 

students’ NOS awareness were found in all types. We have been unable to identify any 

studies that compare the effectiveness of promoting NOS understandings through stories 

from the history of science and the use of the integrated or the nonintegrated approach. Our 

study is aligned with the integrated approach. 

 

2.1.2 Content of NOS teaching 

The appropriateness of promoting students’ awareness of the NOS as a learning objective 

has been questioned in view of the lack of philosophical consensus on a single account of 

how science operates (Alters, 1997). This position relies on the premise that it is not 

reasonable to expect students to become knowledgeable about the NOS, given that not even 

philosophers of science do not fully agree on how to best represent the NOS. However, there 

is consensus within the science education community that whatever the scientific content 

students are intended to gain (e.g., conceptual understanding, NOS understanding, reasoning 

skills, practical skills, experiences, attitudes), it should be appropriately transformed toward 

meeting students’ needs and use their ideas as a starting point. Consequently, 

transformations are bound to include justified simplifications of the scientific content that 

align the complexity of the targeted ideas with students’ cognitive readiness.  

One challenge that is inherent in attempts to devise teaching transformations for the 

NOS, is how to avoid conflicts with corresponding ideas that are widely accepted within the 

philosophy of science. Despite being simplified and incomplete, the ideas that students are 

intended to develop should serve a productive role and should be amenable to elaboration at 

subsequent stages so as to become increasingly sophisticated and epistemologically coherent 

(Taber, 2008). From this perspective, disagreements among philosophers of science are not 

always relevant to school science (Lederman, 2007; Smith, Lederman, Bell, McComas, & 
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Clough, 1997), in that science teaching merely aims at helping students develop fundamental 

consensus ideas of how science works while excluding the intricacies of the underlying 

(philosophical) discourse. This rationale corresponds to the consensus perspective used by 

several science education researchers (Abd-El-Khalick, Bell & Lederman, 1998; Lederman, 

2007; McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003). The interrelationship between S&T, which is 

the focus of the present study, is one idea that is part of this consensus view (McComas, 

2008; Osborne et al., 2003). 

 

2.2 Teaching and learning about the interrelationship between S&T 

2.2.1 Core differences relevant to science education 

S&T are two highly interacting fields of social activity. Nevertheless, they are considered as 

distinct domains. A fundamental difference between S&T, which is the focal point of the 

intervention in this study, relates to orientation, the overarching goal each field pursues: 

Science seeks to generate reliable knowledge; technology seeks to respond to human needs 

by developing solutions to problems (AAAS, 1989; Agassi, 1980; Arageorgis & Baltas, 

1989; Constantinou et al., 2010a; Bybee, 2011; Custer, 1995; Gardner, 1993, 1994a; ITEA, 

2007; Jones, 2006; NRC, 1996). From a methodological viewpoint, another distinction refers 

to core processes adopted for achieving the different goals of S&T. Specifically, controlled 

experimentation or, more broadly, investigation is a core process in science, while design is 

a core process in technology (De Vries, 2009; Jones & Buntting, 2015; Lewis, 2006; NRC, 

1996, 2012; Constantinou et al., 2010a). 

Controlled experimentation19 is a specific methodology employed in scientific 

research with the objective “to test hypothesized links of causation or functional 

relationships, that is, tentative explanations” (Gyllenpalm & Wickman, 2011, p.4). This 

methodology could be implemented when studying causal relationships between variables 

that might be involved in a phenomenon. It includes the performance of a specific planned 

change in a system and the study of its effects, while simultaneously as many extraneous 

variables as possible are kept constant (Beveridge, 1961; Böck, 2001). Controlled 

experimentation can be thought of as one approach to scientific investigation. An 

understanding of controlled experimentation combines both conceptual and procedural 

aspects, which are important facets of scientific thinking (Duggan & Gott, 1995).  

In this simplified transformation, the methodological aspects of technology can be 

described by the construct of design. Design rests on a set of attributes that can be iteratively 

                                                           

19 Also reported as control of variables strategy (D. Klahr, D. Kuhn), design and conduct of scientific 

investigations (D. Kuhn, N. Lederman), experimental design (N. Lederman). 
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combined to devise a solution to a problem, that corresponds to an end product or a process, 

satisfying certain specifications. Such attributes include the following: Definition and 

representation of the problem, formulation of specifications, search for relevant information, 

brainstorming of ideas and planning, selection of the best idea, development of a model of 

the selected solution, test and evaluation of the model of a solution, refinement, usability 

test, communication of results (ITEA, 2007). 

It is important to recognize that the processes employed in S&T are much more 

complex and obviously not restrained exclusively to controlled experimentation or design, 

respectively. Nevertheless these two processes are core representative features of the two 

domains and therefore could serve as starting points for teaching about the distinction 

between S&T (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). 

 

2.2.2 Connections  

Developing awareness about the interrelationship between S&T posits an interesting 

challenge for S&T education, given the complex nature of both enterprises, their 

interconnections and mutual influences. For the purposes of school teaching/learning, the 

following simplified account provides a structure for rich and fruitful development: S&T 

constitute two closely linked areas of human activity, which are strongly interdependent, 

providing a scientific underpinning to modern technological processes and a technological 

underpinning to modern scientific processes. Specifically, science contributes to the 

development of technology through (a) providing background knowledge 

(theories/laws/models) that inform and often guide the design of technological innovations, 

and (b) posing challenges (to be seized by technology) regarding the design of novel 

processes or instrumentation (i.e., the instruments/procedures for 

measuring/monitoring/controlling). Respectively, technology contributes to the 

development of science by (a) facilitating experimentation, through the provision of more 

reliable and accurate methods and instruments and (b) generating new research questions for 

scientific inquiry.  

The TLS we enacted for promoting secondary school students’ awareness of the 

interrelationship between S&T places emphasis on these dual ideas: mutual support and 

interacting requirements between S&T. 

 

2.2.3 Why is the interrelationship between S&T an important NOS/NOT objective? 

Realising the potentials and constraints of these two domains of human activity is important 

for developing an ability to effectively engage with socio-scientific issues (Sadler, 2004; 
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Zeidler, Sadler, Simmons, & Howes, 2005), which is recognized as another important 

component of both scientific and technological literacy (AAAS, 1989; ITEA, 2007, 2003; 

Jones, 2006; Kolstø, 2001, 2008; Sandoval, 2005). New knowledge in this area could inform 

and facilitate attempts to devise mechanisms for increasing students’ interest towards S&T 

courses (Gago et al., 2004; NSB, 2003; OECD, 2006; Roberts, 2002) and it could offer 

guidance on future careers (Jones & Buntting, 2015). More specifically, it could help the 

education system to encourage students to make more informed decisions and this could, in 

turn, increase the likelihood for successful career choices and advance responsible 

citizenship (Hazelkorn et al., 2015; Jones & Buntting, 2015). 

The prevalent conceptions about S&T are important for efforts to communicate 

publicly their role in society and the outcomes of the various policy procedures for 

developing research funding priorities. For instance, the level of public support for an 

innovation system in close symbiosis but distinct from the science system, and also closely 

related with financial investment mechanisms, is directly related to the level of public 

understanding of the differences between S&T and the diverse roles they play in economic 

development.  

Possessing informed views about the interrelationship between S&T is recognized as 

an important NOS/NOT aspect for all these reasons. However, this aspect has not been 

adequately studied thus far, especially in the case of secondary school students (Akerson & 

Volrich, 2006; Kang et al., 2005). 

 

3. Method 

3.1 Participants and school settings 

We implemented two versions of the TLS with two intact groups of 16 years old students. 

The first implementation takes place in a S&T summer school (N=26), while the second 

takes place in a public high school (N=37). Each implementation lasts twenty 80-minute 

sessions with the participation of the same three experienced physics teachers in each case. 

Both implementations include the same combination of inquiry-based and design-based 

activities. The difference between the two implementations is the presence of EED in the 

second implementation. Specifically, the second implementation follows an explicit 

approach that includes EED activities regarding the interrelationship (i.e., differences and 

connections) between S&T, while the first implementation (non-EED) follows an implicit 

approach that includes more practice exercises substituting the reflection EED activities. 
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3.2 Teaching approach and learning materials 

3.2.1 Prior development of the TLS  

For this study, we chose a mature and tested TLS which had been implemented and refined 

through a series of six iterative design cycles. It focuses on Electromagnetic Properties of 

Materials. It was designed by a workgroup comprising science education researchers, 

materials science researchers and experienced teachers. The design rationale of the TLS 

draws on the combination of inquiry and design activities to promote complex learning that 

includes conceptual understanding, technological design skills and knowledge, and 

appreciation of aspects of the NOS as elucidated by Constantinou et al. (2010b, 2010c).  

The TLS elaborates an authentic scenario by engaging students in the design, 

implementation and evaluation of learning artifacts (Constantinou et al., 2010b, 2010c) and 

is organized into two main units. The first unit involves inquiry-based activities where 

students are extensively engaged in exploring magnetic and electromagnetic phenomena 

through: making and interpreting observations, developing and refining conceptual models 

(force at a distance-field, magnetic domains), designing and conducting investigations. The 

second unit engages students in a technological design process in which they construct and 

evaluate electromagnetic train models. In their designs, they need to propose mechanisms 

for train levitation and propulsion, along passenger protection from electromagnetic 

radiation. The EED version of the module integrates ― additionally to the non-EED version 

― specially designed activities for explicitly engaging students in epistemological discourse 

about distinctions and connections between S&T. The overall teaching time is kept constant 

by removing redundant inquiry activities (thereby reducing the time spent on gaining 

practice in applying learnt concepts) and the time available for designing and constructing 

the train model by a total of 10%.  

 

3.2.2 Epistemologically oriented LOs  

We investigate the hypothesis that the combination of inquiry and design activities provide 

a rich context for advancing the following LOs: Students, (a) develop awareness of the 

distinction between the different overarching goals of S&T (producing reliable knowledge 

about natural phenomena vs developing solutions to respond to human problems and needs), 

(b) develop awareness of the difference in the core methodological frameworks that are 

commonly adopted by S&T (investigation and design, respectively), (c) identify aspects of 

the contribution of S to the development of T (S provides the knowledge base for the 

development/improvement of technological equipment and also science formulates 

questions that necessitate new instrumentation, i.e., the invention of specialized 
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instruments/processes for measuring, monitoring or controlling), and (d) identify aspects of 

the contribution of T to the development of S (T facilitates the conduct of experiments by 

providing instruments and experimental techniques and also new technologies tend to initiate 

scientific research by revealing new questions concerning the phenomena and mechanisms 

underlying the operation of these technologies). Assessment focused on the first LO, namely 

student awareness of the distinction between the different overarching goals of S&T. 

 

3.2.3 General overview of the activity sequence  

Implicit approach (non-EED TLS). The first version of the TLS does not include any 

reflective EED activities concerning the interrelationship between S&T. It includes inquiry-

based activities that extensively engage students in investigating magnetic and 

electromagnetic phenomena through activities that include the following: Data collection 

and analysis regarding magnetic interactions and magnetic fields, developing and refining a 

conceptual model for magnetic materials, carrying out controlled experiments to investigate 

variables that influence the interaction between electromagnets and ferromagnetic objects. 

It also includes design-based activities that engage students in a process of designing, 

constructing and evaluating a magnetic levitation train. 

During the “scientific inquiry” phase of the TLS, students repeatedly use 

technological apparatus (e.g., sensors for measuring the intensity of magnetic fields, a 

simulation for observing the earth’s magnetic field) or construct their own objects (e.g., 

construct electromagnets to investigate how different variables might influence their 

interaction with ferromagnetic objects). Correspondingly during their “technological work”, 

students explicitly revisit scientific knowledge previously obtained (e.g., variables that 

influence the attraction between electromagnets and ferromagnetic materials) or carry out 

small-scale scientific work with the purpose of helping them construct the magnetic 

levitation train (e.g., what influences the polarity of an electromagnet, what materials 

provide better electromagnetic screening). In this sense, students gain first-hand experience 

with the potential interactions between S&T. The material of the TLS is available upon 

request through Constantinou et al. (2010b). 

Explicit approach (TLS with EED). The second version of the teaching-learning 

sequence is bounded with activities that engage students in reflective and structured group 

discussions with respect to elaborating on some of the distinctions and connections between 

S&T according to the learning goals. An overview of how these activities embed such EED 

follows: 
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(a) While introducing the magnetic field as a concept that accounts for interactions at a 

distance and while constructing the domains model of magnetic materials, the goal of 

science is discussed through structured questions in an attempt to connect the 

introduction of such concepts and models with the goal of science to interpret and 

predict natural phenomena. 

(b) After carrying out structured investigations to examine how different variables might 

influence the attraction between electromagnets and ferromagnetic objects, students are 

guided to reflect on the process of investigation that was followed and ponder why this 

process may serve the goal of science in producing reliable knowledge about natural 

phenomena. 

(c)  At the beginning of the design process, after the problem is presented, students discuss 

whether trying to respond to a local transport problem by developing a magnetic 

levitation train is more aligned to the goal of science or technology, and why, as a 

society, we value reliable knowledge as a resource for solving problems. 

(d)  During the design process, students are given short descriptions of various examples of 

research goals and various research processes and they are guided to abstract from their 

own activities and generalize by identifying similar situations where the need for 

investigation or design might arise. 

(e)  A last part of the TLS asks students to think of their own examples of scientific and 

technological goals and processes and relate them to their own experiences throughout 

the TLS and, in each case, think whether S&T respectively helped them in achieving 

each goal. Additionally, they study two narratives of other research programs that depict 

examples of interaction between S&T and they are asked to identify instances where 

technology might contribute to science and vice versa. 

 

3.3 Educational setting constraints 

The participants of each condition, although at the same age level and exposed to the same 

overall teaching time do not share common characteristics in certain respects. Specifically, 

participants in the non-EED condition were self-selected to participate in a S&T summer 

school and had higher elective school courses comparing to the average interest in physics 

of students and also had chosen to take more physics-oriented lessons than usual. Participants 

in the EED condition were studying in a public school and the enactment was carried out as 

part of their mandatory physics course and had no extra science-oriented major lessons in 

the current or previous high school years. Nevertheless, these disparities between the two 

groups do not controvert the validity of the research design for two reasons. Firstly, prior 
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research on students’ conceptions of NOS/NOT in general and the interrelationship between 

S&T in particular, suggests that students do not typically possess informed conceptions 

(Constantinou et al., 2010a), therefore differences between the two groups’ prior knowledge 

on this theme were not typically expected. This expectation was retrospectively corroborated 

through independent samples t-test comparison between students’ scores in two pre-tests (FT 

and ED tests, which are explained next) where we found no statistically significant 

differences between the two groups’ scores (tFTtest(62)=6.45, p>0.05; tADtest (62)=7.1, 

p>0.05). 

Secondly, the study is interested in possible differences between students’ initial and 

final conceptions in each group, and not on actual horizontal differences between the final 

conceptions of each group. We clarify that to answer the second research question we use 

the results of the first research question, i.e., the non-EED group served as a control group 

and the corresponding differences between the EED group’s initial and final conceptions 

were compared between the two conditions.   

 

3.4 Data sources and data analysis 

Prior to and after the enactments of the two versions of the TLS we collected data to assess 

students’ awareness of the distinction between the different overarching goals of S&T for 

potential learning gains and, thereby, derive a preliminary measure for the potential 

effectiveness of the TLS when adopting an implicit (non-EED) or explicit (EED) approach 

in addressing this aspect of NOS/NOT. 

The assessment involves the combined use of two tests that were developed in a 

previous study (Constantinou et al., 2010a)20. The two tests, are designed so that their items 

work in parallel and they are administered sequentially in one session. Each of these tests 

consists of the same 18 multiple choice items, with each item describing the main objective 

of a certain research project in contexts unrelated to the ones that students study as part of 

the TLS: science (e.g., We examine whether microwave ovens are dangerous for our health 

and also what sort of problems they might cause), technology (e.g., We try to make filters to 

absorb polluting fumes that are emitted from factory chimneys) or neither of these two (e.g., 

We are trying to decide the best location to build a desalination plant). Students are asked to 

categorize these descriptions using a given criterion. In the first test (Formal Terminology, 

FT), students are asked to determine whether the stated objective of each project was more 

                                                           

20 We removed some items that were found in previous studies as the easier ones, for the purpose of 
saving time. This shortened version can be found in Appendix C. 
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closely aligned with the goal of science, technology or neither. In the second test (Elaborated 

Definitions, ED), students are asked to differentiate between projects whose objective either 

involves the improvement of our understanding with respect to the behavior of some aspects 

of the natural or built world, or involves the development of solutions to problems 

encountered by society, or involves a different goal, unrelated to the previous two. The ED 

test assesses whether students respond with consistent effort, based on what they read, 

without resorting to random answers. Noticeably, the two sets of criteria in the two tests are 

epistemologically equivalent in that the second set (ED test) draws on the core objectives of 

S&T. Underpinning the combined use of FT and ED tests is the idea that students who are 

able to differentiate between S&T in terms of their overarching objectives, would respond 

to both tests in a similar manner. Thus, the correlation of students’ responses to the two tests 

assesses their awareness of this topic and, hence, provides a measure of their awareness of 

the distinction between S&T (Constantinou et al., 2010a). Additionally, Wilcoxon tests on 

students’ performance in the pre- and post- tests are used to identify possible statistical 

differences in students’ performance prior to and after the enactments. In addition to the 

multiple-choice items, at the end of the FT test and prior to the administration of the ED test, 

an open-ended question is included, which asks students to explain how they would 

determine whether a given research project seems either technologically or scientifically 

oriented. This information is used for triangulation purposes (Constantinou et al., 2010a). 

Students’ responses to the open-ended task are categorized in qualitatively different 

levels of distinguishing between S&T. Existing categories from a previous study 

(Constantinou et al., 2010a) that resulted from phenomenography (Marton & Booth, 1997), 

are initially adopted and next slightly adapted so as to better describe the data of the present 

research. The initial categories used from Constantinou et al. (2010a) had resulted from a 

careful study of the students’ responses with the explicit purpose to identify and describe 

each underlying reasoning. This process had led to the identification of the qualitatively 

different ways of distinguishing between the two fields.  

Follow-up semi-structured interviews21 with 30% of the participants, were intended 

to help us describe students’ reasoning and interpret possible conceptual or epistemological 

difficulties hampering their learning pathways. Each interviewee was asked to respond (for 

a second time) to a selected sample of items included in the two tests and next explain his/her 

reasoning. Additionally, whenever the interviewer identified inconsistencies (e.g., cases in 

which interviewees provided incompatible responses to the various items or responded 

                                                           

21 See Appendix D for the interview protocol. 
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differently as compared to the written test), she explicitly confronted students with these 

discrepancies and asked them to elaborate on them. These interviews are intended to provide 

a more detailed account of the reasoning underlying the student responses. This is also 

anticipated to inform our interpretation of data from the open-ended question of the FT test, 

in which students are explicitly asked to explain their reasoning (Lederman, Abd-El-Khalick, 

Bell, & Schwartz, 2002). 

 

3.5 Reliability and content validity issues 

The two tests assessing students’ awareness of the distinction between the overarching goals 

of S&T were adopted from a previous study in which they were exposed to various 

procedures intended to ensure their content validity and reliability (see Constantinou et al., 

2010a). 

 

4. Results 

All results are tabulated in Tables 1 and 2 and described in the next two subsections. 

 

4.1 Research question 1: To what extent does extensive interaction with inquiry-based and 

design-based activities (non-EED condition) improve upper-secondary school students’ 

awareness about the difference between the overarching goals of S&T? 

The question was answered through various measures from the students who participated in 

the non-EED condition. Firstly, the students’ mean scores to the multiple-choice task of the 

FT test: 59% prior to and 63% after the implementation. Secondly, the Wilcoxon test did not 

yield statistically significant changes in the students’ performance in either of the two 

instruments: FTpre-post (z=1.98, p>0.05) and EDpre-post (z=–1.05, p>0.05). These suggest a lack 

of change in these students’ awareness of the distinction between the overarching goals of 

S&T. The negative and non-significant z value in EDpre-post performance implies that 

students’ performance did not improve after the intervention. Additionally, given that the 

two tests are conceptually identical, as explained in Section 3.4, it was hypothesized that, 

had the students appreciated the distinction between the different goals of S&T, they would 

answer the two tests (FT and ED) in a similar manner and thus the correlation analysis would 

have yielded high coefficients. However, this was not verified; in contrast, the correlation 

coefficient decreased by 20%, after the intervention: RFT-ED=0.55 (p<0.05) prior to and RFT-

ED=0.45 (p<0.05) after the implementation. This decrease in the correlation coefficient 

suggests that after the intervention some students answered the questionnaires randomly. All 

three indications as shown in Table 4 in the non-EED row, suggest a lack of improvement 
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in students’ awareness of the distinction between the goals of S&T in the non-EED 

implementation. 

 

Table 4 

Results from the FT* and the ED* tests 

 Test Time No-EED group EED group 

(1) Scores, % in FT pre (sd) 59 (2.39) 52 (2.15) 

post (sd) 63 (2.19) 62 (2.93) 

ED pre (sd) 73 (2.81) 61 (2.77) 

post (sd) 69 (3.12) 74 (2.47) 

(2) Wilcoxon test, z between FT pre-post (p)   1,98 (0.12)  3.60 (0.00)** 

ED pre-post (p) –1.05 (0.23)  4.60 (0.00)** 

(3) Correlation, r between FT–ED pre (p)   0.55 (0.00)**  0.43 (0.00)** 

FT–ED post (p)   0.45 (0.02)  0.64 (0.00)** 

* FT: Formal Terminology, ED: Elaborated Definitions 
** Reject the null hypothesis at p<0.01 
 

Similar indications result from students’ responses to the open-ended item. Six 

qualitatively different categories of distinction between S&T were formulated as shown in 

Table 5 with examples of typical student responses. Epistemologically informed responses 

fall into the first category, where the distinction refers to the different goals pursued by the 

two domains.  

Responses in the remaining five categories deviate from epistemologically informed 

conceptions and corroborate conceptions found previously in an extensive investigation of 

students’ understanding of this issue (Constantinou et al., 2010a).  

Responses in the second category discriminate between S&T based on the methods 

appeared in each domain (e.g., experimentation and construction of artefacts in S&T, 

respectively) lacking epistemological justification, but rather influenced by conventional 

teaching practices in S&T lessons. Students’ responses did not reflect the distinction between 

S&T in terms of processes (i.e., investigation as core process in science, design as core 

process in technology). Instead, students were more influenced by their experience in 

conventional teaching practice in S&T, in line with current curricular priorities in this 

setting, which often emphasize these specific processes (experimentation, construction 

work) without explicit connections to the epistemological underpinnings of S&T. These 

types of superficial ideas were also reported by previous research (Constantinou et al, 2010a; 
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Gardner, 1999; Gil-Perez et al., 2005) with one of the most indicative being reflected in the 

following interview excerpt: 

Student 11, EED condition, interview prior to the intervention 

Student: It’s science when we do experiments. In earlier grades when we did 
experiments it was in order to prove something through science. The other 
statement refers to technology because technology discovered computers and 
through computers we can search to find information and get results. 
Interviewer: So, are you saying that the actual using of technology is the main 
goal of technology? 
Student: Yes. 

Responses in the third category reflect discriminations based on objects of study in 

each domain. These responses distinguish between S&T by placing emphasis on a perceived 

dichotomy between natural Vs constructed objects of interest, regardless of the specific aim 

of the project. Students in this category depart from the premise that science relates to the 

natural world and technology relates to human-made artefacts. Based on this premise, they 

seem to draw the false inferences that no scientific work can be done with constructed objects 

or processes as the main object of interest and also that no situations can be conceived where 

it might be possible to have technological intervention on natural processes or natural 

objects.  As further investigated through the follow-up interviews, such student statements 

fail to perceive the overlap between the natural world and human products, as objects of 

study or intervention sometimes by science and other times by technology. By applying this 

overarching Natural Vs Artificial criterion, students are led to a variety of intriguing ideas 

about which goals are scientific or technological. Examples follow: 

Student 7, EED condition, interview prior to the intervention 

Student: It is a goal of technology when they deal with technological products, 
e.g., microwave ovens are technological, not something scientific. 
Interviewer: So, let’s take as an example the case where researchers are trying 
to investigate whether microwave ovens are dangerous for our health and what 
types of problems they might cause.  
Student: Then, it’s technology.  
 
Student 9, EED condition, interview prior to the intervention 
Student: When they are constructing something useful for mankind, then it is 
science. When they are constructing something else, irrelevant to human life, 
such as an aquarium, then it’s technology.  

Responses in the fourth category are rather ambiguous about discriminating between 

S&T, while responses in the fifth category explicitly treat S&T as identical fields. The sixth 

category included irrelevant or no responses. 
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Comparing the percentages between the categories for the non-EED condition, no 

shift toward informed awareness about this issue is observed. This fourth indication is 

consistent with the first three indications that were obtained from the multiple-choice tasks. 

 

4.2 Research Question 2: To what extent does the integration of EED activities (EED 

Condition) in a TLS that combines inquiry-based and design-based activities improve 

upper-secondary school students’ awareness about the difference between the 

overarching goals of S&T? 

This question was answered by comparing the results presented above for the non-EED 

condition with the corresponding results for the EED condition. Students’ performance in 

the FT test prior to and after the EED enactment was 52% and 62%, respectively. The two 

groups had a different starting point in the pre-tests (59% by the non-EED group, 52% by 

the EED group). Interestingly, they end up with similar final scores (63% in non-EED group, 

62% in EED group). In other words, students with same core physics course background 

(EED group) improved 2.5 times more than students with higher-level of elective courses in 

school physics as well as a demonstrated higher interest in physics (non-EED group). 

Concerning students’ performance in the ED test, a 13% increase for the EED group was 

observed as opposed to the 4% corresponding decrease of the non-EED group. This increase 

for the EED group reveals that students of this group developed markedly increased 

awareness of the different goals of S&T, after the enactment. Wilcoxon tests also indicate 

this learning gain, by yielding statistically significant increases in students’ performance in 

both tests: FTPRE-POST (z=3,6, p<0,05), EDPRE-POST (z=4,6, p<0,05).  

Additionally, the correlation coefficient between students’ scores in FT and ED tests 

presents an approximately 30% increase: RFT-ED=0.43 (p<0.05) prior to and RFT-ED=0.64 

(p<0.05) after the enactment. This indicates students’ tendency to respond to the two tests 

after the implementation in a more consistent manner. Namely, students respond to the two 

tests with more similar reasoning as compared to their own responses in the pre-tests and 

also the post-tests of the non-EED group, i.e., they are in a better position to differentiate 

between S&T with the epistemologically-informed criterion they were taught.  

All these indications support that students’ awareness of the distinction between the 

overarching goals of S&T was improved after the EED enactment. Concerning students’ 

responses to the open ended item (see Table 5) prior to and after the EED enactment, a large 

shift of post-responses towards the first category is observed. This finding also suggests 

improvement in students’ awareness of the distinction between the overarching goals of S&T 

in the EED implementation. 
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Table 5  
Students’ responses to the question ‘How do you determine whether a given research project 
is more scientifically or technologically oriented?’ 

Description of category 
Typical student 

responses 

 Non-EED 
group 

 EED  
group 

 pre  
(%) 

post 
(%) 

 pre  
(%) 

post 
(%) 

 
1 

 
Discriminating based on the 

goal of each domain. Science 
seeks to explain why 
something happens. 
Technology seeks to invent or 
construct something useful 
that solves a particular 
problem. 

 

 
‘A project belongs to 

science when the goal 
is understand how 
something is done. It 
belongs to technology 
when they try to find 
ways that improve 
human life.’ 

  
50 

 
46 

  
11 

 
62 

2 Discriminating based on the 
methods that appear in each 
domain. Reference to 
experiments, observations, 
predictions, etc. as methods 
used in science. Reference to 
construction, measurements, 
etc, as methods employed in 
technology. 

 

‘A project belongs to 
science when we do 
an experiment. A 
research project 
belongs to technology 
when we construct 
something.’ 

 12 8  8 0 

3 Discriminating based on the 
object of study in each 
domain. Science deals with 
the natural environment 
(objects not made by humans), 
while technology deals with 
the artificial environment 
(objects built or improved by 
humans). 

 

‘When it refers to 
nature, the research 
belongs to science. 
But when it relates to 
inventions made by 
people, then it 
belongs to 
technology.’ 

 0 19  43 14 

4 Inadequate or ambiguous 
discrimination. 

‘In science we study 
things. In technology 
people make things.’ 

 

 15 15  16 8 

5 No difference mentioned and 
the two domains are attributed 
with the same identity. 

‘There is no difference. 
Science and 
Technology are two 
parts of the same 
activity.’ 

 

 15 12  0 5 

6 Irrelevant answers (do not 
respond to the question, 
tautologies) or no response. 

‘In science we do 
scientific stuff and in 
technology we do 
technological stuff.’ 

 8 0  22 11 
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5. Discussion 

5.1 Teaching implications 

Reflecting on the results of the study we need to discuss the role of EED in achieving 

traceable learning gains on NOS/NOT issues. Existing relevant research identifies the need 

to investigate the issue of explicitness in NOS/NOT teaching by examining the role of 

systematically engaging students in structured reflective discussions. Literature already 

proposes that embedding such EED improves NOS understandings (Clough, 2006; 

Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval, 2003). Results in this study extend these 

findings and additionally, highlight the need for further elaboration on how to embed EED 

in science classes and especially on the importance of planning for reflective activities. Our 

findings confirm that doing S&T is not a sufficient condition that spontaneously leads upper-

secondary students to epistemological reflections related to NOS/NOT. Students enter S&T 

lessons with alternative intentions (just like they enter the classroom with alternative 

conceptions of scientific concepts). These intentions are alternative in the sense that they 

diverge from the learning objectives. Therefore, by guiding them in doing S&T, it cannot be 

assumed that they would spontaneously reflect on issues related to NOS/NOT. 

Consequently, if these are valued as substantial learning goals, then purposefully planned 

group discourse activities need to draw students’ attention to features of both S&T in ways 

that highlight their fundamental differences and also their interdependencies.  

Interestingly and not irrelevantly, this issue is consistently connected with the history 

of science and is reported as the mismatch between what scientists do and what they state 

they did when they communicate their findings in publications (Schickore, 2008). In the 

history of science, we see scientists not merely striving to produce new knowledge but 

having other various (scientifically divergent) motives for enacting and elaborating on their 

research, such as personal or community interests, religious or cultural beliefs (Szumilewicz, 

1977). These alternate intentions are apparent in non-formal writings (e.g., personal diaries, 

correspondence with associates), but, for various reasons, are not mentioned in formal 

communications of scientific work. On the contrary, research publications, not only omit the 

non-scientific background, but are also structured to present a rationalized picture of the 

scientists’ activities, which is (intentionally or not) consistent with the view of science that 

was much later formulated and operationalized by the science education community as the 

NOS construct. 

Explicitness in NOS/NOT teaching can be formulated as planned activities that 

engage students in reflective and structured discussions. In our case, embedding such EED 
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improved NOS/NOT understanding and thus enforces existing similar claims (Clough, 2006; 

Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval, 2003). Moreover, integrating EED in a TLS 

relates to improvements in students’ awareness and reflection habits. Namely, the reflective 

EED activities served as scaffolds for students to become more aware of what they were 

doing and possibly more receptive through their exposal to S&T activities. For the specific 

learning objective investigated in this study, the integration of transitional EED reflective 

activities as part of the hands-on activities is found to directly connect to effective scaffolds 

of the development of students’ awareness of S&T in an epistemologically informed manner. 

More specifically, the gradual introduction of the main goal orientation and characteristic 

methodology of each of the two domains, in association with explicitly encouraging students 

connect scientific and technological work to their classroom work associates to improved 

awareness of the overarching goals of S&T and their facility to use this awareness as a way 

to distinguish between the two fields.  

 
5.2 Contribution of the study and implications for future research  

This study investigated how the combination of inquiry-oriented and design-based learning 

can provide a rich context for teaching epistemological issues about differences and 

connections between S&T, thus contributing towards improving efforts to raise students’ 

awareness of these issues. For this purpose, we examined secondary students’ awareness of 

the distinction between S&T prior to and after two implementations of two versions of a 

TLS on electromagnetic properties of materials. The main difference between the two 

variants was the presence of EED about distinctions and interconnections between S&T in 

the second version.  

Care was taken to control for other variables that might possibly influence the 

learning outcomes, such as teaching time and teaching style (see section 3.2.1). As 

mentioned in section 3.3 (Educational Setting Constraints), the educational background of 

the participants in the non-EED group would potentially lead them to attain higher gains in 

a S&T course as compared to the less committed and less interested students who 

participated in the EED group. However, additionally to the reasons mentioned in that 

section, this assumption was also in retrospect not verified through the findings of the study 

and therefore did not put into question the validity of the research design. The less committed 

students performed better, showing markedly greater improvements. Had the participants in 

the two cases been equally competent, it is plausible to predict that the findings of this study 

would have revealed even greater differences in favor of the explicit approach followed in 

the EED version of the TLS. 
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The data collection process relied on evaluating students’ awareness of the 

distinction between the overarching goals of S&T prior to and after the two implementations. 

Based on the results, according to the definitions adopted in the study about the overarching 

goals of S&T, the contribution of the study can be identified in two aspects of scientific and 

technological nature, respectively. 

Scientifically, the study provides insights into the theoretical assumptions about 

teaching and learning NOS/NOT. Firstly, the results corroborate the claim from prior 

research that students’ epistemological awareness does not typically emerge as a 

spontaneous outcome of their exposal to rich inquiry/design educational experiences 

(Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; Lederman, 1992; Sandoval, 2003, 2005; Sandoval & 

Morrison, 2003). Specifically, the results from the non-EED implementation do not suggest 

any positive influence of the TLS enactment on students’ awareness of the distinction 

between S&T. 

Secondly, on top of highlighting the inability of a TLS enactment that provides rich 

inquiry and design experiences to improve students’ awareness on the specific 

epistemological learning objective, the study provides encouraging indications about the 

extent to which this objective could be attained through purposefully designed learning 

environments. To recapitulate, the most important of these indications include (a) the 

increased ability of students at the end of the EED enactment to respond to the FT and ED 

tests in a similar and simultaneously correct manner, (b) the prevailing shift of post-

responses towards the first category in the EED implementation, in sharp contrast to the non-

EED implementation, (c) the corresponding reduction in the percentage of the non-

epistemologically informed categories of responses. Clearly, these indications suggest that 

it is possible to impact on students’ awareness on NOS/NOT issues from a school age and 

scaffold them in developing informed views in this direction. 

An additional scientific contribution of this study in providing empirical support to 

the claim concerning the effectiveness of teaching approaches that explicitly address 

epistemological awareness, is that it extends the limited number of comparative studies that 

report direct comparisons between the implicit and the explicit approach and provides the 

first report of such research for upper-secondary students and the unique reported for 

promoting understanding of the interrelationship between S&T. 

Concerning the technological contribution of the study, we deem that our work 

contributes to the validation of a TLS with respect to its facility to promote awareness about 

the distinction between S&T as a prerequisite for exploring connections between the two 

domains. This contribution responds to the widely recognized need for research-based and 
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research-validated teaching innovations that integrate explicit aspects of NOS, a learning 

objective that still receives limited consideration in conventional teaching practice in S&T 

education (Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003). The study 

partially meets this need by proposing an activity sequence for developing students’ 

awareness of a specific NOS aspect and complements prior work on developing an 

instrument for assessing students’ awareness of the distinction between S&T.  

The study has drawn on data restricted to one of the four-targeted NOS/NOT 

objectives, i.e., the different overarching orientation of S&T. In Study 1, we have 

documented that understanding differences between S&T is a prerequisite for developing 

awareness about the strong interactions between S&T and specifically how one field can 

contribute to the development of the other. It is important to state that the project’s research 

orientation is not to provide science education with a sharp distinction between S&T. The 

project draws on the premise that trying to think about this distinction can lead to a better 

understanding of what can clearly be classified as Technology and what can clearly be 

classified as Science. 

Findings presented in this study stress the importance of future research on the 

design, development and validation of TLSs for helping students in the age range 15 to 18 

to develop an awareness of the role of S&T in society and also of their differences and 

interconnections. More specifically, findings of the study highlight the need for future 

research on evaluation strategies for other learning objectives related to NOS / NOT. 

Moreover, building on the successful triangulation strategies of this study, we are interested 

in exploring the added value possibilities of alternative evaluation strategies diverging from 

the formal pre-post tests, which could be more context-based and used during teaching in 

ways that provide students with feedback about their awareness and thus scaffold the 

integration of epistemological reflections in science classes. We consider the comparisons 

of data from various evaluation formats a promising possibility for improved resources for 

assessing learning. 
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CHAPTER V  

The educational value of coherence in designing 

science teaching-learning sequences that integrate 

philosophical issues: an example from developing 

awareness of the relationship between science and 

technology 

Abstract 

This study examines the role of philosophy in the educational decision-making involved 

when designing teaching-learning sequences (TLSs) for science. To illustrate our argument, 

we focus on a single learning objective: developing awareness of the relationship between 

science and technology. We present and compare four philosophical perspectives that 

describe the relationship between science and technology as two domains of social activity, 

namely: the “indistinguishable fields” view, the demarcationist view, the “technology as 

applied science” view and the materialistic view. Next, we reflect on implications of 

applying each individual perspective for the design of TLSs in science and technology 

education. From this analysis, we conclude that exclusive adoption of any one of these four 

approaches would lead to flaws in the design of TLSs with significant implications on 

emergent student views. Inspired by the inference to the best explanation methodology 

(Harman, 1965; Lipton, 2003) we propose an approach that emphasizes coherence as a 

guiding principle in designing philosophically informed TLSs on the relationship between 

science and technology. From this illustrative example, we scaffold a broader coherence 

argument to support the claim that the design of TLSs for introducing philosophical aspects 

of science should transgress individual philosophical perspectives and help students develop 

the more fundamental ideas while overlooking the intricacies of the underlying philosophical 

dialogue. We identify the interactionist view of the relationship between S&T as one such 

approach that meets the coherence criteria and we discuss implications of adopting this view 

in the design of philosophically informed TLSs. 

Keywords 

teaching-learning sequence; relationship between science and technology; nature of 

science; nature of technology 
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1. Perspectives on the relationship between S&T  

The phrase “science and technology” is commonly used in policy documents, the daily press 

and in informal discourse, referring to a single concept or at least two indistinguishable 

aspects of one enterprise. This public representation contrasts with the philosophical act of 

probing into the relationship between Science and Technology (S&T). This philosophical 

discourse is summarized in Figure 1. The four axes ends represent four inferences of the 

relationship between S&T; at the cross-section of the two axes is a fifth inference. The 

diagram represents four different perspectives on the relationship between S&T that are 

present in the ongoing philosophical discourse. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Perspectives on the relationship between Science and Technology (S&T) 

The identical (indistinguishable fields) view reflects the broad public perception that 

S&T are two facets of the same coin. This view sees no value in discriminating between 

S&T and is reinforced by the fact that modern science rarely develops without technology 

and vise-versa. “Hence modern technology can be seen as deliberately scientific in nature, 

and contemporary science is largely geared to technological ends, using technological means 

to achieve them.” (Davies, 1995, p.102). Additionally, reports on techno-science education 

corroborate this view (Tala, 2009). At the other end of the horizontal axis, the demarcationist 

view describes S&T as “independent, with differing goals, methods and outcomes” (Gardner 

1994, p.5), and developing separately.  
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In the vertical axis, the technology as applied science (science dominant) view conveys that 

“science precedes technology, i.e. technological capability grows out of scientific 

knowledge; this position […] is widely held and influential.” (Gardner 1994, p.5). The 

opposite, technology dominant view, rests on the premise that “technology precedes science; 

this materialist view asserts that technology is historically and ontologically prior to science, 

that experience with tools, instruments and other artefacts is necessary for conceptual 

development.” (Gardner 1994, p. 5). 

At the junction of the two axes, the interactionist view treats S&T as domains of 

human activity with dynamic, two-way interaction (Brooks, 1994) and “considers scientists 

and technologists as groups of people who learn from each other in mutually beneficial 

ways.” (Gardner 1994, p. 5). Comparatively to the other four, this view seeks to portray a 

more balanced and rather consensual representation of the relationship between S&T 

(Davies, 1995).  

 

2. Background 

The integration of philosophical issues in science teaching has been a longstanding priority. 

How to achieve this has been the subject of extensive discussion by the science education 

research community leading to efforts to promote teachers’ and students’ understanding of 

the nature of science. 

 

2.1 Nature of Science and Nature of Technology as constructs of the educational sciences 

The Nature of Science (NOS) and the Nature of Technology (NOT) have long been 

considered core learning objectives and fundamental components of scientific and 

technological literacy (AAAS, 1989; Driver, Leach, Millar & Scot, 1996; ITEA, 2007; Kang, 

Scharmann & Noh., 2005; Lederman & Lederman, 2014; McComas & Olson, 2002; NRC, 

1996, 2000, 2007, 2012; Taber, 2008 among many others). The relationship between S&T, 

is recognized as one aspect of the NOS/NOT that should be advanced through S&T 

education and has not been adequately studied thus far (Constantinou et al., 2010; Hadjilouca 

et al., 2011; McComas, 2008; Osborne, Collins, Ratcliffe, Millar, & Duschl, 2003). 

 

2.2 Assumptions on the design of philosophically informed TLSs 

A challenging issue with direct implications on the design of philosophically informed 

teaching innovations (i.e. integrating NOS/NOT issues in classroom activities), concerns the 

role of explicitness as a pedagogical strategy. Explicit approaches deem that students’ 

attention to philosophical issues needs to be overtly targeted through purposefully planned 
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group discourse activities (Oliveira, Akerson, Colak, Pongsanon, & Genel, 2012; Schwartz, 

Lederman, & Crawford, 2004).  

Prior research on investigating explicitness in NOS/NOT teaching examined the role 

of systematically engaging students in reflective and structured discussions. Relevant 

literature suggests that embedding such Explicit Epistemological Discourse (EED) activities 

and engaging students in EED facilitates NOS understanding, i.e., there is value in 

approaching NOS as a learning objective and consequently in planning teaching in ways that 

explicitly draw students’ attention towards NOS issues (Clough, 2006; Khishfe & Ab-El-

Khalick, 2002; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003). 

In our work, we choose to focus on two pedagogical perspectives for the design of 

TLSs. Inquiry-based and design-based teaching and learning are established paradigms in 

S&T education. The inquiry-based teaching and learning framework seeks to enhance the 

authenticity of school science, while at the same time placing emphasis on conceptual change 

and the emergence of coherent conceptual frameworks through active participation of 

students in processes of investigating phenomena and constructing meaning (NRC, 2012; 

Kyza et al., 2011). Design-based teaching and learning also facilitates active learning, this 

time through engaging students in problem solving processes with explicit reference to 

meeting life’s challenges and social priorities (ITEA, 2007). It involves the methodical 

design and often the construction of artifacts followed by an evaluation of the extent to which 

the end product or process meets pre-defined specifications (Bybee, 2011; ITEA, 2007). 

 

3. Designing teaching-learning sequences from different philosophical 

perspectives: main features and consequences  

Davies (1996) provides arguments both in favor and against each one of the four perspectives 

illustrated in Figure 1 and reports corresponding pedagogical implications to advance the 

thesis that “the view we take of the relationship between science and technology will, 

necessarily affect the way we teach them” (p.102). Depending on which view is adopted, 

there are implications both for the design of a teaching-learning sequence (TLS) and its 

enactment. Below we describe the main generalized features of TLSs designed from the 

perspective of each of the four views and we also formulate the student views that would 

emerge as anticipated outcomes.  

 

3.1 Identical (indistinguishable fields) view 

This view would be reasonably expressed by means of an integrated subject “science and 

technology” or teaching and learning activities that seamlessly transverse the worlds of 
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theoretical ideas, natural phenomena, artifacts and problems that can be addressed through 

innovative design. A typical TLS would include a blend of scientifically-natured (inquiry-

oriented) and technologically-natured (design-oriented) activities without providing any 

hints that would make students aware of any boundaries between these worlds. During these 

activities, students would try to respond to questions about explaining phenomena and also 

solve problems by specifying, developing and evaluating artifacts. 

Applying this view through such an undifferentiated approach, disregards that S&T 

assume inherently different ways of thinking, different methodologies and different 

priorities. As a consequence, it is possible that any superficial attempt at blending S&T 

activities could mislead, confuse or enhance existing misconceptions about “what is” and 

“what is not” science or technology. One possible response to the critique of the 

indistinguishable fields’ view could be given by adopting the demarcationist perspective for 

the design of TLSs. 

 

3.2 Demarcationist (independent fields) view 

Following the demarcationist perspective, separate and mutually exclusive TLSs for each 

field would reasonably be prepared for possibly separate subject areas, with distinct content 

and terminology. Activities would be clearly categorized as scientific or technological with 

mere use of technology in science lessons and vise-versa, e.g. use of tools of modern 

technology’s achievements during science lessons, without exposing students to design 

processes or aspects of the nature of technology. Correspondingly, technology lessons, 

would apply scientific knowledge whenever required, without necessarily challenging 

students to explain relevant phenomena or develop a consistent understanding of related 

scientific concepts. Several educational systems have indeed adopted this perspective when 

introducing Technology or Design and Technology as a separate subject (De Vries, 2009; 

Jones & Buntting, 2015), often replacing Handicraft or Art and Craft, while leaving Science 

as a largely untouched amalgamation of Physics, Chemistry and Biology units. 

A consequence of this approach that often arises is that students’ ability to transfer 

knowledge from science lessons to technology activities and vice-versa is impeded (Jones 

& Buntting, 2015). Another relevant consequence relates to the fact that applying this 

approach for the design of TLSs does not accurately represent nor do justice to the actual 

research reality where the two fields mostly if not always, coexist and interact. Accordingly, 

students would not be likely to appreciate the contribution of one field to the other, since no 

bridging between the two lessons would be achieved. This condition could produce false 
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impressions of how the two fields operate as well as their individual value. Subsequently, it 

could lead to misguiding students’ perceptions concerning future career aspirations. 

 

3.3 TAS (science dominant) view  

This view would affect the academic role of science education on technology education. 

TLSs expressing the TAS view would be designed to place emphasis on the academic 

prestige of science in comparison with technology and the industrial application of scientific 

knowledge. Most technological projects would be carried out in terms of applying scientific 

knowledge, with emphasis on the practical side of construction work. If there would be two 

separate school subjects, the Technology subject would be designed to fit and apply the 

content learnt in the Science subject. In other words, explaining the relevant phenomena in 

the Science subject would always be a prerequisite for developing the concepts needed to 

invent adequate solutions within the projects undertaken in the Technology subject, such as 

in the case of scientific investigations about electric circuits followed by constructing a torch, 

for example (Davies, 1995). 

A consequence of this approach is that the value of developing design skills could, 

by and large, be degraded as compared to gaining scientific knowledge (Gardner, 1994). 

Although historically valid in several instances, in the industrial and post-industrial 

economy, the TAS view of the relationship between S&T ignores both the fact that, in 

historical terms, technology preceded science, as well as the current, reciprocal relationship, 

since: (a) scientific knowledge frequently needs elaboration before it becomes 

technologically useful (Layton, 1993), (b) many examples of technological development 

occurred without scientific scaffolding (Basalla, 1988; Jones, 2012), (c) numerous examples 

of careful application of scientific knowledge failed because of critical design flaws or the 

absence of other necessary parameters (Davies, 1995; Jones, 2012), and (d) science itself 

was inspired by technological practices and in many cases was dependent on them (as in the 

cases of telescopes, computers and particle accelerators, for example) (Pitt, 2018). All these 

could misguide students to underestimate the significance of technological knowledge and 

innovation vis-à-vis scientific knowledge and inquiry. This would in turn undermine efforts 

to develop realistic notions in the students’ aspirations and future career choices (Davies, 

1995). 

 

3.4 Materialistic (technology dominant) view 

In the case of adopting a materialistic approach when designing TLSs, science education 

would serve much like an assistant to technology education. Specifically, science education 
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would be invoked only on a need to basis, i.e., to investigate certain scientific concepts 

whose necessity would arise during the implementation of a technology project (e.g., 

investigation of the thermal insulation properties of various materials as a resource activity 

for a project with a mission to design a ski jacket) (Davies, 1995). 

Although this view, just as the opposite one of TAS, has been historically valid in a 

variety of situations and historical periods, one of its consequences could be that it leads to 

disregarding the importance of its converse, i.e. the equally valid inspirational role of 

scientific development towards technological innovation. Restricting scientific learning 

activities to an absolutely utilitarian part of the design process, would qualify technology 

education to the status of being unrealistic: without the contribution of science it is highly 

unlikely that modern technology could have developed. Additionally, important aspects of 

science would possibly be left outside the curriculum, since most things taught would be 

confined to meeting the needs of specific technological projects (Davies, 1995). Lastly, it 

would be less likely for students to develop the notion of the evolution of scientific 

knowledge as a process sometimes driven by an innate need to be able to understand and 

make valid predictions. 

 

4. A coherence view for familiarizing students with the relationship 

between S&T 

The effort to integrate philosophical issues in science and technology teaching beyond being 

a longstanding priority, is also particularly challenging when it comes to issues that are still 

open to philosophical scrutiny, such as the relationship between S&T. The design of TLSs, 

as tools for classroom use, faces exactly this challenge. As illustrated by the analysis in the 

last section, drawing exclusively on anyone of the four philosophical perspectives on 

scrutinizing the relationship between S&T, educationally, is not an option. It is not an option 

partly because the main aim of the educational effort is to encourage student awareness of 

the distinct roles and priorities of S&T in a modern democratic society, as well as to help 

students recognize their main features, their dynamic interconnections and their significance. 

 Having rejected the possibility of adopting anyone of the four philosophical 

perspectives, two options remain: either to present all four and try to engage students in 

appreciating the underlying philosophical discourse or to identify a single narrative that 

crystallizes some fundamental ideas for philosophical reflection. 

 For the first option, one needs to take into consideration that the objective of the 

corresponding philosophical scrutiny is to seek an exhaustive account that can guide 
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informed debate about the very nature of science and the very nature of technology, in ways 

that satisfy the criterion of validity and consistency but also have the potential to influence 

informed policy development and decision making in terms of setting scientific and 

technological priorities. Such an account would require a pre-existing understanding of the 

concept related to the specific topic as well as the fundamental functions of S&T and also a 

basic facility with philosophical inquiry. In addition, students would need to be able to 

connect with an account for S&T that they can relate to their own studies and options for the 

future.  

In contrast, for the second option, if we were to adopt some of the shared ideas, we 

need to beware of two challenges: (a) the need to identify philosophical ideas that are to 

some degree consensual, revealing fundamental aspects of the purposes and relationship 

between science and technology; (b) the need for those ideas to make a coherent whole so 

that they can be conducive to elaboration. 

For these purposes and following on our critique of exclusively adopting any one of 

the four approaches when designing TLSs, we propose adopting a methodology inspired by 

what Harman (1965), and Lipton (2003) –albeit in a different context– call inference to the 

best explanation, i.e. in the absence of significant empirical evidence that would be crucial 

for determining the one correct approach, to aim for the best possible method for introducing 

the relationship between S&T in each development stage.  

The inference to the best explanation leads one to infer that it must have rained the 

night before because the grass is wet this morning, since it is a highly probable conclusion 

if the experience occurs in a northern European country. It would not have been an inference 

to the best explanation if the experience occurred in a southern European country in the 

summer, since the probability of the conclusion diminishes significantly, even more so if the 

road next to the grass is dry. So, the same inference would be good or bad given the 

accompanying circumstances in the neighboring environment. Let us codify this by saying 

that an inference leads to the best explanation given the context of the circumstances in 

which it occurs. In an analogous manner we suggest that, since we lack conclusive arguments 

for deciding which of the four aforementioned approaches is best for use in the design of 

TLSs, we adopt a pluralist approach in the sense of choosing the best one, or the most 

suitable, given the circumstances at particular stages of the development of the students’ 

knowledge and understanding.  

For the case of familiarizing students with the relationship between S&T, the best 

possible approach needs to satisfy the following: Firstly, it should transgress problems 

arising when exclusively following any specific view of the relationship between S&T. 
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Secondly, it should reconcile between the various philosophical interpretations. Despite the 

lack of agreement in the philosophy of science in a specific interpretation of the relationship 

between S&T, it would still be possible, meaningful and useful to help students develop a 

relevant set of fundamental ideas while overlooking the intricacies of the underlying 

discourse. Subsequently, citing the absence of actual application of the individual views of 

the relationship between S&T in education, we suggest a response to this open issue by 

introducing a coherence approach (as mentioned, inspired by Harman’s (1965) inference to 

the best explanation approach).  

Instead of presenting one or more of the active philosophical perspectives of the 

relationship between S&T, a coherence approach would include consensual elements 

extracted from all four perspectives in order to familiarize students with an overview of the 

relationship between S&T through suitable examples, highlighting the fundamental 

distinctions and interconnections even though this view would not be compatible with all the 

intricacies of an exhausting philosophical debate. One implication of the coherence approach 

is that the significance of any of the above four views for introducing TLSs is considered as 

context-dependent. This prima facie may not seem appropriate, but in the absence of 

conclusive arguments that one approach is best, for the practical purposes of designing a 

TLS, it is reasonable. 

One such coherent approach would be to adopt an interactionist view of the 

relationship between S&T. According to Davies (1995) the most appropriate view to 

understand the other views is the one at the junction of the two dimensions of Figure 1, i.e., 

the interactionist view. Thus, applying the interactionist notion through the design of TLSs 

in S&T education balances the two ends of TAS and materialistic views, reflecting the 

current reality of how S&T research projects are enacted in the real world. Admittedly, “it 

is very difficult to teach science and technology interactively”, especially in the primary 

school (Davies, 1995, p.110). Furthermore, if students have not previously been given the 

opportunity to develop a consistent understanding about the differences between S&T, 

helping them recognize aspects of the intricate relationship between the two fields would 

involve some degree of elaboration on the bidirectional transactions that, for example, feed 

science with questions formulated by technology and tools developed by technology and, in 

the other directions, feed technology with phenomena, laws and scientific hypotheses that 

can find use in technological problem solving. 

To achieve implementation of such a coherence approach, one could be guided by 

awareness of key ideas from the historical background of the relationship between S&T, and 

carefully adapt them seeking to align the complexity of the targeted ideas with students’ 
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cognitive resources. Following the historical development of the relationship between S&T, 

we learn that initially the two fields developed independently and today they have come to 

progress in mutual interaction (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). Thus, students could initially be 

guided to study separately the two fields (demarcationist view) and be steered to develop 

coherent criteria to distinguish between S&T. One basic and historically relevant criterion is 

the different orientation between S&T, where science seeks to generate reliable knowledge, 

while technology seeks to respond to human needs by developing solutions to problems 

(Hadjilouca et al., 2011). Corresponding differences exist in terms of the core processes they 

rely on, i.e. investigation is a process employed for achieving scientific goals, while design 

is a procedure applied for reaching technological goals (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). Ensuring 

that students are familiarized with fundamental distinctions between S&T, then a TLS can 

proceed with activities that explore the coexistence of the two fields, to explore their 

interconnections as these appear through the TAS and the materialistic views.  

Based on such a coherence rationale, we have designed a TLS, which we described 

analytically in another study (Hadjilouca et al., 2011). This teaching proposal, as elaborated 

in Chapter III, was implemented with an intact class of sixth graders and we have obtained 

promising results regarding reaching its learning objectives for distinguishing between S&T 

and also appreciating their relationship. 

In summary, the coherence approach employs elements from all four views in the 

quest to introduce an interactionist relationship between S&T. However, it does not do so in 

order to spell out necessary and sufficient conditions for the difference between S&T, but in 

order to support the development of intuition about their different nature and their relations. 

In this quest, the coherence approach employs each of the four views at different stages of 

the development of that intuition in students or it chooses the most suitable of the four in 

each particular circumstance, since its compass is to bring students to a basic level of 

understanding of S&T that will allow them to recognize some of the differences and 

interdependencies between S&T. 

 

5. A broader coherence claim concerning the design of science TLSs  

One could argue why not teach all views of the relationship between S&T instead of probing 

on a coherence approach. The answer is simple; neither science nor technology education 

are oriented to teaching philosophy. Still, both science education and technology education, 

from the designers’ perspective, are interested to probe how philosophy can inform decision-

making concerning the design of TLSs that integrate philosophical aspects of S&T into 

teaching and learning.  
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Although philosophical views cannot determine educational practices, we think that 

it is meaningful for educators to maintain a sufficient philosophical background with the 

intention of following future discourse in which philosophy could possibly play a greater 

role in education. Despite the lack of agreement in the philosophy of science/technology on 

a specific interpretation of the relationship between S&T, it would still be possible and useful 

to help students develop a relevant set of fundamental ideas while overlooking the intricacies 

of the underlying discourse. In the previous section we proposed an approach for 

familiarizing students with the relationship between S&T, which transgresses complicated 

philosophical scrutiny, namely the coherence approach. In this section we extend this 

approach by suggesting its broader use in the design of TLSs that scaffold students’ 

awareness of more issues relevant to philosophical aspects of science that are also considered 

important in science education and simultaneously remain open to philosophical debate. We 

argue in favor of extending the coherence approach by reporting the consistency of this 

extension with the recent efforts of science education researchers to define the construct of 

the NOS, as a synopsis of general characteristics of science that are meaningful and 

beneficial for students to be aware of and for which there is a consensus among philosophers 

of science (Abd-El-Khalick, Bell & Lederman, 1998; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2008; 

Osborne et al., 2003). In fact, understanding how S&T differ and relate is part of this 

construct (Jones & Buntting, 2015; McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003).   

More specifically, the coherent approach is consistent with the consensus that seems 

to exist within science education on a set of ideas consisting of the NOS (Abd-El-Khalick, 

Bell & Lederman, 1998; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003). For 

example, these ideas include, amongst others, the durable, albeit tentative, nature of 

scientific theories, the central role of empirical evidence in science and the distinction 

between observations and inferences. This consensus rationale results from the premise that 

whatever the scientific content students are intended to gain (e.g. conceptual understanding, 

NOS understanding, reasoning skills, practical skills, experiences, attitudes), it should be 

appropriately transformed toward meeting students’ needs and use their ideas as a starting 

point. Consequently, transformations are bound to include justified simplifications of the 

scientific content that align the complexity of the targeted ideas with students’ cognitive 

readiness. 

The challenge that is inherent in attempts to devise teaching transformations for 

philosophical issues, is how to avoid conflicts with corresponding ideas that are widely 

accepted within the philosophy of science. Despite being simplified and incomplete, the 

ideas that students are intended to develop should serve a productive role and should be 
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amenable to elaboration at subsequent stages so as to become increasingly sophisticated and 

epistemologically coherent (Taber, 2008). From this perspective, disagreements among 

philosophers of science are not always relevant to school science (Lederman, 2007), in that 

science teaching merely aims at helping students develop fundamental consensus ideas of 

how science works without trying to deepen in the underlying (philosophical) discourse. 

It is important to note, that the relationship between S&T, is included among the set 

of ideas consisting of the NOS (McComas, 2008; Osborne et al., 2003). Of course, 

familiarizing students with the relationship between S&T is itself important for a number of 

reasons, which have been elaborated elsewhere (Constantinou et al., 2010). Understanding 

of the relationship between S&T could inform and facilitate attempts to devise mechanisms 

for increasing students’ interest towards S&T courses (Gago et al., 2004; NSF, 2003; OECD, 

2006) and it could offer them guidance on future careers. Specifically, it could help the 

education system to encourage students to make more informed decisions and this could, in 

turn, increase the likelihood for successful career choices. Also, the prevalent conceptions 

about S&T are important for efforts to communicate publicly their role in society and the 

outcomes of the various policy procedures for developing funding priorities. For instance, 

the level of public support for an innovation system in close symbiosis but distinct from the 

science system, and closely related with financial investment mechanisms, is directly related 

to the level of public understanding of the differences and connections between S&T and the 

diverse roles they play in economic development. 

Our objective in this study was to reflect on the educational value of coherence when 

designing TLSs for teaching issues related to the philosophy of science and suggest its 

application in a specific example. Notably, we used the objective of familiarizing students 

with the relationship between S&T as an example to support the claim that designing TLSs 

for teaching issues related to the philosophy of science, should be structured on 

philosophically informed decisions but not restricted to individual philosophical 

interpretations. 
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CHAPTER VI: CONCLUSIONS  

1. Restating the research problem and purpose  

Developing understanding about the NOS, is acknowledged as a core learning objective of 

science education and an important component of scientific literacy (AAAS, 1989; Abd-El-

Khalick, 2013; Driver et al., 1996; Kang et al., 2005; Lederman, 2007; McComas & Olson, 

1998; NRC, 1996, 2000, 2007, 2012; Taber, 2008 among many others). However, 

conventional science teaching does not pay adequate attention to NOS as it does with the 

remaining science learning objectives (e.g. conceptual understanding, scientific skills, etc.) 

as compared to this acknowledgement. The present dissertation emerged as a partial response 

to this problem and specifically the dual need for (a) elucidating parameters that relate to the 

teaching and learning of the NOS in science education and (b) developing corresponding 

illustrations of effective teaching innovations, especially in the lower school grades (Abd-

El-Khalick, 2012, 2013; Akerson & Volrich 2006; Kang et al., 2005; Lederman, 2007; 

Lederman & Lederman, 2014; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003). One of these parameters 

concerned the role of the philosophy of science in the design of TLSs , while another 

concerned the role of EED for improving students’ awareness about NOS.  

I was especially interested to pursue the above purpose by focusing on an aspect of 

the NOS which lacked adequate investigation thus far. Specifically, the dissertation 

elaborated on the role of Science and Technology in society, their interrelationship and 

sought to investigate student understanding of this role and ways to enhance it. The 

interrelationship between S&T is of contemporary interest because of the need to make better 

use of the results of research in innovation and entrepreneurship. Science education has a 

great potential in contributing to this societal priority by promoting student understanding of 

how S&T differ and how they relate (Jones & Buntting, 2015; McComas, 2008; Osborne et 

al., 2003). 

 

2. Summary of findings – Limitations 

The dissertation pursued its purpose through four distinct studies that sought to respond to 

the formulated research questions. The first study developed a detailed description of the 

rationale underlying a novel teaching proposal and an outline of the corresponding activity 

sequence that embodied the rationale for a teaching innovation about the interrelationship 

between S&T. The effort relied on inputs from three sources: the history and philosophy of 
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S&T, existing knowledge on the teaching and learning of the NOS, as well as empirical data 

on students’ initial ideas and the difficulties they encounter while learning about this topic.  

The second and third studies designed TLSs that applied this rationale and evaluated 

them through teaching interventions. Both studies evaluated the effectiveness of EED for 

raising students’ awareness about NOS by exploring whether the combination of inquiry-

oriented and design-oriented teaching and learning could provide a rich context for raising 

awareness about the interrelationship between S&T. The learning objectives of the TLSs in 

both studies were that students would (a) develop awareness of the distinction between the 

different overarching goals of S&T (producing reliable knowledge about natural phenomena 

vs developing solutions to respond to human problems and needs), (b) develop awareness of 

the difference in the core methodological frameworks that are commonly adopted by S&T 

(investigation and design, respectively), (c) identify aspects of the contribution of S to the 

development of T, and (d) identify aspects of the contribution of T to the development of S. 

Assessment focused on the first learning goal, namely student awareness of the distinction 

between the different overarching goals of S&T.  Both studies described the research process 

and what was learnt about designing TLSs on this topic, accompanied by suggestions on 

improvements and refinements to the learning materials.  

Specifically, the second study reported a process of technological design situated in 

a design-based research paradigm that implemented a specially designed TLS in geometrical 

optics with a class of upper-elementary school students. The effectiveness of the TLS was 

assessed with measurements of students’ understanding about the different overarching 

goals of S&T and also difficulties students encounter in their attempts to develop an 

understanding of the difference between the overarching goals of S&T. The measurements 

were taken prior to and after the teaching intervention through the participants’ responses to 

written tasks and follow-up semi-structured interviews. The analysis of the collected data 

explored students’ progress because of their interaction with the TLS. The results 

demonstrated the possibilities in young learners’ ability to improve their understanding and 

provided feedback for the revision of the TLS so as to further enhance its effectiveness by 

further scaffolding students overcome their difficulties and better achieve the stated learning 

objectives in future implementations.  

The third study integrated, as previously stated, the epistemologically oriented 

learning objectives and corresponding activities regarding the interrelationship between 

S&T in an existing TLS on electromagnetic properties of materials and was designed to 

address the needs of upper-secondary school students. Next, it applied a combined pre-post 

test and interview design that evaluated upper-secondary school students’ awareness of the 
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interrelationship between S&T as part of two teaching interventions with two versions of a 

TLS. The targeted difference between the two interventions was the integration of EED 

activities regarding the interrelationship (i.e., differences and connections) between S&T in 

the second version of the TLS. The outcomes of the study provided empirical evidence 

regarding the argument that students’ awareness of NOS was more effectively promoted 

when integrating EED in science teaching and learning. 

The results of the TLSs’ evaluations in the second and third studies concentrated to 

one of the LOs that is a prerequisite for exploring connections between S&T. The promising 

results at this stage, necessitate to consider for further enhancing the development of 

validated instruments for the rest of the objectives, in order to collect feedback about the 

remaining learning objectives. 

The fourth study focused on the role of philosophy in the design of TLSs that 

introduce philosophical aspects of science, such as the relationship between S&T. The study 

compared five reported perspectives that describe the relationship between S&T and 

reflected on corresponding implications from separate application of each perspective for 

the design of TLSs in S&T education. This reflection concluded that exclusive adoptions of 

any of these five approaches when designing TLSs reported flaws and lacked validity in 

students’ awareness. This reflection led to suggesting a coherence approach when designing 

TLSs for familiarizing students with the relationship between S&T. This approach suggests 

such a TLS needs to be structured on philosophically informed decisions but not to be 

restricted to individual philosophical interpretations. The example of the relationship 

between S&T was further expanded in supporting a broader coherence claim concerning the 

design of TLSs for introducing philosophical aspects of science by transgressing the 

individual philosophical perspectives and help students develop fundamental ideas while 

excluding the intricacies of the underlying philosophical dialogue.  

 

3. Implications – Contribution  

Possessing an adequate understanding concerning how S&T differ and interrelate has 

implications on various dimensions including citizens’ ability to meaningfully participate in 

the public debate over socio-scientific issues and make informed choices on their future 

careers. The contribution of this dissertation is of a dual nature: scientific and technological.  

One scientific contribution of the dissertation relates to indications of the ability to 

impact on students’ understanding on NOS issues at an early stage and scaffold students in 

developing informed views towards this direction. Particularly, the dissertation’s findings 

elucidate our understanding about the role of explicitness in teaching about NOS issues. EED 
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in Studies 2 and 3 was applied as planned activities that engaged students in reflective and 

structured discussions. Embedding such EED improved NOS understanding. The findings 

of both studies (2 and 3) that EED was integrated in the TLSs, exposed improvements in 

students’ awareness and reflection habits. Namely, the reflective EED activities served as 

scaffolds for students to become more aware of what they were doing and possibly more 

receptive through their exposal to S&T activities. For the learning objective investigated in 

these studies (to understand the difference between the overarching goals of S&T), the 

integration of transitional EED reflective activities as part of the hands-on activities was 

found to directly connect to effective scaffolds of the development of students’ awareness 

of how S&T differ in an epistemologically informed manner. More specifically, the gradual 

introduction of the main goal orientation and characteristic methodology of each of the two 

domains, in association with explicitly encouraging students connect scientific and 

technological work to their classroom work associates to improved awareness of the 

overarching goals of S&T and their facility to use this awareness as a way to distinguish 

between the two fields. Therefore, such findings confirmed and elucidated the claim that 

students’ NOS awareness does not typically emerge as a spontaneous outcome of their 

exposal to rich inquiry/design educational experiences (Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; 

Lederman, 1992; Sandoval, 2003, 2005; Sandoval & Morrison, 2003) but can improve when 

systematically engaging students in structured reflective discussions during teaching and 

learning (Clough, 2006; Lederman, 2007; McComas, 2002; Sandoval, 2003). The 

dissertation’s novelty in this respect becomes more apparent since only a limited number of 

research reports with direct comparisons between the implicit and the explicit approach 

(study 3) and no prior results were found for the interrelationship between S&T (studies 2, 

3). 

Another scientific contribution relates to investigating the potential of using inputs 

from the history and philosophy of S&T for facilitating and supporting attempts to develop 

teaching and learning materials that address NOS issues. Specifically, exposing the 

perspectives of the interrelationship between S&T through the lens of history revealed 

guidelines that informed the development of the activity sequence in various ways. The 

findings from such reflection can also be useful for any future attempt to design NOS-

informed learning sequences. Connected to this contribution stands the suggestion of the 

coherence approach when designing TLS that introduce philosophical aspects of science, 

i.e., NOS aspects. Using the relationship between S&T as an example, the coherence 

approach employed elements from the various philosophical interpretations of the 

relationship between S&T in the quest to introduce TLSs on this topic. This approach could 
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not be used for spelling out necessary and sufficient conditions for the difference between 

S&T, but it can be useful in educators to support students’ development of intuition about 

the two fields’ different nature and their relations. In this quest, the coherence approach was 

useful to employing each of the five views at different stages of the development of that 

intuition in students or it chose the most suitable of the five in each particular circumstance, 

since its compass was to bring students to a basic level of understanding of S&T that would 

allow them to recognize some of the differences and relations between S&T. 

The technological part of the dissertation’s contribution relates to the development 

of a structure for a teaching innovation addressing the interrelationship between S&T with 

upper-elementary and secondary school students. The dissertation contributed to the design 

as well as the validation of TLSs with respect to their ability to promote awareness about the 

distinction between S&T as a prerequisite for exploring connections between the two 

domains. This contribution responded to a widely recognized need for research-based and 

research-informed teaching innovations that integrate explicit aspects of the NOS, a set of 

learning objectives that still receive limited consideration in conventional teaching practice 

(Abd-El-Khalick, 2012; Lederman, 2007; Lederman & Lederman, 2014; McComas, 2002; 

Sandoval & Morrison, 2003), especially in the case of the elementary and secondary school 

grades (Akerson & Volrich, 2006; Kang et al., 2005).  

Finally, another contribution relates to a topical issue in the Cyprus Educational 

System for public elementary education. The dissertation is directly connected to recent 

changes of the framework for teaching S&T, where for grades 1-4 two lessons, Science and 

Design and Technology, have recently been integrated after a long tradition of being taught 

separately with quite distinct laboratory infrastructures and traditions. This transformation 

is a cause for further thinking on the pedagogical grounds on which to base decisions about 

the ways of effectively integrating the two fields in early elementary education. The findings 

of the dissertation contribute in this direction, through specific recommendations for 

effective teaching of S&T in ways that take into consideration the interrelationship between 

the two domains. 

 

4. Recommendations for future research  

Future steps on this research area include more implementation circles of the revised TLSs 

in upper elementary and secondary classroom environments with a view to evaluate their 

effectiveness through appropriate instrumentation and to further promote all the learning 

objectives. The two empirical studies (2 and 3) have drawn on data restricted to one of the 

four-targeted NOS objectives, i.e., the different overarching orientation of S&T. The two 
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theoretical studies (1 and 4), documented that understanding differences between S&T is a 

prerequisite for developing awareness about the strong interactions between S&T and 

specifically how one field can contribute to the development of the other. It is important to 

state that the project’s research orientation is not to provide science education with a sharp 

distinction between S&T. The project draws on the premise that trying to think about this 

distinction can lead to a better understanding of what can clearly be classified as Technology 

and what can clearly be classified as Science.  

ȉhe empirical findings presented in this dissertation stress the importance of future 

research on the design, development and validation of TLSs for helping students in the age 

range 11 to 17 to develop an awareness of the role of S&T in society and also of their 

differences and interconnections. More specifically, these findings highlight the need for 

future research on evaluation strategies for other learning objectives related to NOS. 

Moreover, building on the successful triangulation strategies, I am interested in exploring 

the added value possibilities of alternative evaluation strategies diverging from the formal 

pre-post tests, which could be more context-based and used during teaching in ways that 

provide students with feedback about their awareness and thus scaffold the integration of 

epistemological reflections in science classes. I consider the comparisons of data from 

various evaluation formats a promising possibility for improved resources for assessing 

learning. 
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APPENDICES  

 

Appendix A: List of abbreviations 

Appendix B: Evaluation task used in Study 2 of students’ ability to distinguish 

between S&T based on the different central objective each field pursues (in 

English and in Greek Language) 

 

Appendix C: Evaluation task used in Study 3 of students’ ability to distinguish 

between S&T based on the different central objective each field pursues (in 

English and in Greek Language) 

 

Appendix D: Semi-structured interview protocol used in Studies 2 and 3 

 

Appendix E: Teaching-Learning materials used in Study 2 

 

Appendix F: Teaching-Learning materials used in Study 3 
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Appendix A: List of Abbreviations 

 

Table 6 

List of Abbreviations 

Abbreviation Explanation 

EED Explicit Epistemological Discourse 

LO Learning Objective 

NOS Nature of Science 

NOT Nature of Technology 

S&T Science and Technology 

TLS Teaching-Learning Sequence 
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Appendix B 

Formal Terminology test 

Name: ______________________________________  Class: _______  Date: __________ 

Below there are some statements that describe what different researchers are trying to do in 
their research. For each research tick  ONE box, which you consider as the most 
appropriate, i.e., whether you consider that the research fits in science, technology or neither 
of the two fields. 

 

 

What the 

researchers 

are trying  

to do 

belongs to 

science. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying 

to do 

belongs to 

technology. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying to 

does not 

belong neither 

science nor 

technology. 

1. We try to design faster aeroplanes.    

2. We try to explain how lightning is created.    

3. We observe the sky through telescopes in 
order to study the motion of planets. 

   

4. 
We are searching to find the best way to 
measure with accuracy the speed of the 
wind. 

   

5. 

We are studying a newly located species in 
a park, in order to see how it differs from 
the other known species living in the same 
park. 

   

6. 
We try to make filters to absorb polluting 
fumes that are emitted from factory 
chimneys. 

   

7. We try to create a vaccine against various 
dangerous known viruses. 

   

8. We try to understand the causes of 
cyclones. 

   

9. We try to improve microscopes so that we 
can make more detailed observations. 

   

10. We try to understand the behaviour of 
small species that live in Athalassa lake. 

   

11. We try to make an artefact that will protect 
us from lightning. 

   

12. We try to examine how the climate 
conditions would change if glaciers melted. 

   

13. 

The raw materials that are normally used 
for producing electricity are oil and coal. 
The amounts of these materials are 
continuously reducing, so we try to find 
new ways of producing electricity. 

   

  

RODOTHEA H
ADJIL

OUCA



104 
 

  
What the 

researchers 

are trying  

to do 

belongs to 

science. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying 

to do 

belongs to 

technology. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying to 

does not 

belong 

neither 

science nor 

technology. 

14. 

We do experiments with car machines in 
order to find a way to reduce polluting 
fumes that are emitted from factory 
chimneys. 

   

15. We try to explain what causes tsunami.    

16. We try to study the factors that cause 
various types of cancer. 

   

17. We take monthly water flow measurements 
of natural streams. 

   

18. 
We try to examine whether we can modify 
some food, so as to add substances known 
for their ability to cure some diseases. 

   

19. 

We try to predict how the climate will 
change in 500 years. We use computers in 
order to make some complicate 
mathematical calculations easily and fast. 

   

20. We try to investigate how the sun 
influences our skin 

   

21. 
We try to develop an instrument that will 
help us effectively predict the time of 
occurrence and the length of earthquakes. 

   

22. We try to make materials that will be more 
withstand in earthquakes 

   

23. We are trying to decide the best location to 
build a desalination plant. 

   

24. 
Recently, there has been a car accident and 
now a research is conducted in order to 
find the causes that led to it. 

   

25. 

Some times arteries that send oxygen to the 
heart get narrow and this causes heart 
attacks. We try to examine how smoking 
leads to the stenosis of the arteries. 

   

26. 

Antibiotics help us in confronting some 
diseases; however, too frequent use of 
antibiotics can be detrimental to our health 
in the long term. We try to understand 
better what types of problems may be 
caused by overuse of antibiotics 

   

27. 
We examine whether microwave ovens are 
dangerous for our health and also what sort 
of problems they might cause. 
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What the 

researchers 

are trying  

to do 

belongs to 

science. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying 

to do 

belongs to 

technology. 

What the 

researchers 

are trying to 

does not 

belong 

neither 

science nor 

technology. 

28. 

Many electrical devices (such as mobile 
phones) transmit large amount of radiation 
when they are operating and this could 
cause health problems. We try to make an 
instrument that measures how much 
radiation is transmitted by various devices. 

   

29. 
We are trying to develop a substance that 
acts against known viruses linked to 
cancer. 

   

30. We keep records of the people entered in 
our country’s hospitals with heart problems 

   

31. 

Many people argue that caffeine is bad for 
our health. This issue has not been studied 
much so far. We are trying to investigate, 
so that we can explain how exactly it 
affects our health.   

   

32. 
In many cases, drinkable water contains 
substances that are bad for our health. We 
try to find a way to remove them. 

   

 

Question: Concerning your responses in the above table, how do you decide whether a 
research project fits with the goal of science or technology or neither? 

Answer: _________________________________________________________________   

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

RODOTHEA H
ADJIL

OUCA



106 
 

Elaborated Definitions test 

Name: ______________________________________   Class: _________   Date: ____________ 

Below there are some statements that describe what different researchers are trying to do in 

their research. For each research tick  ONE box which in your opinion fits better. 

  

They try to 

understand 

better how 

natural 

world 

functions. 

They try to 

develop 

solutions to 

problems 

encountered 

by society and 

to meet 

human needs. 

Neither 

of the 

two 

previous 

goals 

interests 

them. 

1. We try to design faster airplanes.    

2. We try to explain how lightning is created.    

3. 
We observe the sky through telescopes to study the 
motion of planets. 

   

4. 
We are searching to find the best way to measure 
with accuracy the speed of the wind. 

   

5. 
We are studying a newly located species in a park, in 
order to see how it differs from the other known 
species living in the same park. 

   

6. 
We try to make filters to absorb polluting fumes that 
are emitted from factory chimneys. 

   

7. 
We try to create a vaccine against various dangerous 
known viruses. 

   

8. We try to understand the causes of cyclones.    

9. 
We try to improve microscopes so that we can make 
more detailed observations. 

   

10. We try to understand the behavior of small species 
that live in Athalassa lake. 

   

11. We try to make an artefact that will protect us from 
lightning. 

   

12. We try to examine how the climate conditions would 
change if glaciers melted. 

   

13. 

The raw materials that are normally used for 
producing electricity are oil and coal. The amounts of 
these materials are continuously reducing, so we try 
to find new ways of producing electricity. 

   

14. 
We do experiments with car machines in order to find 
a way to reduce polluting fumes that are emitted from 
factory chimneys. 

   

15. We try to explain what causes tsunami.    

16. We try to study the factors that cause various types of 
cancer. 

   

17. We take monthly water flow measurements of natural 
streams. 
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They try to 

understand 

better how 

natural 

world 

functions. 

They try to 

develop 

solutions to 

problems 

encountered 

by society and 

to meet 

human needs. 

Neither 

of the 

two 

previous 

goals 

interests 

them. 

18. 
We try to examine whether we can modify some food, so 
as to add substances known for their ability to cure some 
diseases. 

   

19. 
We try to predict how the climate will change in 500 
years. We use computers in order to make some 
complicate mathematical calculations easily and fast. 

   

20. We try to investigate how the sun influences our skin.    

21. 
We try to develop an instrument that will help us 
effectively predict the time of occurrence and the length 
of earthquakes. 

   

22. We try to make materials that will be more withstand in 
earthquakes. 

   

23. We are trying to decide the best location to build a 
desalination plant. 

   

24. Recently, there has been a car accident and now a research 
is conducted in order to find the causes that led to it. 

   

25. 
Sometimes arteries that send oxygen to the heart get 
narrow and this causes heart attacks. We try to examine 
how smoking leads to the stenosis of the arteries. 

   

26. 

Antibiotics help us in confronting some diseases; 
however, too frequent use of antibiotics can be 
detrimental to our health in the long term. We try to 
understand better what types of problems may be caused 
by overuse of antibiotics. 

   

27. 
We examine whether microwave ovens are dangerous for 
our health and also what sort of problems they might 
cause. 

   

28. 

Many electrical devices (such as mobile phones) transmit 
large amount of radiation when they are operating and this 
could cause health problems. We try to make an 
instrument that measures how much radiation is 
transmitted by various devices. 

   

29. We are trying to develop a substance that acts against 
known viruses linked to cancer. 

   

30. We keep records of the people entered in our country’s 
hospitals with heart problems. 

   

31. 

Many people argue that caffeine is bad for our health. 
This issue has not been studied much so far. We are trying 
to investigate, so that we can explain how exactly it 
affects our health.   

   

32. 
In many cases, drinkable water contains substances that 
are bad for our health. We try to find a way to remove 
them. 
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ȅȞȠȝαĲİπȫȞυȝȠ: _____________________________________  ȉȐȟȘ: _____  Ηȝİȡ/Ȟȓα: __________ 

ȆȚȠ țȐĲȦ ȕȜȑπİȚȢ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ įȚαφȩȡȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȠυ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıĲȘȞ ȑȡİυȞȐ 
ĲȠυȢ. ΓȚα ĲȠȞ țȐșİ İȡİυȞȘĲȒ ıȘȝİȓȦıİ ✓ ıİ Ǽȃǹ țȠυĲȐțȚ αȞȐȜȠȖα ȝİ ĲȠ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ șİȦȡİȓȢ ȩĲȚ αυĲȩ 
πȠυ țȐȞİȚ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ, ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ Ȓ ȝİ țαȞȑȞα απȩ ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ țȜȐįȠυȢ.  

 

 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ 

ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ 

ȠȪĲİ ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

1. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıȤİįȚȐıȠυȝİ αİȡȠπȜȐȞα 
ȖȡȘȖȠȡȩĲİȡα απȩ αυĲȐ πȠυ ȑȤȠυȝİ ıȒȝİȡα. 

   

2. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ πȫȢ αțȡȚȕȫȢ 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ Ƞ țİȡαυȞȩȢ.  

   

3. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ 
ĲȠυȢ πȜαȞȒĲİȢ ȖȚα Ȟα İȟαțȡȚȕȫıȠυȝİ πȫȢ țȚȞȠȪȞĲαȚ. 

   

4. ȌȐȤȞȠυȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȠȞ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ ĲȡȩπȠ ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ ȝİ αțȡȓȕİȚα ĲȘȞ ĲαȤȪĲȘĲα ĲȠυ αȞȑȝȠυ. 

   

5. ǼȝİȓȢ ȑȤȠυȝİ İȞĲȠπȓıİȚ πȡȩıφαĲα ȑȞα ȞȑȠ İȓįȠȢ 
ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȠȪ ıĲȠ πȐȡțȠ ĲȘȢ ǹȖȜαȞĲȗȚȐȢ țαȚ ĲȠ 
ȝİȜİĲȠȪȝİ ȫıĲİ Ȟα įȠȪȝİ ıİ ĲȚ įȚαφȑȡİȚ απȩ ĲȠυȢ 
υπȩȜȠȚπȠυȢ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȠȪȢ πȠυ ȗȠυȞ İțİȓ. 

 

 
  

6. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ φȓȜĲȡα πȠυ șα 
απȠȡȡȠφȠȪȞ Ĳα ȕȜαȕİȡȐ țαυıαȑȡȚα πȠυ İțπȑȝπȠȞĲαȚ 
απȩ Ĳα φȠυȖȐȡα ĲȦȞ İȡȖȠıĲαıȓȦȞ.  

   

7. ȉȫȡα πȠυ ȖȞȦȡȓȗȠυȝİ αȡțİĲȐ πȡȐȖȝαĲα ȖȚα ĲȠȞ ĲȡȩπȠ 
ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȠπȠȓȠ ıυȝπİȡȚφȑȡȠȞĲαȚ țȐπȠȚȠȚ ȚȠȓ ȩĲαȞ 
πȡȠıȕȐȜȠυȞ ĲȠȞ αȞșȡȫπȚȞȠ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȩ, πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα İȝȕȩȜȚȠ πȠυ șα ĲȠυȢ 
țαĲαπȠȜİȝȐ. 

   

8. ΘȑȜȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȚ πȡȠțαȜİȓ ĲȠυȢ 
αȞİȝȠıĲȡȩȕȚȜȠυȢ. 

   

9. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕİȜĲȚȫıȠυȝİ Ĳα ȝȚțȡȠıțȩπȚα ȫıĲİ 
Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȝİ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȝİ  πȚȠ ȜİπĲȠȝİȡİȓȢ 
παȡαĲȘȡȒıİȚȢ. 

   

10. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȘ ıυȝπİȡȚφȠȡȐ 
ȝȚțȡȠıțȠπȚțȫȞ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȫȞ πȠυ ȗȠυȞ ıĲȘ ȜȓȝȞȘ ĲȘȢ 
ǹșαȜȐııαȢ. 

   

11. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ țαĲαıțİυȑȢ πȠυ șα ȝαȢ 
πȡȠıĲαĲİȪȠυȞ απȩ ĲȠυȢ țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ.  

   

12. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα İπȘȡİȐȗȠȞĲαȞ ȠȚ 
țαȚȡȚțȑȢ ıυȞșȒțİȢ αȞ ȑȜȚȦȞαȞ ȠȚ παȖİĲȫȞİȢ. 

   

13. ȅȚ πȡȫĲİȢ ȪȜİȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ παȡαȖȦȖȒ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ İȓȞαȚ 
ĲȠ πİĲȡȑȜαȚȠ țαȚ ĲȠ țȐȡȕȠυȞȠ. ȅȚ πȠıȩĲȘĲİȢ αυĲȫȞ 
ĲȦȞ ȠυıȚȫȞ ıĲȠȞ πȜαȞȒĲȘ ȝİȚȫȞȠȞĲαȚ ıυȞİȤȫȢ țαȚ 
İȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ȐȜȜȠυȢ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
παȡαȖȦȖȒȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ. 
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ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ 

ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ 

ȠȪĲİ ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

14. ȉα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα İțπȑȝπȠυȞ πȠȜȜȐ ȕȜαȕİȡȐ αȑȡȚα πȡȠȢ 
ĲȘȞ αĲȝȩıφαȚȡα. ȀȐȞȠυȝİ πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȘ ȝȘȤαȞȒ 
ĲȠυ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȠυ ıĲȠ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȩ ȝαȢ, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ 
ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ȝİȚȫıȠυȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα αȑȡȚα. 

   

15. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȚ İȓȞαȚ αυĲȩ πȠυ πȡȠțαȜİȓ ĲȠ 
ĲıȠυȞȐȝȚ.    

   

16. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȝİȜİĲȒıȠυȝİ ĲȠυȢ παȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ πȠυ 
πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ ĲȪπȠυȢ țαȡțȓȞȠυ. 

   

17. ǼȝİȓȢ παȓȡȞȠυȝİ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚȢ ĲȠυ ȞİȡȠȪ πȠυ ȡȑİȚ ıĲα 
φȡȐȖȝαĲα țȐșİ ȝȒȞα. 

   

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα ĲȡȩφȚȝα, 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘ 
șİȡαπİȓα įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 

   

19. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑȥȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ (αȞ șα 
αȜȜȐȟİȚ) ĲȠ țȜȓȝα ıĲȘ ȖȘ ıĲα İπȩȝİȞα πİȞĲαțȩıȚα 
ȤȡȩȞȚα. ǼπİȚįȒ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ țȐπȠȚȠȚ πȠȜȪπȜȠțȠȚ 
ȝαșȘȝαĲȚțȠȓ υπȠȜȠȖȚıȝȠȓ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȝİ 
ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ĲȠυȢ țȐȞȠυȝİ 
İȪțȠȜα țαȚ ȖȡȒȖȠȡα. 

   

20. ǼȡİυȞȠȪȝİ ȝİ πȠȚȠ ĲȡȩπȠ İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȠ įȑȡȝα ȝαȢ Ș 
ȘȜȚαțȒ αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα. 

   

21. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ ȝȑĲȡȘıȘȢ, ĲȠ 
ȠπȠȓȠ șα ȝαȢ ȕȠȘșȐ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑπȠυȝİ πȩĲİ șα ıυȝȕİȓ 
ȑȞαȢ ıİȚıȝȩȢ țαȚ πȩıȠ ȚıȤυȡȩȢ șα İȓȞαȚ. 

   

22. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ υȜȚțȐ ȠȚțȠįȠȝȒȢ Ĳα ȠπȠȓα 
Ȟα İȓȞαȚ πȚȠ αȞșİțĲȚțȐ ıİ ıİȚıȝȠȪȢ. 

   

23. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ Ƞ 
țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ 
αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

   

24. ȆȡȩıφαĲα ȑȤİȚ ȖȓȞİȚ ȑȞα αυĲȠțȚȞȘĲȚıĲȚțȩ įυıĲȪȤȘȝα 
țαȚ Ĳȫȡα ȖȓȞİĲαȚ ȑȡİυȞα ȖȚα Ȟα ȕȡİșȠȪȞ ȠȚ ȜȩȖȠȚ πȠυ 
ȠįȒȖȘıαȞ ıİ αυĲȩ. 

   

25. ȂİȡȚțȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ıĲİȞİȪȠυȞ ȠȚ αȡĲȘȡȓİȢ πȠυ 
ĲȡȠφȠįȠĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ țαȡįȚȐ ȝİ ȠȟυȖȩȞȠ țαȚ αυĲȩ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ Ĳα țαȡįȚαțȐ İȝφȡȐȖȝαĲα. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ ĲȠ țȐπȞȚıȝα ȠįȘȖİȓ ıĲȘ ıĲȑȞȦıȘ ĲȦȞ 
αȡĲȘȡȚȫȞ. 

   

26. ȉα αȞĲȚȕȚȠĲȚțȐ φȐȡȝαțα ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘȞ αȞĲȚȝİĲȫπȚıȘ 
țȐπȠȚȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. ΌȝȦȢ Ș πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȒ ȤȡȒıȘ αυĲȫȞ 
ĲȦȞ φαȡȝȐțȦȞ φαȓȞİĲαȚ ȩĲȚ įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓ Ȟȑα 
πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȠȞ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȩ ȝαȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ țαȜȪĲİȡα ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ. 
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ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ 

ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ 

ȠȪĲİ ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ İȓȞαȚ 
İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ 
πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 

   

28. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚțȑȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ (ȩπȦȢ Ĳα țȚȞȘĲȐ 
ĲȘȜȑφȦȞα) İțπȑȝπȠυȞ ȝİȖȐȜȘ πȠıȩĲȘĲα αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓαȢ 
ȩĲαȞ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ țαȚ αυĲȩ ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα πȡȠțαȜȑıİȚ 
πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ĲȦȞ αȞșȡȫπȦȞ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα țαĲαıțİυȐıȠυȝİ ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ πȠυ Ȟα ȝİĲȡȐ πȩıȘ 
αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα İțπȑȝπİĲαȚ απȩ ĲȚȢ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ. 

   

29. ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ 
Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȐ πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ 
șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș ȠπȠȓα Ȟα ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ 
φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

30. ȀαĲαȖȡȐφȠυȝİ ĲȠȞ αȡȚșȝȩ ĲȦȞ αĲȩȝȦȞ πȠυ İȚıȐȖȠȞĲαȚ 
țȐșİ ȤȡȩȞȠ ıİ ȞȠıȠțȠȝİȓα ĲȘȢ ȤȫȡαȢ ȝαȢ ȝİ țαȡįȚαțȐ 
πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα. 

   

31. ȊπȐȡȤȠυȞ αȡțİĲȠȓ πȠυ πȚıĲİȪȠυȞ ȩĲȚ Ș țαφİǸȞȘ 
ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ǹυĲȩ ȩȝȦȢ įİȞ ȑȤİȚ ȝİȜİĲȘșİȓ 
αțȩȝȘ αȡțİĲȐ. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȠ 
įȚİȡİυȞȒıȠυȝİ ȫıĲİ, İȐȞ ȚıȤȪİȚ, Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ 
πȠȚȠ αțȡȚȕȫȢ ĲȡȩπȠ ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ.   

   

32. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ İȓȞαȚ 
ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ 
ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ. 

   

 

ǼȡȫĲȘıȘ: ȈȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȚȢ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ απαȞĲȒıİȚȢ πȠυ ȑįȦıİȢ, πȫȢ απȠφȐıȚȗİȢ ȩĲȚ Ƞ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ Ȓ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ; 

 

ǹπȐȞĲȘıȘ:_____________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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ȅȞȠȝαĲİπȫȞυȝȠ: _____________________________________  ȉȐȟȘ: _____  Ηȝİȡ/Ȟȓα: ___________ 

ȆȚȠ țȐĲȦ ȕȜȑπİȚȢ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ įȚαφȩȡȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȠυ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıĲȘȞ 
ȑȡİυȞȐ ĲȠυȢ. ΓȚα ĲȠȞ țȐșİ İȡİυȞȘĲȒ ıȘȝİȓȦıİ ✓ ıĲȠ țȠυĲȐțȚ πȠυ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ țαȜȪĲİȡα.  

 

 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 

ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 
țȐπȠȚȠ 

πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ Ȟα 
ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚİȢ 
αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ.  

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ 

ȠȪĲİ Ș 
ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα ĲȠυ 

φυıȚțȠȪ 
țȩıȝȠυ ȠȪĲİ Ș 

İπȓȜυıȘ 
πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 

ĲȘȢ 
αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ 

1. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıȤİįȚȐıȠυȝİ αİȡȠπȜȐȞα 
ȖȡȘȖȠȡȩĲİȡα απȩ αυĲȐ πȠυ ȑȤȠυȝİ ıȒȝİȡα. 

   

2. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ πȫȢ αțȡȚȕȫȢ 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ Ƞ țİȡαυȞȩȢ.  

   

3. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ ĲȠ 
ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ ĲȠυȢ πȜαȞȒĲİȢ ȖȚα Ȟα 
İȟαțȡȚȕȫıȠυȝİ πȫȢ țȚȞȠȪȞĲαȚ. 

   

4. ȌȐȤȞȠυȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȠȞ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ ĲȡȩπȠ ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ ȝİ αțȡȓȕİȚα ĲȘȞ ĲαȤȪĲȘĲα ĲȠυ αȞȑȝȠυ. 

   

5. ǼȝİȓȢ ȑȤȠυȝİ İȞĲȠπȓıİȚ πȡȩıφαĲα ȑȞα ȞȑȠ İȓįȠȢ 
ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȠȪ ıĲȠ πȐȡțȠ ĲȘȢ ǹȖȜαȞĲȗȚȐȢ țαȚ ĲȠ 
ȝİȜİĲȠȪȝİ ȫıĲİ Ȟα įȠȪȝİ ıİ ĲȚ įȚαφȑȡİȚ απȩ 
ĲȠυȢ υπȩȜȠȚπȠυȢ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȠȪȢ πȠυ ȗȠυȞ İțİȓ.  

 

 
  

6. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ φȓȜĲȡα πȠυ șα 
απȠȡȡȠφȠȪȞ Ĳα ȕȜαȕİȡȐ țαυıαȑȡȚα πȠυ 
İțπȑȝπȠȞĲαȚ απȩ Ĳα φȠυȖȐȡα ĲȦȞ İȡȖȠıĲαıȓȦȞ . 

   

7. ȉȫȡα πȠυ ȖȞȦȡȓȗȠυȝİ αȡțİĲȐ πȡȐȖȝαĲα ȖȚα ĲȠȞ 
ĲȡȩπȠ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȠπȠȓȠ ıυȝπİȡȚφȑȡȠȞĲαȚ țȐπȠȚȠȚ ȚȠȓ 
ȩĲαȞ πȡȠıȕȐȜȠυȞ ĲȠȞ αȞșȡȫπȚȞȠ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȩ, 
πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα İȝȕȩȜȚȠ 
πȠυ șα ĲȠυȢ țαĲαπȠȜİȝȐ. 

   

8. ΘȑȜȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȚ πȡȠțαȜİȓ ĲȠυȢ 
αȞİȝȠıĲȡȩȕȚȜȠυȢ. 

   

9. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕİȜĲȚȫıȠυȝİ Ĳα ȝȚțȡȠıțȩπȚα 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȝİ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȝİ  πȚȠ ȜİπĲȠȝİȡİȓȢ 
παȡαĲȘȡȒıİȚȢ. 

   

10. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȘ 
ıυȝπİȡȚφȠȡȐ ȝȚțȡȠıțȠπȚțȫȞ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȫȞ πȠυ 
ȗȠυȞ ıĲȘ ȜȓȝȞȘ ĲȘȢ ǹșαȜȐııαȢ. 

   

11. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ țαĲαıțİυȑȢ πȠυ șα 
ȝαȢ πȡȠıĲαĲİȪȠυȞ απȩ ĲȠυȢ țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ.  

   

12. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα 
İπȘȡİȐȗȠȞĲαȞ ȠȚ țαȚȡȚțȑȢ ıυȞșȒțİȢ αȞ ȑȜȚȦȞαȞ 
ȠȚ παȖİĲȫȞİȢ. 
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ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚȠ 
πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ Ȟα 
ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚİȢ 
αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ.  

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

Ș ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα 
ĲȠυ φυıȚțȠȪ 

țȩıȝȠυ ȠȪĲİ Ș 
İπȓȜυıȘ 

πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 
ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ. 

13. ȅȚ πȡȫĲİȢ ȪȜİȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ παȡαȖȦȖȒ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ 
İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ πİĲȡȑȜαȚȠ țαȚ ĲȠ țȐȡȕȠυȞȠ. ȅȚ πȠıȩĲȘĲİȢ 
αυĲȫȞ ĲȦȞ ȠυıȚȫȞ ıĲȠȞ πȜαȞȒĲȘ ȝİȚȫȞȠȞĲαȚ 
ıυȞİȤȫȢ țαȚ İȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ 
ȐȜȜȠυȢ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ παȡαȖȦȖȒȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ. 

   

14. ȉα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα İțπȑȝπȠυȞ πȠȜȜȐ ȕȜαȕİȡȐ αȑȡȚα 
πȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ αĲȝȩıφαȚȡα. ȀȐȞȠυȝİ πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȘ 
ȝȘȤαȞȒ ĲȠυ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȠυ ıĲȠ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȩ ȝαȢ, ȫıĲİ 
Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ȝİȚȫıȠυȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα αȑȡȚα. 

   

15. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȚ İȓȞαȚ αυĲȩ πȠυ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ ĲȠ ĲıȠυȞȐȝȚ.    

   

16. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȝİȜİĲȒıȠυȝİ ĲȠυȢ παȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ 
πȠυ πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ ĲȪπȠυȢ țαȡțȓȞȠυ. 

   

17. ǼȝİȓȢ παȓȡȞȠυȝİ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚȢ ĲȠυ ȞİȡȠȪ πȠυ ȡȑİȚ 
ıĲα φȡȐȖȝαĲα țȐșİ ȝȒȞα. 

   

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα 
ĲȡȩφȚȝα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ 
ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 

   

19. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑȥȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ 
(αȞ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ) ĲȠ țȜȓȝα ıĲȘ ȖȘ ıĲα İπȩȝİȞα 
πİȞĲαțȩıȚα ȤȡȩȞȚα. ǼπİȚįȒ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ țȐπȠȚȠȚ 
πȠȜȪπȜȠțȠȚ ȝαșȘȝαĲȚțȠȓ υπȠȜȠȖȚıȝȠȓ 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȝİ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ, ȫıĲİ 
Ȟα ĲȠυȢ țȐȞȠυȝİ İȪțȠȜα țαȚ ȖȡȒȖȠȡα. 

   

20. ǼȡİυȞȠȪȝİ ȝİ πȠȚȠ ĲȡȩπȠ İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȠ įȑȡȝα ȝαȢ 
Ș ȘȜȚαțȒ αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα. 

   

21. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ ȝȑĲȡȘıȘȢ, 
ĲȠ ȠπȠȓȠ șα ȝαȢ ȕȠȘșȐ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑπȠυȝİ πȩĲİ șα 
ıυȝȕİȓ ȑȞαȢ ıİȚıȝȩȢ țαȚ πȩıȠ ȚıȤυȡȩȢ șα İȓȞαȚ. 

   

22. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ υȜȚțȐ ȠȚțȠįȠȝȒȢ Ĳα 
ȠπȠȓα Ȟα İȓȞαȚ πȚȠ αȞșİțĲȚțȐ ıİ ıİȚıȝȠȪȢ. 

   

23. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ 
Ƞ țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ 
αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

   

24. ȆȡȩıφαĲα ȑȤİȚ ȖȓȞİȚ ȑȞα αυĲȠțȚȞȘĲȚıĲȚțȩ 
įυıĲȪȤȘȝα țαȚ Ĳȫȡα ȖȓȞİĲαȚ ȑȡİυȞα ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȕȡİșȠȪȞ ȠȚ ȜȩȖȠȚ πȠυ ȠįȒȖȘıαȞ ıİ αυĲȩ. 

   

25. ȂİȡȚțȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ıĲİȞİȪȠυȞ ȠȚ αȡĲȘȡȓİȢ πȠυ 
ĲȡȠφȠįȠĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ țαȡįȚȐ ȝİ ȠȟυȖȩȞȠ țαȚ αυĲȩ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ Ĳα țαȡįȚαțȐ İȝφȡȐȖȝαĲα. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ ĲȠ țȐπȞȚıȝα ȠįȘȖİȓ ıĲȘ 
ıĲȑȞȦıȘ ĲȦȞ αȡĲȘȡȚȫȞ. 

   RODOTHEA H
ADJIL

OUCA



113 
 

 

 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚȠ 
πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ Ȟα 
ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚİȢ 
αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ.  

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ 

ȠȪĲİ Ș 
ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα ĲȠυ 

φυıȚțȠȪ 
țȩıȝȠυ ȠȪĲİ Ș 

İπȓȜυıȘ 
πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 

ĲȘȢ 
αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ 

26. ȉα αȞĲȚȕȚȠĲȚțȐ φȐȡȝαțα ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘȞ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȫπȚıȘ țȐπȠȚȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. ΌȝȦȢ Ș 
πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȒ ȤȡȒıȘ αυĲȫȞ ĲȦȞ φαȡȝȐțȦȞ 
φαȓȞİĲαȚ ȩĲȚ įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓ Ȟȑα πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȠȞ 
ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȩ ȝαȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ țαȜȪĲİȡα ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ. 

   

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ 
ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ İȓȞαȚ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα 
ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 

   

28. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚțȑȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ (ȩπȦȢ Ĳα țȚȞȘĲȐ 
ĲȘȜȑφȦȞα) İțπȑȝπȠυȞ ȝİȖȐȜȘ πȠıȩĲȘĲα 
αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓαȢ ȩĲαȞ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ țαȚ αυĲȩ 
ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα πȡȠțαȜȑıİȚ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȘȞ υȖİȓα 
ĲȦȞ αȞșȡȫπȦȞ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
țαĲαıțİυȐıȠυȝİ ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ πȠυ Ȟα ȝİĲȡȐ 
πȩıȘ αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα İțπȑȝπİĲαȚ απȩ ĲȚȢ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ 
ıυıțİυȑȢ. 

   

29. ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȐ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș 
ȠπȠȓα Ȟα ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ 
αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

30. ȀαĲαȖȡȐφȠυȝİ ĲȠȞ αȡȚșȝȩ ĲȦȞ αĲȩȝȦȞ πȠυ 
İȚıȐȖȠȞĲαȚ țȐșİ ȤȡȩȞȠ ıİ ȞȠıȠțȠȝİȓα ĲȘȢ 
ȤȫȡαȢ ȝαȢ ȝİ țαȡįȚαțȐ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα. 

   

31. ȊπȐȡȤȠυȞ αȡțİĲȠȓ πȠυ πȚıĲİȪȠυȞ ȩĲȚ Ș țαφİǸȞȘ 
ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ǹυĲȩ ȩȝȦȢ įİȞ ȑȤİȚ 
ȝİȜİĲȘșİȓ αțȩȝȘ αȡțİĲȐ. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα ĲȠ įȚİȡİυȞȒıȠυȝİ ȫıĲİ, İȐȞ ȚıȤȪİȚ, Ȟα 
İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ πȠȚȠ αțȡȚȕȫȢ ĲȡȩπȠ ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ 
υȖİȓα ȝαȢ.   

   

32. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ ȠυıȓİȢ 
πȠυ İȓȞαȚ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ 
αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ.    
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Appendix C 

Formal Terminology test 

Name: _______________________________________  Class: _______  Date: __________ 

Below there are some statements that describe what different researchers are trying to do in 
their research. For each research tick  ONE box, which you consider as the most appropriate, 
i.e., whether you consider that the research fits in science, technology or neither of the two 
fields. 

  

What the 

researchers 

are trying to 

do belongs   

to science. 

What the 

researchers  

are trying to  

do belongs to 

technology. 

What the 

researchers are 

trying to does 

not belong 

neither science 

nor technology 

2. We try to explain how lightning is created.    

3. 
We observe the sky through telescopes in 
order to study the motion of planets. 

   

4. 
We are searching to find the best way to 
measure with accuracy the speed of the 
wind. 

   

7. 
We try to create a vaccine against various 
dangerous viruses. 

   

10. 
We try to understand the behaviour of 
small species that live in Athalassa lake. 

   

11. 
We try to make an artefact that will protect 
us from lightning. 

   

12. 
We try to examine how the climate 
conditions would change if glaciers melted. 

   

13. 

The raw materials that are normally used 
for producing electricity are oil and coal. 
The amounts of these materials are 
continuously reducing, so we try to find 
new ways of producing electricity. 

   

14. We do experiments with car machines in 
order to find a way to reduce polluting 
fumes that are emitted from factory 
chimneys. 

   

16. We try to study the factors that cause 
various types of cancer. 

   

17. We take monthly water flow measurements 
of natural streams. 

   

18. We try to examine whether we can modify 
some food, so as to add substances known 
for their ability to cure some diseases. 

   

19. We try to predict how the climate will 
change in 500 years. We use computers in 
order to make some complicate 
mathematical calculations easily and fast. 
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What the 

researchers 

are trying to 

do belongs   

to science. 

What the 

researchers  

are trying to  

do belongs to 

technology. 

What the 

researchers are 

trying to does 

not belong 

neither science 

nor technology 

23. 
We are trying to decide the best location to 
build a desalination plant. 

   

24. 
Recently, there has been a car accident and 
now a research is conducted in order to 
find the causes that led to it. 

   

25. 

Some times arteries that send oxygen to the 
heart get narrow and this causes heart 
attacks. We try to examine how smoking 
leads to the stenosis of the arteries. 

   

27. We examine whether microwave ovens are 
dangerous for our health and also what sort 
of problems they might cause. 

   

28. Many electrical devices (such as mobile 
phones) transmit large amount of radiation 
when they are operating and this could 
cause health problems. We try to make an 
instrument that measures how much 
radiation is transmitted by various devices. 

   

29. 
We are trying to develop a substance that 
acts against known viruses linked to 
cancer. 

   

31. 

Many people argue that caffeine is bad for 
our health. This issue has not been studied 
much so far. We are trying to investigate, 
so that we can explain how exactly it 
affects our health.   

   

32. 
In many cases, drinkable water contains 
substances that are bad for our health. We 
try to find a way to remove them. 

   

 
Question: Concerning your responses in the above table, how do you decide whether a 
research project fits with the goal of science or technology or neither? 

 
Answer: _____________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Elaborated Definitions test 

Name: ______________________________________   Class: _________   Date: ____________ 

Below there are some statements that describe what different researchers are trying to do in 

their research. For each research tick  ONE box which in your opinion fits better. 

  

They try to 

understand 

better how 

natural 

world 

functions. 

They try to 

develop solutions 

to problems 

encountered by 

society and to 

meet human 

needs. 

Neither 

of the 

two 

previous 

goals 

interests 

them. 

2. We try to explain how lightning is created.    

3. 
We observe the sky through telescopes in 
order to study the motion of planets. 

   

4. 
We are searching to find the best way to 
measure with accuracy the speed of the 
wind. 

   

7. 
We try to create a vaccine against various 
dangerous viruses. 

   

10. 
We try to understand the behaviour of 
small species that live in Athalassa lake. 

   

11. 
We try to make an artefact that will protect 
us from lightning. 

   

12. 
We try to examine how the climate 
conditions would change if glaciers melted. 

   

13. 

The raw materials that are normally used 
for producing electricity are oil and coal. 
The amounts of these materials are 
continuously reducing, so we try to find 
new ways of producing electricity. 

   

14. We do experiments with car machines in 
order to find a way to reduce polluting 
fumes that are emitted from factory 
chimneys. 

   

16. We try to study the factors that cause 
various types of cancer. 

   

17. We take monthly water flow measurements 
of natural streams. 

   

18. We try to examine whether we can modify 
some food, so as to add substances known 
for their ability to cure some diseases. 

   

19. We try to predict how the climate will 
change in 500 years. We use computers in 
order to make some complicate 
mathematical calculations easily and fast. 
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They try to 

understand 

better how 

natural 

world 

functions. 

They try to 

develop solutions 

to problems 

encountered by 

society and to 

meet human 

needs. 

Neither 

of the 

two 

previous 

goals 

interests 

them. 

23. 
We are trying to decide the best location to 
build a desalination plant. 

   

24. 
Recently, there has been a car accident and 
now a research is conducted in order to 
find the causes that led to it. 

   

25. 

Some times arteries that send oxygen to the 
heart get narrow and this causes heart 
attacks. We try to examine how smoking 
leads to the stenosis of the arteries. 

   

27. We examine whether microwave ovens are 
dangerous for our health and also what sort 
of problems they might cause. 

   

28. Many electrical devices (such as mobile 
phones) transmit large amount of radiation 
when they are operating and this could 
cause health problems. We try to make an 
instrument that measures how much 
radiation is transmitted by various devices. 

   

29. We are trying to develop a substance that 
acts against known viruses linked to 
cancer. 

   

31. Many people argue that caffeine is bad for 
our health. This issue has not been studied 
much so far. We are trying to investigate, 
so that we can explain how exactly it 
affects our health.   

   

32. In many cases, drinkable water contains 
substances that are bad for our health. We 
try to find a way to remove them. 
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ȅȞȠȝαĲİπȫȞυȝȠ: _____________________________________  ȉȐȟȘ: _____  Ηȝİȡ/Ȟȓα: __________ 

ȆȚȠ țȐĲȦ ȕȜȑπİȚȢ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ įȚαφȩȡȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȠυ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıĲȘȞ ȑȡİυȞȐ 
ĲȠυȢ. ΓȚα ĲȠȞ țȐșİ İȡİυȞȘĲȒ ıȘȝİȓȦıİ ✓ ıİ Ǽȃǹ țȠυĲȐțȚ αȞȐȜȠȖα ȝİ ĲȠ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ șİȦȡİȓȢ ȩĲȚ αυĲȩ 
πȠυ țȐȞİȚ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ, ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ Ȓ ȝİ țαȞȑȞα απȩ ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ țȜȐįȠυȢ.  

  ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ 

ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 
İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ ȠȪĲİ 
ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

2. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ πȫȢ αțȡȚȕȫȢ 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ Ƞ țİȡαυȞȩȢ.  

   

3. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ 
ĲȠυȢ πȜαȞȒĲİȢ ȖȚα Ȟα İȟαțȡȚȕȫıȠυȝİ πȫȢ țȚȞȠȪȞĲαȚ.    

4. 
ȌȐȤȞȠυȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȠȞ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ ĲȡȩπȠ ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ ȝİ αțȡȓȕİȚα ĲȘȞ ĲαȤȪĲȘĲα ĲȠυ αȞȑȝȠυ 

   

7. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα İȝȕȩȜȚȠ πȠυ 
Ȟα țαĲαπȠȜİȝȐ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠυȢ ȚȠȪȢ.    

10. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȘ ıυȝπİȡȚφȠȡȐ 
ȝȚțȡȠıțȠπȚțȫȞ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȫȞ πȠυ ȗȠυȞ ıĲȘ ȜȓȝȞȘ ĲȘȢ 
ǹșαȜȐııαȢ. 

   

11. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ țαĲαıțİυȑȢ πȠυ șα ȝαȢ 
πȡȠıĲαĲİȪȠυȞ απȩ ĲȠυȢ țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ.     

12. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα İπȘȡİȐȗȠȞĲαȞ 
ȠȚ țαȚȡȚțȑȢ ıυȞșȒțİȢ αȞ ȑȜȚȦȞαȞ ȠȚ παȖİĲȫȞİȢ. 

   

13. 

ȅȚ πȡȫĲİȢ ȪȜİȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ παȡαȖȦȖȒ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ İȓȞαȚ 
ĲȠ πİĲȡȑȜαȚȠ țαȚ ĲȠ țȐȡȕȠυȞȠ. ȅȚ πȠıȩĲȘĲİȢ αυĲȫȞ 
ĲȦȞ ȠυıȚȫȞ ıĲȠȞ πȜαȞȒĲȘ ȝİȚȫȞȠȞĲαȚ ıυȞİȤȫȢ țαȚ 
İȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ȐȜȜȠυȢ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
παȡαȖȦȖȒȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ. 

   

14. ȉα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα İțπȑȝπȠυȞ πȠȜȜȐ ȕȜαȕİȡȐ αȑȡȚα 
πȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ αĲȝȩıφαȚȡα. ȀȐȞȠυȝİ πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȘ 
ȝȘȤαȞȒ ĲȠυ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȠυ ıĲȠ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȩ ȝαȢ, ȫıĲİ 
Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ȝİȚȫıȠυȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα αȑȡȚα. 

   

16. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȝİȜİĲȒıȠυȝİ ĲȠυȢ παȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ πȠυ 
πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ ĲȪπȠυȢ țαȡțȓȞȠυ. 

   

17. ǼȝİȓȢ παȓȡȞȠυȝİ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚȢ ĲȠυ ȞİȡȠȪ πȠυ ȡȑİȚ ıĲα 
φȡȐȖȝαĲα țȐșİ ȝȒȞα. 

   

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȝπȠȡȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα ĲȡȩφȚȝα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα 
ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα 
įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 

   

19. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑȥȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ (αȞ 
șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ) ĲȠ țȜȓȝα ıĲȘ ȖȘ ıĲα İπȩȝİȞα πİȞĲαțȩıȚα 
ȤȡȩȞȚα. ǼπİȚįȒ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ țȐπȠȚȠȚ πȠȜȪπȜȠțȠȚ 
ȝαșȘȝαĲȚțȠȓ υπȠȜȠȖȚıȝȠȓ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȝİ 
ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ĲȠυȢ țȐȞȠυȝİ 
İȪțȠȜα țαȚ ȖȡȒȖȠȡα. 
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  ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ 

ȝİ ĲȠ 
ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 
İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ ȠȪĲİ 
ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

23. 
ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ Ƞ 
țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ 
αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

   

24. 
ȆȡȩıφαĲα ȑȤİȚ ȖȓȞİȚ ȑȞα αυĲȠțȚȞȘĲȚıĲȚțȩ įυıĲȪȤȘȝα 
țαȚ Ĳȫȡα ȖȓȞİĲαȚ ȑȡİυȞα ȖȚα Ȟα ȕȡİșȠȪȞ ȠȚ ȜȩȖȠȚ πȠυ 
ȠįȒȖȘıαȞ ıİ αυĲȩ. 

   

25. 

ȂİȡȚțȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ıĲİȞİȪȠυȞ ȠȚ αȡĲȘȡȓİȢ πȠυ 
ĲȡȠφȠįȠĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ țαȡįȚȐ ȝİ ȠȟυȖȩȞȠ țαȚ αυĲȩ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ Ĳα țαȡįȚαțȐ İȝφȡȐȖȝαĲα. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ 
Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ ĲȠ țȐπȞȚıȝα ȠįȘȖİȓ ıĲȘ ıĲȑȞȦıȘ 
ĲȦȞ αȡĲȘȡȚȫȞ. 

   

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ 
İȓȞαȚ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ 
İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 

   

28. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚțȑȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ (ȩπȦȢ Ĳα țȚȞȘĲȐ 
ĲȘȜȑφȦȞα) İțπȑȝπȠυȞ ȝİȖȐȜȘ πȠıȩĲȘĲα 
αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓαȢ ȩĲαȞ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ țαȚ αυĲȩ ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα 
πȡȠțαȜȑıİȚ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ĲȦȞ αȞșȡȫπȦȞ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαıțİυȐıȠυȝİ ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ πȠυ 
Ȟα ȝİĲȡȐ πȩıȘ αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα İțπȑȝπİĲαȚ απȩ ĲȚȢ 
įȚȐφȠȡİȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ. 

   

29. 

ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȐ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș ȠπȠȓα Ȟα 
ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

31. 

ȊπȐȡȤȠυȞ αȡțİĲȠȓ πȠυ πȚıĲİȪȠυȞ ȩĲȚ Ș țαφİǸȞȘ 
ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ǹυĲȩ ȩȝȦȢ įİȞ ȑȤİȚ ȝİȜİĲȘșİȓ 
αțȩȝȘ αȡțİĲȐ. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȠ 
įȚİȡİυȞȒıȠυȝİ ȫıĲİ, İȐȞ ȚıȤȪİȚ, Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ 
πȠȚȠ αțȡȚȕȫȢ ĲȡȩπȠ ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ.   

   

32. 
ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ 
İȓȞαȚ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ. 

   

 
ǼȡȫĲȘıȘ: ȈȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȚȢ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ απαȞĲȒıİȚȢ πȠυ ȑįȦıİȢ, πȫȢ απȠφȐıȚȗİȢ ȩĲȚ Ƞ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ Ȓ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ; 

ǹπȐȞĲȘıȘ: _____________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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ȅȞȠȝαĲİπȫȞυȝȠ: __________________________________  ȉȐȟȘ: _____  Ηȝİȡ/Ȟȓα: _________ 

ȆȚȠ țȐĲȦ ȕȜȑπİȚȢ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ įȚαφȩȡȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȠυ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıĲȘȞ 
ȑȡİυȞȐ ĲȠυȢ. ΓȚα ĲȠȞ țȐșİ İȡİυȞȘĲȒ ıȘȝİȓȦıİ ✓ ıĲȠ țȠυĲȐțȚ πȠυ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ țαȜȪĲİȡα.  

  

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚȠ 
πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ Ȟα 
ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚİȢ 
αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ.  

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

Ș ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα 
ĲȠυ φυıȚțȠȪ 

țȩıȝȠυ ȠȪĲİ Ș 
İπȓȜυıȘ 

πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 
ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ. 

2. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ πȫȢ αțȡȚȕȫȢ 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ Ƞ țİȡαυȞȩȢ     

3. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ ĲȠ 
ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ ĲȠυȢ πȜαȞȒĲİȢ ȖȚα Ȟα İȟαțȡȚȕȫıȠυȝİ 
πȫȢ țȚȞȠȪȞĲαȚ 

   

4. 
ȌȐȤȞȠυȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȠȞ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ ĲȡȩπȠ ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ ȝİ αțȡȓȕİȚα ĲȘȞ ĲαȤȪĲȘĲα ĲȠυ αȞȑȝȠυ 

   

7. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα İȝȕȩȜȚȠ 
πȠυ Ȟα țαĲαπȠȜİȝȐ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠυȢ ȚȠȪȢ.    

10. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȞȠȒıȠυȝİ ĲȘ ıυȝπİȡȚφȠȡȐ 
ȝȚțȡȠıțȠπȚțȫȞ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȫȞ πȠυ ȗȠυȞ ıĲȘ ȜȓȝȞȘ 
ĲȘȢ ǹșαȜȐııαȢ. 

   

11. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ țαĲαıțİυȑȢ πȠυ șα 
ȝαȢ πȡȠıĲαĲİȪȠυȞ απȩ ĲȠυȢ țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ.     

12. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα 
İπȘȡİȐȗȠȞĲαȞ ȠȚ țαȚȡȚțȑȢ ıυȞșȒțİȢ αȞ ȑȜȚȦȞαȞ 
ȠȚ παȖİĲȫȞİȢ 

   

13. 

ȅȚ πȡȫĲİȢ ȪȜİȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ παȡαȖȦȖȒ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ 
İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ πİĲȡȑȜαȚȠ țαȚ ĲȠ țȐȡȕȠυȞȠ. ȅȚ 
πȠıȩĲȘĲİȢ αυĲȫȞ ĲȦȞ ȠυıȚȫȞ ıĲȠȞ πȜαȞȒĲȘ 
ȝİȚȫȞȠȞĲαȚ ıυȞİȤȫȢ țαȚ İȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠȪȝİ ȐȜȜȠυȢ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ παȡαȖȦȖȒȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚıȝȠȪ. 

   

14. ȉα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα İțπȑȝπȠυȞ πȠȜȜȐ ȕȜαȕİȡȐ αȑȡȚα 
πȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ αĲȝȩıφαȚȡα. ȀȐȞȠυȝİ πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȘ 
ȝȘȤαȞȒ ĲȠυ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȠυ ıĲȠ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȩ ȝαȢ, 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ȝİȚȫıȠυȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα 
αȑȡȚα. 

   

16. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȝİȜİĲȒıȠυȝİ ĲȠυȢ παȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ 
πȠυ πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ ĲȪπȠυȢ țαȡțȓȞȠυ. 

   

17. ǼȝİȓȢ παȓȡȞȠυȝİ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚȢ ĲȠυ ȞİȡȠȪ πȠυ ȡȑİȚ 
ıĲα φȡȐȖȝαĲα țȐșİ ȝȒȞα. 

   

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ 
ȝπȠȡȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα ĲȡȩφȚȝα, 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ 

ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 
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ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚȠ 
πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ Ȟα 
ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚİȢ 
αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ.  

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

Ș ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα 
ĲȠυ φυıȚțȠȪ 

țȩıȝȠυ ȠȪĲİ Ș 
İπȓȜυıȘ 

πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 
ĲȘȢ 

αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ. 

19. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑȥȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ 
(αȞ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ) ĲȠ țȜȓȝα ıĲȘ ȖȘ ıĲα İπȩȝİȞα 
πİȞĲαțȩıȚα ȤȡȩȞȚα. ǼπİȚįȒ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ țȐπȠȚȠȚ 
πȠȜȪπȜȠțȠȚ ȝαșȘȝαĲȚțȠȓ υπȠȜȠȖȚıȝȠȓ 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȝİ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ, 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ĲȠυȢ țȐȞȠυȝİ İȪțȠȜα țαȚ ȖȡȒȖȠȡα. 

   

23. 
ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ 
Ƞ țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ 
αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

   

24. 
ȆȡȩıφαĲα ȑȤİȚ ȖȓȞİȚ ȑȞα αυĲȠțȚȞȘĲȚıĲȚțȩ 
įυıĲȪȤȘȝα țαȚ Ĳȫȡα ȖȓȞİĲαȚ ȑȡİυȞα ȖȚα Ȟα 
ȕȡİșȠȪȞ ȠȚ ȜȩȖȠȚ πȠυ ȠįȒȖȘıαȞ ıİ αυĲȩ. 

   

25. 

ȂİȡȚțȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ıĲİȞİȪȠυȞ ȠȚ αȡĲȘȡȓİȢ πȠυ 
ĲȡȠφȠįȠĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ țαȡįȚȐ ȝİ ȠȟυȖȩȞȠ țαȚ αυĲȩ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ Ĳα țαȡįȚαțȐ İȝφȡȐȖȝαĲα. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟİĲȐıȠυȝİ πȫȢ ĲȠ țȐπȞȚıȝα 
ȠįȘȖİȓ ıĲȘ ıĲȑȞȦıȘ ĲȦȞ αȡĲȘȡȚȫȞ. 

   

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ 
İȓȞαȚ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ 
İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 

   

28. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȚțȑȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ (ȩπȦȢ Ĳα țȚȞȘĲȐ 
ĲȘȜȑφȦȞα) İțπȑȝπȠυȞ ȝİȖȐȜȘ πȠıȩĲȘĲα 
αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓαȢ ȩĲαȞ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ țαȚ αυĲȩ ȝπȠȡİȓ 
Ȟα πȡȠțαȜȑıİȚ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ıĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ĲȦȞ 
αȞșȡȫπȦȞ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα țαĲαıțİυȐıȠυȝİ 
ȑȞα ȩȡȖαȞȠ πȠυ Ȟα ȝİĲȡȐ πȩıȘ αțĲȚȞȠȕȠȜȓα 
İțπȑȝπİĲαȚ απȩ ĲȚȢ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ ıυıțİυȑȢ. 

   

29. ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȐ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș ȠπȠȓα 
Ȟα ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ șİȡαπİȓα/φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ 
αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

31. ȊπȐȡȤȠυȞ αȡțİĲȠȓ πȠυ πȚıĲİȪȠυȞ ȩĲȚ Ș țαφİǸȞȘ 
ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ǹυĲȩ ȩȝȦȢ įİȞ ȑȤİȚ 
ȝİȜİĲȘșİȓ αțȩȝȘ αȡțİĲȐ. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 
ĲȠ įȚİȡİυȞȒıȠυȝİ ȫıĲİ, İȐȞ ȚıȤȪİȚ, Ȟα 
İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ ȝİ πȠȚȠ αțȡȚȕȫȢ ĲȡȩπȠ ȕȜȐπĲİȚ ĲȘȞ 
υȖİȓα ȝαȢ.   

   

32. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ ȠυıȓİȢ 
πȠυ İȓȞαȚ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ 
αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ.    
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Appendix D: Semi-structured interview protocol used in Studies 2 and 3 

 

ΌȞȠȝα: _________________________________________   ȉȐȟȘ: ______   Ηȝİȡ.: _____________ 

 
(ǹ) ǹȡȤȚțȒ ȠįȘȖȓα: ȈĲȠȞ πȓȞαțα πȠυ ȑȤİȚȢ ȝπȡȠıĲȐ ıȠυ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ įȚαφȩȡȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
πȠυ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıĲȘȞ ȑȡİυȞȐ ĲȠυȢ. ΓȚα țȐșİ ȝȚα įȒȜȦıȘ πȠυ șα ıȠυ įȚαȕȐȗȦ 
ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȝαȚ Ȟα ıțȑφĲİıαȚ țȐșİ φȠȡȐ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ Ƞ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ πİȡȚııȩĲİȡȠ ȝİ 
ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ, Ȓ αȞ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ πİȡȚııȩĲİȡȠ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ Ȓ ȝİ țαȞȑȞα απȩ 
ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ țȜȐįȠυȢ. ΌĲαȞ İπȚȜȑȖİȚȢ șȑȜȦ Ȟα ȝȠυ İȟȘȖİȓȢ țαȚ πȫȢ ĲȠ ıțȑφĲȘțİȢ. 

ȀαșȫȢ απαȞĲȠȪȞ:  

• ȆȫȢ ĲȠ ıțȑφĲȘțİȢ; ΓȚαĲȓ İπȑȜİȟİȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘ țαȚ ȩȤȚ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓα; ΓȚαĲȓ İπȑȜİȟİȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓα țαȚ 
ȩȤȚ İπȚıĲȒȝȘ; ΓȚαĲȓ απȑȡȡȚȥİȢ ĲȠ ȑȞα țαȚ ȖȚαĲȓ ĲȠ ȐȜȜȠ; ǼȟȒȖα ȝȠυ ȖȚαĲȓ ĲȠ ȋ. ΌĲαȞ ȜİȢ «…» ĲȚ 
İȞȞȠİȓȢ; 

• ǹȞ șİȦȡȠȪȞ ȩĲȚ İȝπȓπĲİȚ țαȚ ıĲα įȪȠ, Ȟα ȝαȢ İȟȘȖȠȪȞ ȖȚαĲȓ ĲȠ ȑȞα țαȚ ȖȚαĲȓ ĲȠ ȐȜȜȠ țαȚ ȝİĲȐ Ȟα 
ĲȠυȢ ȗȘĲȠȪȝİ Ȟα İπȚȜȑȟȠυȞ αυĲȩ πȠυ șİȦȡȠȪȞ ȩĲȚ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ πİȡȚııȩĲİȡȠ. 

• ǹȞ İȞĲȠπȓȗȠυȝİ αıυȞȑπİȚİȢ Ȟα ĲȚȢ İπȚıȘȝαȓȞȠυȝİ țαȚ Ȟα ȗȘĲȠȪȝİ İπİȟȒȖȘıȘ. 
 

 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ 
ĲȦȞ 

İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ 

ĲȠȞ ıĲȩȤȠ 
ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

ȅ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ įİȞ 
ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȠȪĲİ 

ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 
İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ ȠȪĲİ 
ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ 

ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ. 

7. ȉȫȡα πȠυ ȖȞȦȡȓȗȠυȝİ αȡțİĲȐ πȡȐȖȝαĲα ȖȚα ĲȠȞ 
ĲȡȩπȠ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȠπȠȓȠ ıυȝπİȡȚφȑȡȠȞĲαȚ țȐπȠȚȠȚ ȚȠȓ 
ȩĲαȞ πȡȠıȕȐȜȠυȞ ĲȠȞ αȞșȡȫπȚȞȠ ȠȡȖαȞȚıȝȩ, 
πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα İȝȕȩȜȚȠ 
πȠυ șα ĲȠυȢ țαĲαπȠȜİȝȐ. 

   

14. ȉα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα İțπȑȝπȠυȞ πȠȜȜȐ ȕȜαȕİȡȐ αȑȡȚα 
πȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ αĲȝȩıφαȚȡα. ȀȐȞȠυȝİ πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ ĲȘ 
ȝȘȤαȞȒ ĲȠυ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȠυ ıĲȠ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȩ ȝαȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ȝİȚȫıȠυȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα 
αȑȡȚα. 

   

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα 
ĲȡȩφȚȝα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ 
ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 

   

19. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα πȡȠȕȜȑȥȠυȝİ πȫȢ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ 
(αȞ șα αȜȜȐȟİȚ) ĲȠ țȜȓȝα ıĲȘ ȖȘ ıĲα İπȩȝİȞα 
πİȞĲαțȩıȚα ȤȡȩȞȚα. ǼπİȚįȒ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ țȐπȠȚȠȚ 
πȠȜȪπȜȠțȠȚ ȝαșȘȝαĲȚțȠȓ υπȠȜȠȖȚıȝȠȓ 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȝİ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ĲȠυȢ țȐȞȠυȝİ İȪțȠȜα țαȚ ȖȡȒȖȠȡα. 

   

23. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ 
Ƞ țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ 
αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

   

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ 
İȓȞαȚ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ 
İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 
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29. ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ ıυȤȞȐ 
πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș ȠπȠȓα 
Ȟα ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

32. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ 
İȓȞαȚ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. 
ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ. 

   

 

(Ǻ) ΓİȞȚțȩĲİȡα, πȩĲİ απȠφαıȓȗİȚȢ ȩĲȚ Ƞ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȦȞ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ Ȓ 
ȝİ ĲȠ ıĲȩȤȠ ĲȘȢ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȓαȢ Ȓ ȝİ țαȞȑȞα απȩ Ĳα įȪȠ; 

(Γ) Θα ıȠυ įȚαȕȐıȦ țαȚ πȐȜȚ țȐπȠȚİȢ įȘȜȫıİȚȢ ıĲȚȢ ȠπȠȓİȢ αȞαφȑȡİĲαȚ Ƞ ıĲȩȤȠȢ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞȦȞ İȡİυȞȫȞ. 
ǹυĲȒ ĲȘ φȠȡȐ, ȩȝȦȢ, ȖȚα țȐșİ ȝȚα įȒȜȦıȘ πȠυ șα ıȠυ įȚαȕȐȗȦ ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȝαȚ Ȟα ıțİφĲİȓȢ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ 
İȡİυȞȘĲȑȢ șȑȜȠυȞ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ πȫȢ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ φυıȚțȩȢ țȩıȝȠȢ, Ȓ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ ȫıĲİ Ȟα Ȝυșİȓ țȐπȠȚȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα țαȚ Ȟα ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ țȐπȠȚİȢ αȞȐȖțİȢ ĲȘȢ 
αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ, Ȓ țαȞȑȞα απȩ Ĳα įȪȠ. ΌĲαȞ İπȚȜȑȖİȚȢ șȑȜȦ Ȟα ȝȠυ İȟȘȖİȓȢ țαȚ πȫȢ ĲȠ ıțȑφĲȘțİȢ.  

5 įȘȜȫıİȚȢ (1-3-1) 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ 
Ȟα 

țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȞ 
πȫȢ 

ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ Ƞ 
φυıȚțȩȢ 
țȩıȝȠȢ. 

ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα 
ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ 
ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ 

țȐπȠȚȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα Ȓ 
Ȟα ȚțαȞȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ 
țȐπȠȚİȢ αȞȐȖțİȢ 

ĲȘȢ αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ. 

ǻİȞ ĲȠυȢ 
İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ ȠȪĲİ 
Ș ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα ĲȠυ 
φυıȚțȠȪ țȩıȝȠυ 
ȠȪĲİ Ș İπȓȜυıȘ 
πȡȠȕȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ 

ĲȘȢ 
αȞșȡȦπȩĲȘĲαȢ. 

18. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ 
țȐπȠȚα ĲȡȩφȚȝα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȐȜȠυȝİ ıİ 
αυĲȐ ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ ȕȠȘșȠȪȞ ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα 
įȚαφȩȡȦȞ αıșİȞİȚȫȞ. 

   

32. ȆȠȜȜȑȢ φȠȡȑȢ ĲȠ πȩıȚȝȠ Ȟİȡȩ πİȡȚȑȤİȚ 
ȠυıȓİȢ πȠυ İȓȞαȚ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ 
υȖİȓα ȝαȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ 
ĲȡȩπȠ Ȟα ĲȚȢ αφαȚȡȠȪȝİ.    

   

29. ȂȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ ıȠȕαȡȩĲİȡİȢ αıșȑȞİȚİȢ πȠυ 
αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓȗİȚ Ƞ ȐȞșȡȦπȠȢ, Ș ȠπȠȓα πȠȜȪ 
ıυȤȞȐ πȡȠțαȜİȓ țαȚ ĲȠ șȐȞαĲȠ, İȓȞαȚ Ƞ 
țαȡțȓȞȠȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ıυȞșȑıȠυȝİ 
ȝȚα Ƞυıȓα Ș ȠπȠȓα Ȟα ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ȦȢ 
φȐȡȝαțȠ ȖȚα αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ αıșȑȞİȚα. 

   

27. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ φȠȪȡȞȠȚ 
ȝȚțȡȠțυȝȐĲȦȞ İȓȞαȚ İπȚțȓȞįυȞȠȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ 
υȖİȓα ȝαȢ țαȚ İπȓıȘȢ ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ 
πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȠȪȞ. 

   

23. ǼȝİȓȢ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα απȠφαıȓıȠυȝİ 
πȠȚȠȢ İȓȞαȚ Ƞ țαĲαȜȜȘȜȩĲİȡȠȢ ȤȫȡȠȢ ȖȚα 
țαĲαıțİυȒ ȝȠȞȐįαȢ αφαȜȐĲȦıȘȢ 
șαȜαııȚȞȠȪ ȞİȡȠȪ. 
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Appendix E: Teaching-Learning materials used in Study 2 

Screenshots from Stochasmos platform and Worksheets 

 

“Mission” page accompanied by a “hint on demand” 
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Worksheet “Problem statement, formulation of the solution’s specifications, next steps” 
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Introductory page of the “Optics library” accompanied by a “hint on demand” 

 

 

Page from the “Optics library” (kaleidoscope) 
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Page from the “Optics library” (microscope) 

 

 

Page from the “Optics library” (periscope) 
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Page from the “Optics library” (telescope) 
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Template for choosing the best solution 
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ΠώȢ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟİĲİ ȑȞα ĲȘȜİıțόπȚȠ; 

 

ȆȡȠİĲȠȚȝαıȓα:: 

1. ȆȡȠĲȠȪ αȡȤȓıİĲİ, įȚαȕȐıĲİ πȡȠıİțĲȚțȐ ĲȚȢ 
ȠįȘȖȓİȢ țαĲαıțİυȒȢ (ǺȒȝα 1 – ǺȒȝα 5) ĲȠυ 
ĲȘȜİıțȠπȓȠυ țαȚ ȡȦĲȒıĲİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα ıαȢ αȞ įİȞ 
țαĲαȜαȕαȓȞİĲİ țȐĲȚ.  

2. ΌĲαȞ İȓıĲİ ȑĲȠȚȝȠȚ Ȟα ȟİțȚȞȒıİĲİ, ȑȞαȢ ȝαșȘĲȒȢ/ĲȡȚα ĲȘȢ ȠȝȐįαȢ Ȟα 
πȡȠȝȘșİυĲİȓ Ĳα απαȡαȓĲȘĲα υȜȚțȐ απȩ ĲȘȞ ȑįȡα. 

ȊȜȚțȐ πȠυ șα ȤȡİȚαıĲİȓĲİ::  

2 ȝİȖİșυȞĲȚțȠȪȢ φαțȠȪȢ, ȝȚα ȝİȖȐȜȘ ȡȓȖα Ȓ ȝİĲȡȠĲαȚȞȓα, 1 ȤȐȡĲȚȞȠ țȪȜȚȞįȡȠ 

ȅįȘȖȓİȢ țαĲαıțİυȒȢ:: 

ǺȒȝα 1. ȆȡȫĲα πȡȑπİȚ Ȟα İȞĲȠπȓıİĲİ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ πȠυ πȡȑπİȚ Ȟα υπȐȡȤİȚ 
αȞȐȝİıα ıĲȠυȢ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ. 

- ΘυȝȘșİȓĲİ ȩĲȚ Ĳα ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚα ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȞĲαȚ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ παȡαĲȒȡȘıȘ 
ȝαțȡȚȞȫȞ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȦȞ. ǼπȠȝȑȞȦȢ, ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ Ȟα İȞĲȠπȓıİĲİ țαȚ Ȟα 
ıυȝφȦȞȒıİĲİ ıĲȘȞ ȠȝȐįα ıαȢ ȑȞα ȤȫȡȠ απȩ ĲȠȞ ȠπȠȓȠ Ȟα ȝπȠȡİȓĲİ Ȟα 
παȡαĲȘȡİȓĲİ ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα ȖȚα Ĳα πİȚȡȐȝαĲȐ ıαȢ (π.Ȥ., țȠȞĲȐ ıİ ȑȞα 
παȡȐșυȡȠ). 

- ȉȠπȠșİĲȒıĲİ ĲȠȞ ȑȞα φαțȩ țȠȞĲȐ ıĲȠ ȝȐĲȚ ıαȢ țαȚ ĲȠȞ ȐȜȜȠ φαțȩ πȡȠȢ ĲȠ 
ȝȑȡȠȢ ĲȠυ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ πȠυ șȑȜİĲİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıİĲİ. ȅ φαțȩȢ πȠυ İȓȞαȚ 
țȠȞĲȐ ıĲȠ ȝȐĲȚ ıαȢ ȠȞȠȝȐȗİĲαȚ πȡȠıȠφșȐȜȝȚȠȢ țαȚ Ƞ φαțȩȢ πȠυ İȓȞαȚ πȡȠȢ 
ĲȠ ȝȑȡȠȢ ĲȠυ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ ȠȞȠȝȐȗİĲαȚ αȞĲȚțİȚȝİȞȚțȩȢ. 

- ȀȡαĲȒıĲİ ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚα İυșİȓα. ȂİĲαȕȐȜİĲİ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ 
ȝİĲαȟȪ ĲȦȞ įȪȠ φαțȫȞ, ȝȑȤȡȚ Ȟα ȝπȠȡİȓĲİ Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıİĲİ ȝİ 
İυțȡȓȞİȚα ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα țαȚ ıİ ȝȑȖİșȠȢ ȝİȖαȜȪĲİȡȠ απȩ ȩĲȚ Ĳα 
ȕȜȑπİĲİ ȝİ ȖυȝȞȩ ȝȐĲȚ. 

- ȂȩȜȚȢ ȕȡİȓĲİ αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ ȑȞα ȝȑȜȠȢ ĲȘȢ ȠȝȐįαȢ Ȟα ĲȘȞ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚ. 
ǹȞ įυıțȠȜİȪİıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡİȓĲİ αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ, ȗȘĲȒıĲİ ȕȠȒșİȚα απȩ ĲȘ 
įαıțȐȜα. 

- ǹπȩıĲαıȘ ȝİĲαȟȪ ĲȦȞ įȪȠ φαțȫȞ:   ______  İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα 
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ǺȒȝα 2. ȆȡȠȝȘșİυĲİȓĲİ απȩ ĲȘȞ ȑįȡα ȑȞα ȤȐȡĲȚȞȠ țȪȜȚȞįȡȠ ȝİ ĲȩıȠ ȝȒțȠȢ 
ȩıȘ πȡȑπİȚ Ȟα İȓȞαȚ Ș απȩıĲαıȘ αȞȐȝİıα ıĲȠυȢ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ ĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα 
ȝİĲȡȒıαĲİ ıĲȠ ǺȒȝα 1.  

ǺȒȝα 3. ȈĲİȡİȫıĲİ πȡȠıİțĲȚțȐ πȐȞȦ ıĲȚȢ įȪȠ ȐțȡİȢ ĲȠυ ȤȐȡĲȚȞȠυ țυȜȓȞįȡȠυ 

ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ. 

ǺȒȝα 4. ȋȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȫȞĲαȢ ȑȞα ȝȠȜȪȕȚ ıȤİįȚȐıĲİ ȑȞα ‘ȝȐĲȚ’ ıĲȘȞ ȐțȡȘ ĲȠυ 

ıȦȜȒȞα ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα ȕȡȓıțİĲαȚ Ƞ πȡȠıȠφșȐȜȝȚȠȢ φαțȩȢ ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȟȑȡİĲİ απȩ 

πȠȚα πȜİυȡȐ șα ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚİȓĲİ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȩ ıαȢ. (ǹȜȒșİȚα υπȐȡȤİȚ įȚαφȠȡȐ 

αȞ țȠȚĲȐȟȠυȝİ απȩ ĲȘ ȝȚα Ȓ ĲȘȞ ȐȜȜȘ πȜİυȡȐ;) 

ǺȒȝα 5. ȈυȖȤαȡȘĲȒȡȚα! ȂȩȜȚȢ ȑȤİĲİ țαĲαıțİυȐıİȚ ȑȞα ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ! 

ȋȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıĲİ ĲȠ ȑȞαȢ-ȑȞαȢ ȖȚα Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıİĲİ ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα. 

 

 

 

 

 

ȂȘȞ πȡȠȤȦȡȒıİĲİ αȞ įİȞ ȝȚȜȒıİĲİ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȚȢ 
İȡȦĲȒıİȚȢ πȠυ υπȐȡȤȠυȞ ıĲȠ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ țȠυĲȓ. 

  

ΤǊ πǋǕĸǊ πǋƼǁμα πǊυ Ǆα ƽχĶĸĶ ίķωǌ παǋαĸǃǋƾķĶǅ Ķίǈαǅ Ǔĸǅ ǆǊǅĸƼǂǊǈĸαǌ μƽķα 

απǓ ĸǊ ĸǃǇĶķǆǓπǅǓ ķαǌ, ĸα αǈĸǅǆĶίμĶǈα φαίǈǊǈĸαǅ αǈĶķĸǋαμμƽǈα ǆαǅ πǊǇǔ πǅǊ 

μĶǁƼǇα απǓ Ǔĸǅ Ǔĸαǈ ĸα ǆǊǅĸƼǂĶĸĶ μĶ ǁυμǈǓ μƼĸǅ. 

ΘυμǃǄĶίĸĶ ĸǊ ǆǋǅĸƾǋǅǓ ķαǌ ǁǅα ǈα ĶπǅǇƽǉĶĸĶ ĸǊ ĸǃǇĶķǆǓπǅǊ ωǌ ĸǃǈ πǅǊ ǆαĸƼǇǇǃǇǃ 

Ǉǔķǃ. ΙķχǔĶǅ αυĸǓ ĸǊ ǆǋǅĸƾǋǅǊ; Αǈ ǈαǅ, ĸǓĸĶ ǃ Ǉǔķǃ ķαǌ Ķίǈαǅ Ǔǈĸωǌ ǆαĸƼǇǇǃǇǃ 

ǁǅα ĸǅǌ αǈƼǁǆĶǌ ĸǊυ ΔǓǁǃ ΕǋǋίǆǊυ. 

 

RODOTHEA H
ADJIL

OUCA



132 
 

ΠόıȠ įυȞαĲό İίȞαȚ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțόπȚό ıαȢ;  

- ȈυȝφȦȞȒıĲİ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȠȝȐįα ıαȢ Ȟα țȠȚĲȐȟİĲİ ȩȜȠȚ ȑȞα ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȠ ȝαțȡȚȞȩ 
αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ.  

- ȈĲȘ ıυȞȑȤİȚα ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıĲİ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȩ ıαȢ 
ȑȞαȢ-ȑȞαȢ țȐșİ φȠȡȐ ȖȚα Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıİĲİ ĲȠ 
ȝαțȡȚȞȩ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ ĲȠ ȠπȠȓȠ ȑȤİĲİ ıυȝφȦȞȒıİȚ. 
ȆȡȑπİȚ ȩȜα Ĳα παȚįȚȐ ĲȘȢ ȠȝȐįαȢ Ȟα 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıȠυȞ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ. 

- ȆȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα ȕȜȑπİĲİ ĲαυĲȩȤȡȠȞα ĲȠ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ αυĲȩ ȝȑıα απȩ ĲȠ 
ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ țαȚ ȝİ ȖυȝȞȩ ȝȐĲȚ!  ΓȚα Ȟα ĲȠ πİĲȪȤİĲİ αυĲȩ, ȝİ ĲȠ ȑȞα ıαȢ ȝȐĲȚ 
Ȟα țȠȚĲȐȗİĲİ ȝȑıα απȩ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ ĲȠ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ țαȚ ȝİ ĲȠ ȐȜȜȠ ıαȢ ȝȐĲȚ 
Ȟα ȕȜȑπİĲİ țαĲİυșİȓαȞ ĲȠ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ. 
 

ȆȡȠȝȘșİυĲİȓĲİ ȝȚα ȡȓȖα 

α) ȆȩıȠ İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ ȪȥȠȢ ĲȠυ ȝαțȡȚȞȠȪ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ ȩĲαȞ ĲȠ țȠȚĲȐȗİĲİ ȝȑıα απȩ 
ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ;  [ ǹπȐȞĲȘıȘ: ____ İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα ] 

ȕ) ȆȩıȠ İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ ȪȥȠȢ ĲȠυ ȓįȚȠυ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ ȩĲαȞ ĲȠ țȠȚĲȐȗİĲİ ȝİ ȖυȝȞȩ ȝȐĲȚ;  
[ ǹπȐȞĲȘıȘ: ____ İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα ] 

Ȗ) ȈυȖțȡȓȞİĲİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ ıĲȠ (α) ȝİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ ıĲȠ (ȕ). ȉȚ 
παȡαĲȘȡİȓĲİ; _________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

į) ǻȚαȚȡȑıĲİ ĲȠ ȪȥȠȢ πȠυ ȝİĲȡȒıαĲİ ıĲȠ (α) ȝİ ĲȠ ȪȥȠȢ πȠυ ȝİĲȡȒıαĲİ ıĲȠ (ȕ).                
[ ǹπȐȞĲȘıȘ: _______  ] 

  

ΤǊ πǃǇίǆǊ πǊυ ǀǋƾǆαĸĶ ķĸǊ ĶǋǕĸǃμα (ĵ) αυĸǓ ǊǈǊμƼǂĶĸαǅ μĶǁƽǄυǈķǃ ĸǊυ 

ĸǃǇĶķǆǊπίǊυ ǆαǅ μαǌ ĵĶίχǈĶǅ πǓķĶǌ φǊǋƽǌ πǅǊ μĶǁƼǇǊ φαίǈĶĸαǅ ƽǈα αǈĸǅǆĶίμĶǈǊ Ǔĸαǈ 

ĸǊ ǆǊǅĸƼǂǊυμĶ μƽķα απǓ ĸǊ ĸǃǇĶķǆǓπǅǊ ķĶ ķǔǁǆǋǅķǃ μĶ ĸǊ μƽǁĶǄǊǌ πǊυ 

παǋαĸǃǋǊǔμĶ Ǔĸαǈ ĸǊ ǆǊǅĸƼǂǊυμĶ μĶ ǁυμǈǓ μƼĸǅ. 
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 İ) Η ȝİȖȑșυȞıȘ ĲȠυ ĲȘȜİıțȠπȓȠυ ȝαȢ İȓȞαȚ  ______ . ǼȟȘȖȒıĲİ ĲȚ ıȘȝαȓȞİȚ 
αυĲȩȢ Ƞ αȡȚșȝȩȢ. _________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

   

 

ȂȘȞ πȡȠȤȦȡȒıİĲİ αȞ įİȞ ȝȚȜȒıİĲİ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ĲȘȢ 
İȟȘȖȒıİĲİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ ıĲȘȞ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ İȡȫĲȘıȘ. 

 

- ǹȞĲαȜȜȐȟĲİ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ ȝİ ĲȘ įȚπȜαȞȒ ȠȝȐįα țαȚ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıĲİ ĲȠ ȖȚα 

Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıİĲİ ĲȠ ȓįȚȠ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ πȠυ παȡαĲȘȡȠȪıαĲİ țαȚ 

πȡȠȘȖȠυȝȑȞȦȢ.  

- ȈυȖțȡȓȞİĲİ ĲȚ παȡαĲȘȡİȓĲİ ȩĲαȞ țȠȚĲȐȗİĲİ ȝȑıα απȩ αυĲȩ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ 

ĲȘȢ ȐȜȜȘȢ ȠȝȐįαȢ ȝİ ĲȠ ĲȚ παȡαĲȘȡİȓĲİ ȩĲαȞ țȠȚĲȐȗİĲİ ȝȑıα απȩ ĲȠ įȚțȩ 

ıαȢ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ. ȁİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȓįȚȠ ĲȡȩπȠ Ĳα įȪȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚα; 

ǲȤȠυȞ ĲȘȞ ȓįȚα ȝİȖȑșυȞıȘ; ȈυȗȘĲȒıĲİ ĲȠ ıĲȘȞ ȠȝȐįα ıαȢ. 

- ȆȫȢ șα ȝπȠȡȠȪıαĲİ Ȟα ȕİȜĲȚȫıİĲİ ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȩ ıαȢ; 

 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

ȈυȗȘĲȒıĲİ ĲȚȢ ȚįȑİȢ ıαȢ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα. 
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Η απȠıĲȠȜȒ ȝαȢ ȒĲαȞ Ȟα ………………………………………………………….. 

...……………………………………………………………………………………

……..………………………………………………………………………………. 

Η İȡİυȞȘĲȚțȒ įȚαįȚțαıȓα πȠυ αțȠȜȠυșȒıαȝİ ȖȚα Ȟα πİĲȪȤȠυȝİ ĲȘȞ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ 

απȠıĲȠȜȒ απȠĲİȜİȓĲαȚ απȩ Ĳα αțȩȜȠυșα ıĲȐįȚα: 

 

 

 

1.  

 

2.  

 

3.  

 

4.  

 

4.  

 

5.  

 

6.  
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Η ǺȠυįαπȑıĲȘ İȓȞαȚ ȝȚα πȩȜȘ ıĲȘȞ ȅυȖȖαȡȓα πȠυ ȤȦȡȓȗİĲαȚ ıĲȘ ȝȑıȘ απȩ ĲȠȞ πȠĲαȝȩ 

ǻȠȪȞαȕȘ. ȈĲȘȞ πȩȜȘ αυĲȒ, ȠȚ πİȡȚııȩĲİȡȠȚ țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȞĲαȞ Ȟα ĲαȟȚįİȪȠυȞ țαșȘȝİȡȚȞȐ 

țαĲȐ ȝȒțȠȢ ĲȠυ πȠĲαȝȠȪ ȖȚα Ȟα πȐȞİ ıĲȚȢ įȠυȜİȚȑȢ ĲȠυȢ.  

ΓȚα Ȟα ȜȪıȠυȞ αυĲȩ ĲȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα, Ƞ įȒȝαȡȤȠȢ ĲȘȢ πȩȜȘȢ ȗȒĲȘıİ απȩ įȚȐφȠȡȠυȢ 

İȚįȚțȠȪȢ Ȟα ȕȡȠυȞ ȑȞα țαȜȩ ĲȡȩπȠ ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȞ ȠȚ țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ ĲȘȢ ǺȠυįαπȑıĲȘȢ Ȟα 

țυțȜȠφȠȡȠȪȞ ıİ ȩȜα Ĳα ȝȑȡȘ ĲȘȢ πȩȜȘȢ İȪțȠȜα. ȅȚ įȚȐφȠȡȠȚ İȚįȚțȠȓ πȡȠıπȐșȘıαȞ Ȟα ȕȡȠυȞ 

ȜȪıȘ ıĲȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα. ǲțαȞİ Ƞ țαșȑȞαȢ ĲȚȢ įȚțȑȢ ĲȠυ ȝİȜȑĲİȢ țαȚ ȑȥαȟαȞ Ȟα ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȚ ȑȖȚȞİ 

ıİ ȐȜȜİȢ παȡȩȝȠȚİȢ πİȡȚπĲȫıİȚȢ ıİ ȐȜȜİȢ πİȡȚȠȤȑȢ πȠυ İȓȤαȞ παȡȩȝȠȚȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα. 

ȆȡȠĲȐșȘțαȞ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ ȜȪıİȚȢ. ȂİȡȚțȑȢ απȩ αυĲȑȢ ȒĲαȞ: Ș țαĲαıțİυȒ ȖİφυȡȫȞ, Ș αȖȠȡȐ 

πȜȠȓȦȞ πȠυ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ ıυȤȞȑȢ įȚαįȡȠȝȑȢ απȩ ĲȠ ȑȞα ȝȑȡȠȢ ĲȘȢ πȩȜȘȢ ıĲȠ ȐȜȜȠ țαĲȐ ȝȒțȠȢ 

ĲȠυ πȠĲαȝȠȪ, Ș αȖȠȡȐ ȝȚțȡȫȞ ȚįȚȦĲȚțȫȞ ıțαφȫȞ, Ĳα ȠπȠȓα Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȞ Ȟα İȞȠȚțȚȐȗȠυȞ ȠȚ 

πȠȜȓĲİȢ.  

ȉİȜȚțȐ απȠφαıȓıĲȘțİ ȩĲȚ ĲȠ țαȜȪĲİȡȠ ıİ αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ πİȡȓπĲȦıȘ șα ȒĲαȞ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȞ 

ȝİȡȚțȑȢ ȖȑφυȡİȢ ȫıĲİ ȠȚ țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȞ Ȟα πȘȖαȚȞȠȑȡȤȠȞĲαȚ ȝİ Ĳα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȐ ĲȠυȢ. 

ȆȡȫĲα țĲȓıĲȘțİ ȝȚα ȝȩȞȠ Ȗȑφυȡα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα įȠυȞ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ĲİȜȚțȐ αυĲȩ șα ȕȠȘșȠȪıİ ĲȠυȢ 

πȠȜȓĲİȢ. ȆȡȐȖȝαĲȚ, πȠȜȜȠȓ πȠȜȓĲİȢ Ĳȫȡα ȝπȠȡȠȪıαȞ Ȟα įȚαțȚȞȠȪȞĲαȚ ıİ ȩȜȘ ĲȘȞ πȩȜȘ 

ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȫȞĲαȢ ȚįȚȦĲȚțȐ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα Ȓ Ĳα įȘȝȩıȚα ȜİȦφȠȡİȓα. 

ȂİĲȐ απȩ πȠȜȜȐ ȤȡȩȞȚα ȩȝȦȢ ȩĲαȞ țαĲαıțİυȐıĲȘțαȞ ȝİȖαȜȪĲİȡα πȜȠȓα, 

παȡȠυıȚȐıĲȘțİ ȑȞα πȡȩȕȜȘȝα įȚȩĲȚ Ș țαĲαıțİυȒ ĲȘȢ ȖȑφυȡαȢ αυĲȒȢ įİȞ İπȑĲȡİπİ ıİ ȥȘȜȐ 

πȜȠȓα Ȟα įȚαıȤȓȗȠυȞ ĲȠȞ πȠĲαȝȩ. ǼπȠȝȑȞȦȢ απȠφαıȓıĲȘțİ ȩπȦȢ ȖȓȞȠυȞ țȐπȠȚİȢ αȜȜαȖȑȢ 

ıĲȘ Ȗȑφυȡα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα țȚȞİȓĲαȚ ȩπȠĲİ ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ Ȟα πİȡȐıİȚ țȐπȠȚȠ ȥȘȜȩ πȜȠȓȠ 

απȩ țȐĲȦ. ǼțĲȩȢ απȩ αυĲȩ ȑțαȞαȞ ĲȘ Ȗȑφυȡα πȚȠ πȜαĲȚȐ ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝπȠȡȠȪȞ Ȟα țυțȜȠφȠȡȠȪȞ 

αȞȐ πȐıα ıĲȚȖȝȒ πİȡȚııȩĲİȡα ȠȤȒȝαĲα. 

 

Η πȩȜȘ ĲȘȢ ǺȠυįαπȑıĲȘȢ 
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ȆȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα İȞĲȠπȓıİĲİ ıĲȘȞ ȚıĲȠȡȓα πȠυ įȚαȕȐıαĲİ ĲȘ įȚαįȚțαıȓα πȠυ αțȠȜȠυșȒșȘțİ, 

įȘȜαįȒ, Ĳα ıĲȐįȚα πȠυ αțȠȜȠυșȒșȘțαȞ ıİ αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ πİȡȓπĲȦıȘ. 

 

 

 

1.  

 

2.  

 

3.  

 

4.  

 

4.  

 

5.  

 

6.  
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ΠαȡαįİȓγȝαĲα İπȚįȚȫȟİωȞ γȚα γİȞȓțİυıȘ İπȚįȓωȟȘȢ ĲȘȢ ĲİχȞȠȜȠγȓαȢ 

ȆȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα ȠȝαįȠπȠȚȒıİĲİ ĲȚȢ αțȩȜȠυșİȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȚțȑȢ πȡȠıπȐșİȚİȢ ıİ įȪȠ ȠȝȐįİȢ 

αȞȐȜȠȖα ȝİ ĲȠ αȞ αȞȒțȠυȞ Ȓ ȩȤȚ ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚα ȠȝȐįα ȝİ ĲȘ įȚțȒ ıαȢ ȑȡİυȞα πȠυ țȐȞαĲİ.  

 

ΕȟȘγȒıĲİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ… 

 

1. ȈĲȘ ȖİȚĲȠȞȚȐ ĲȠυ ȂȚȤȐȜȘ Ĳα ĲİȜİυĲαȓα ȤȡȩȞȚα ȑȤȠυȞ ȝİĲαțȠȝȓıİȚ πȠȜȜȠȓ țαȚȞȠȪȡȚȠȚ 

țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ ȝİ απȠĲȑȜİıȝα Ƞ įȡȩȝȠȢ Ȟα ȖİȝȓȗİȚ ȝİ ıĲαșȝİυȝȑȞα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα țαȚ ıĲȚȢ įȪȠ 

πȜİυȡȑȢ. ȋȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ Ȟα ȕȡİșİȓ țȐπȠȚȠȢ ĲȡȩπȠȢ ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝȘȞ παȡțȐȡȠυȞ Ĳα αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲȐ 

ĲȠυȢ ıĲȠ įȡȩȝȠ ȖȚαĲȓ ȖȓȞİĲαȚ πȠȜȪ ıĲİȞȩȢ țαȚ įİȞ ȤȦȡȠȪȞ Ȟα πİȡȐıȠυȞ įȪȠ αυĲȠțȓȞȘĲα. 

2. ȈȒȝİȡα Ș ǹȜȓțȘ ȑțȜαȚȖİ ıĲȠ ıȤȠȜİȓȠ įȚȩĲȚ ȑȤαıİ ĲȘȞ αȖαπȘȝȑȞȘ ĲȘȢ țȠȪțȜα. Η φȓȜȘ 

ĲȘȢ Ș ȂαȓȡȘ απȠφȐıȚıİ Ȟα țȐȞİȚ ȝȚα ȑȡİυȞα ıİ ȩȜα Ĳα țαĲαıĲȒȝαĲα παȚȖȞȚįȚȫȞ ĲȘȢ 

πȩȜȘȢ, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡİȚ ȝȚα țȠȪțȜα πȠυ Ȟα ȝȠȚȐȗİȚ ıİ αυĲȒȞ πȠυ ȑȤαıİ Ș ǹȜȓțȘ țαȚ ȑĲıȚ Ȟα 

ĲȘ ȕȠȘșȒıİȚ ıĲȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝȐ ĲȘȢ. 

3. ȉα ĲİȜİυĲαȓα ȤȡȩȞȚα ıĲȘȞ ȀȪπȡȠ įİȞ ȕȡȑȤİȚ πȠȜȪ, ȖȚ’ αυĲȩ ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ 

ĲȡȩπȠυȢ İȟȠȚțȠȞȩȝȘıȘȢ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

4. ȈĲȘ ΦȚȜαȞįȓα ȠȚ ȤİȚȝȫȞİȢ İȓȞαȚ πȠȜȪ ȐıȤȘȝȠȚ įȚȩĲȚ ȑȤİȚ πȠȜȜȑȢ țαĲαȚȖȓįİȢ țαȚ 

țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ, ȠȚ ȠπȠȓȠȚ πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ πȠȜȜȑȢ țαĲαıĲȡȠφȑȢ. ȅȚ țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ ĲȘȢ ȤȫȡαȢ 

ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȞĲαȚ Ȟα ȕȡȠυȞ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ Ȟα πȡȠıĲαĲİȪȠȞĲαȚ απȩ ĲȠυȢ țİȡαυȞȠȪȢ.  

5. ΘȑȜȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȝİ πȫȢ įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ ĲȠ ȤȚȩȞȚ. 

6. Η ȈȠφȓα șȑȜİȚ Ȟα ȝȐșİȚ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ șα ȕȡȑȟİȚ αȪȡȚȠ ȖȚα Ȟα απȠφαıȓıİȚ αȞ șα πȐİȚ αȪȡȚȠ 

İțįȡȠȝȒ ȝİ ĲȚȢ φȓȜİȢ ĲȘȢ. 

7. ȅ ȁİȦȞȓįαȢ İȓȞαȚ υπİȪșυȞȠȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ țαșαȡȚȩĲȘĲα ĲȠυ πȐȡțȠυ ĲȘȢ ȖİȚĲȠȞȚȐȢ ĲȠυ. 

ȋȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ ȑȞα Ȟα ĲȡȩπȠ ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝαȗİȪİȚ Ĳα ıțȠυπȓįȚα απȩ ĲȠ πȐȡțȠ ȤȦȡȓȢ Ȟα Ĳα 

παȓȡȞİȚ ȝİ Ĳα ȤȑȡȚα ĲȠυ. 

8. ȈĲȠ İȡȖȠıĲȐıȚȠ υφαıȝȐĲȦȞ πȠυ įȠυȜİȪȠυȝİ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ĲȡȠπȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ țαȚ Ȟα 

ȕİȜĲȚȫıȠυȝİ țȐπȠȚα υφȐıȝαĲα ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȝȘȞ ĲıαȜαțȫȞȠȞĲαȚ. 

9. ǼȞĲȠπȓıĲȘțİ įȚαȡȡȠȒ ȞİȡȠȪ ıĲȠ φȡȐȖȝα ĲȠυ ȄυȜȚȐĲȠυ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȞĲȠπȓıȠυȝİ 

ĲȘȞ İıĲȓα ĲȠυ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲȠȢ. 
  RODOTHEA H

ADJIL
OUCA



138 
 

  

22 ȂαǸȠυ 1609 

ΓİȚα ıαȢ, 

ȅȞȠȝȐȗȠȝαȚ ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠȢ ΓαȜȚȜȑȚ țαȚ İȓȝαȚ țαșȘȖȘĲȒȢ țαȚ İȡİυȞȘĲȒȢ ıĲȠ ȆαȞİπȚıĲȒȝȚȠ 

ĲȘȢ ȆȐįȠȕαȢ ıĲȘȞ ǿĲαȜȓα. Ȃİ İȞįȚαφȑȡİȚ πȠȜȪ Ș παȡαĲȒȡȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ȝİȖȐȜȦȞ ȐıĲȡȦȞ, 

ȩπȦȢ İȓȞαȚ Ș ȈİȜȒȞȘ, Ș ǹφȡȠįȓĲȘ, ț.Ȑ. 

ǲȤȦ ȝȐșİȚ απȩ ȑȞα ȠȚțȠȖİȞİȚαțȩ ȝȠυ φȓȜȠ, ĲȠ ǻȩȖȘ ĲȘȢ ǺİȞİĲȓαȢ ǼȡȡȓțȠ Ǻ’ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ 

İπȚȞȩȘıȘ İȞȩȢ ıπȠυįαȓȠυ ȠπĲȚțȠȪ ȠȡȖȐȞȠυ απȩ țȐπȠȚȠυȢ ȐȜȜȠυȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȑȢ.  

ȅȞȠȝȐȗİĲαȚ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ țαȚ ȑȤİȚ ĲȘ įυȞαĲȩĲȘĲα Ȟα ȝİȖİșȪȞİȚ ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα. 

ΌπȠȚȠȢ ĲȠ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚİȓ ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα ȕȜȑπİȚ Ĳα ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα πȠȜȪ πȚȠ țȠȞĲȐ țαȚ 

πȠȜȪ πȚȠ ȝİȖȐȜα απȩ ȩĲȚ İȓȞαȚ ıĲȘȞ πȡαȖȝαĲȚțȩĲȘĲα. ǹπȠĲİȜİȓĲαȚ απȩ ȑȞα ıȦȜȒȞα, Ƞ 

ȠπȠȓȠȢ ȑȤİ ıĲα įȪȠ Ȑțȡα ĲȠυ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ: ĲȠȞ αȞĲȚțİȚȝİȞȚțȩ φαțȩ (Ƞ φαțȩȢ πȠυ 

ȕȡȓıțİĲαȚ ıĲȘ ȝİȡȚȐ ĲȠυ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ) țαȚ ĲȠȞ πȡȠıȠφșȐȜȝȚȠ φαțȩ (Ƞ φαțȩȢ πȠυ   

İȓȞαȚ πȡȠȢ ĲȘ ȝİȡȚȐ ĲȠυ ȝαĲȚȠȪ). 

ȈțȑφĲȠȝαȚ ȩĲȚ ȝİ ȑȞα įυȞαĲȩ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ șα ȝπȠȡȠȪıα Ȟα παȡαĲȘȡȒıȦ țαȜȪĲİȡα Ĳα 

αıĲȑȡȚα țαȚ Ȟα πȡȠȤȦȡȒıȦ ıĲȚȢ ȑȡİυȞȑȢ ȝȠυ. ǺȑȕαȚα, ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ ĲȠυ φȓȜȠυ ȝȠυ 

ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚİȓĲαȚ ȖȚα παȡαĲȒȡȘıȘ πȠυȜȚȫȞ ıĲȠ țυȞȒȖȚ, İȞȫ İȖȫ ĲȠ ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȝαȚ ȖȚα Ȟα 

παȡαĲȘȡȒıȦ πȠȜȪ πȚȠ ȝαțȡȚȞȐ αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞα. ΌȝȦȢ, αȞ țαĲαȜȐȕȦ πȫȢ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖİȓ ĲȠ 
ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ, ĲȩĲİ ȓıȦȢ αυĲȩ Ȟα ȝİ ȕȠȘșȒıİȚ ıĲȚȢ ȑȡİυȞȑȢ ȝȠυ.  

Ǽįȫ İȓȞαȚ πȠυ ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȝαȚ ĲȘ ȕȠȒșİȚȐ ıαȢ. ΓȞȦȡȓȗȦ ȩĲȚ țȚ İıİȓȢ αıȤȠȜİȓıĲİ ȝİ αυĲȐ Ĳα 

șȑȝαĲα ȖȚ’ αυĲȩ șȑȜȦ Ȟα ȝİ  

ȕȠȘșȒıİĲİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȦ ȜȓȖα πİȡȚııȩĲİȡα πȡȐȖȝαĲα ȖȚα ĲȠ ĲȘȜİıțȩπȚȠ țαȚ 

ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞα ȖȚα ĲȠ πȫȢ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȠȪȞ ȠȚ φαțȠȓ… 

Θα πİȡȚȝȑȞȦ Ȟȑα ıαȢ. 

ǼυȤαȡȚıĲȫ İț ĲȦȞ πȡȠĲȑȡȦȞ, 

ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠȢ 
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ȅȞȩȝαĲα İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ:  ………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

1. ȆȠȪ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȠȪȞĲαȚ ȠȚ φαțȠȓ ıĲȘȞ țαșȘȝİȡȚȞȒ ȝαȢ ȗȦȒ; 

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ȆȡȠȝȘșİυĲİȓĲİ įȪȠ φαțȠȪȢ απȩ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα. ȃȠȝȓȗİĲİ πȫȢ İȓȞαȚ ȠȚ ȓįȚȠȚ; ǹȞ įȚαφȑȡȠυȞ, 
πȫȢ įȚαφȑȡȠυȞ; 

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

ȂȘȞ πȡȠȤȦȡȒıİĲİ αȞ įİȞ ȝȚȜȒıİĲİ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ Ĳα πȚȠ πȐȞȦ. 

 

3. ǼȟȘȖȒıĲİ ȝİ ȩıȘ πȚȠ πȠȜȜȒ ȜİπĲȠȝȑȡİȚα ȝπȠȡİȓĲİ Ĳα ȕȒȝαĲα πȠυ αțȠȜȠυșȒıαĲİ 
ȖȚα Ȟα țȐȥİĲİ ȑȞα ȤαȡĲȓ ȝİ ȑȞα φαțȩ. 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

4. ǹțȠȜȠυșȒıĲİ Ĳα ȕȒȝαĲα πȠυ ȖȡȐȥαĲİ πȚȠ πȐȞȦ ȖȚα Ȟα țȐȥİĲİ ȤαȡĲȓ ȝİ ȑȞα ȐȜȜȠ 

φαțȩ. ȀαȓȖİĲαȚ ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚα απȩıĲαıȘ ĲȠ ȤαȡĲȓ; _________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

ȂȘȞ πȡȠȤȦȡȒıİĲİ αȞ įİȞ ȝȚȜȒıİĲİ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ Ĳα πȚȠ πȐȞȦ. 

ΤǊ ǉƽǋαĸĶ Ǔĸǅ μπǊǋĶίĸĶ ǈα ǆƼǏĶĸĶ ǎαǋĸί ǎǋǃķǅμǊπǊǅǕǈĸαǌ ƽǈα φαǆǓ; 

Αǈ ǈαǅ, ĶǉǃǁƾķĸĶ ķĸǃ ĵαķǆƼǇα ķαǌ πǕǌ μπǊǋĶίĸĶ ǈα ĸǊ πĶĸǔǎĶĸĶ αυĸǓ. ΜĶĸƼ απǓ 
αυĸǓ Ǆα ĵǊǆǅμƼķĶĸĶ ǈα ǆƼǏĶĸĶ ƽǈα ǆǊμμƼĸǅ ĶφǃμĶǋίĵαǌ. 
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5. ΧȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıĲİ ȑȞα φαțȩ ȖȚα Ȟα ıȤȘȝαĲȓıİĲİ Ĳα İȓįȦȜα įȚαφȩȡȦȞ 
φȦĲİȚȞȫȞ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȦȞ (π.Ȥ., ȜȐȝπα ĲȘȢ ĲȐȟȘȢ, παȡȐșυȡȠ, țȜπ.) πȐȞȦ 
ıĲȠȞ ĲȠȓȤȠ ĲȘȢ ĲȐȟȘȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα ıȤȘȝαĲȓıİĲİ İυțȡȚȞȒ (įȘȜαįȒ ȩȤȚ 
șȠȜȐ) İȓįȦȜα ĲȦȞ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȦȞ. ǼȝφαȞȓȗȠȞĲαȚ ıĲȚȢ ȓįȚα απȩıĲαıȘ απȩ ĲȠȞ 
ĲȠȓȤȠ Ĳα įȚȐφȠȡα İȓįȦȜα; 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

ȂȘȞ πȡȠȤȦȡȒıİĲİ αȞ įİȞ ȝȚȜȒıİĲİ ȝİ ĲȘ įαıțȐȜα ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ Ĳα πȚȠ 
πȐȞȦ. 

 

Άȡα αȞ țαĲȐȜαȕα ıȦıĲȐ… 

Ȉİ țȐșİ φαțȩ αȞĲȚıĲȠȚȤİȓ ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȘ 
απȩıĲαıȘ ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα ȩĲαȞ ĲȠπȠșİĲȒıȠυȝİ ȑȞα 
țȠȝȝȐĲȚ ȤαȡĲȓ, ĲȩĲİ αυĲȩ țαȓȖİĲαȚ. ǹȢ 
ȠȞȠȝȐıȠυȝİ αυĲȒ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ ȦȢ İıĲȚαțȒ 
απȩıĲαıȘ ĲȠυ φαțȠȪ.  

ȅ ȜȩȖȠȢ πȠυ țαȓȖİĲαȚ ĲȠ ȤαȡĲȓ ıĲȘ 
ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȘ απȩıĲαıȘ İȓȞαȚ įȚȩĲȚ Ƞ φαțȩȢ 
ıυȖțİȞĲȡȫȞİȚ ĲȠ φȦȢ ĲȠυ ȒȜȚȠυ πȐȞȦ ıĲȠ ȤαȡĲȓ 
ıȤȘȝαĲȓȗȠȞĲαȢ ȝȚα φȦĲİȚȞȒ țȘȜȓįα. ǹυĲȒ Ș 
țȘȜȓįα ȠȞȠȝȐȗİĲαȚ İȓįȦȜȠ ĲȠυ ȒȜȚȠυ. ȈĲȘȞ 
πİȡȓπĲȦıȒ ȝαȢ İπİȚįȒ Ƞ ȒȜȚȠȢ ȑȤİȚ πȠȜȪ įυȞαĲȩ 
φȦȢ, ĲȠ İȓįȦȜȩ ĲȠυ İȓȞαȚ πȠȜȪ φȦĲİȚȞȩ, ȖȚ’ αυĲȩ 
țαȚ țαȓȖİĲαȚ ĲȠ ȤαȡĲȓ! 

Γαλιλαίος 
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1. ΓȚα Ȟα įȚİȡİυȞȒıȠυȝİ ĲȠ İȡȫĲȘȝα ĲȠυ ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠυ, șα ȤȡİȚαıĲȠȪȝİ Ĳα 
αțȩȜȠυșα υȜȚțȐ:  

  ǲȞα ȝİȖİșυȞĲȚțȩ φαțȩ 

  ȂȚα ȕȐıȘ ȖȚα ĲȠ φαțȩ 

  ȂȚα ȠșȩȞȘ πȐȞȦ ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα șα ıȤȘȝαĲȓȗİĲİ ĲȠ İȓįȦȜȠ țȐșİ φȠȡȐ 

  ȇȓȖα ȖȚα Ȟα ȝİĲȡȐĲİ ĲȚȢ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ απȠıĲȐıİȚȢ 

 

2. ȉȠπȠșİĲȒıĲİ ĲȠ φαțȩ πȐȞȦ ıĲȘ ȕȐıȘ ĲȠυ țαȚ ȕȐȜĲİ ĲȠȞ αȞȐȝİıα ıĲȘ 
ȜȐȝπα țαȚ ĲȘȞ ȠșȩȞȘ  

3. ΧȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıĲİ ĲȘ ȡȓȖα ıαȢ ȖȚα Ȟα ĲȠπȠșİĲȒıİĲİ ĲȠ φαțȩ ıİ ĲȩıȘ 
απȩıĲαıȘ απȩ ĲȘ ȜȐȝπα ȩıȘ ȖȡȐφİȚ ıĲȘȞ ĲȡȓĲȘ ıĲȒȜȘ ĲȠυ πȓȞαțα ıĲȘȞ 
İπȩȝİȞȘ ıİȜȓįα. 

4. ǹȞȐȥİĲİ ĲȘ ȜȐȝπα. 

5. ȂİĲαțȚȞȒıĲİ ĲȘȞ ȠșȩȞȘ ȝπȡȠıĲȐ-πȓıȦ ȝȑȤȡȚ Ȟα ıȤȘȝαĲȚıĲİȓ İυțȡȚȞȑȢ 
(țαșαȡȩ, ȩȤȚ șȠȜȩ) İȓįȦȜȠ πȐȞȦ ĲȘȢ.  

6. ȂİĲȡȒıĲİ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα ıȤȘȝαĲȓȗİĲİ İυțȡȚȞȑȢ İȓįȦȜȠ țαȚ 
țαĲαȖȡȐȥĲİ ĲȘȞ ıĲȘȞ ĲȑĲαȡĲȘ ıĲȒȜȘ ĲȠυ πȚȠ țȐĲȦ πȓȞαțα 

  

ǻȚİȡȦĲȠȪȝαȚ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ Ș απȩıĲαıȘ 
αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ-φαțȠȪ İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȘȞ 

απȩıĲαıȘ φαțȠȪ-İυțȡȚȞȠȪȢ 
İȚįȫȜȠυ Γαλιλαίος 

Η απǓķĸαķǃ αǈĸǅǆĶǅμƽǈǊυ-φαǆǊǔ ĶπǃǋĶƼǂĶǅ ĸǃǈ απǓķĸαķǃ φαǆǊǔ-ĶυǆǋǅǈǊǔǌ 

ĶǅĵǕǇǊυ; Αǌ ǀǊǃǄƾķǊυμĶ ĸǊ ΓαǇǅǇαίǊ ǈα απαǈĸƾķĶǅ ķĶ αυĸǓ ĸǊ ĶǋǕĸǃμα 

ǆƼǈǊǈĸαǌ μǅα ĵǅĶǋĶǔǈǃķǃ… 
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7. ǼπαȞαȜȐȕİĲİ Ĳα ȕȒȝαĲα 3-6 ȖȚα ȐȜȜİȢ ĲȑııİȡȚȢ φȠȡȑȢ țαȚ ıυȝπȜȘȡȫıĲİ 
ĲȠȞ πȓȞαțα. 

 

ȆǿȃǹȀǹȈ ǹȆȅȉǼȁǼȈȂǹȉΩȃ 

  
ȆαȡȐȖȠȞĲαȢ πȠυ 

ȝİĲαȕȐȜȜȠυȝİ 

ȆαȡȐȖȠȞĲαȢ πȠυ 
ȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ 

 

ǼıĲȚαțȒ 
απȩıĲαıȘ φαțȠȪ 

(İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα, 
cm) 

ǹπȩıĲαıȘ φȦĲİȚȞȠȪ 
αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ – φαțȠȪ 
(İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα, cm) 

ǹπȩıĲαıȘ φαțȠȪ-

İυțȡȚȞȠȪȢ İȚįȫȜȠυ 
(İțαĲȠıĲȩȝİĲȡα, cm) 

1)  40  

2)    

3)    

4)    

5)    

 

 

 

 

 

ȈĲȘ ıυȞȑȤİȚα İȟȘȖȒıĲİ ĲȚ ıțİφĲȒțαĲİ ıĲȘ įαıțȐȜα. 

 

 

  

ΠǋǊķǊǎƾ: Γǅα ǈα Ķίǈαǅ ĵίǆαǅǊ ĸǊ πĶίǋαμα, ǎǋĶǅƼǂĶĸαǅ ǆƼǄĶ φǊǋƼ ǈα 

αǇǇƼǂĶĸĶ μǓǈǊ ƽǈα παǋƼǁǊǈĸα (απǓķĸαķǃ Ǉἀμπας-φακού), ǈα μĶĸǋƼĸĶ ƽǈαǈ 

ƼǇǇǊ παǋƼǁǊǈĸα (απǓķĸαķǃ φαǆǊǔ-ĶυǆǋǅǈǊǔǌ ĶǅĵǕǇǊυ) ǆαǅ ǈα ǆǋαĸĶίĸĶ 

ķĸαǄĶǋǊǔǌ ǓǇǊυǌ ĸǊυǌ υπǓǇǊǅπǊυǌ παǋƼǁǊǈĸĶǌ (ίĵǅǊǌ φαǆǓǌ, ίĵǅα ǊǄǓǈǃ, 

ίĵǅα ǇƼμπα). 
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8. ȆȠȚȠ İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ ıυȝπȑȡαıȝȐ ıαȢ; ǻȘȜαįȒ πȠȚα İȓȞαȚ Ș απȐȞĲȘıȘ ıĲȠ 
İȡȫĲȘȝα ĲȠυ ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠυ;  

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

9. ȈυȖțȡȓȞİĲİ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ φαțȠȪ-İυțȡȚȞȠȪȢ İȚįȫȜȠυ ȝİ ĲȘȞ İıĲȚαțȒ 
απȩıĲαıȘ ĲȠυ φαțȠȪ ıαȢ, țαșȫȢ ȝİȖαȜȫȞİȚ Ș απȩıĲαıȘ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ-

φαțȠȪ. ȉȚ παȡαĲȘȡİȓĲİ;  

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

ȈĲȘ ıυȞȑȤİȚα İĲȠȚȝαıĲİȓĲİ ȫıĲİ Ȟα παȡȠυıȚȐıİĲİ Ĳα απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲȐ ıαȢ 
ıĲȚȢ ȐȜȜİȢ ȠȝȐįİȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ. 
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ǻȘȜαįȒ ȑțαȞα Ĳα İȟȒȢ: 

1. ȆȒȡα ȑȞα ȝİȖİșυȞĲȚțȩ φαțȩ țαȚ İȞĲȩπȚıα ĲȘȞ İıĲȚαțȒ ĲȠυ απȩıĲαıȘ, 

ȝİĲȡȫȞĲαȢ ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα țαȓȖİĲαȚ ȑȞα țȠȝȝȐĲȚ ȤαȡĲȓ ȩĲαȞ ĲȠ ȕȐȜȦ 

țȐĲȦ απȩ ĲȠȞ ȒȜȚȠ țαȚ απȩ πȐȞȦ ĲȠυ ȑȤȦ ĲȠȞ φαțȩ. 

2. ȋȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȓȘıα ĲȠ φαțȩ ȖȚα Ȟα ıȤȘȝαĲȓıȦ ĲȠ İȓįȦȜȠ İȞȩȢ ȝαțȡȚȞȠȪ 

αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ πȐȞȦ ıİ ȝȚα ȠșȩȞȘ. 

3. ȂȑĲȡȘıα țαȚ țαĲȑȖȡαȥα ıİ πȓȞαțα Ĳα αțȩȜȠυșα: απȩıĲαıȘ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ-

φαțȠȪ, απȩıĲαıȘ φαțȠȪ-İυțȡȚȞȠȪȢ İȚįȫȜȠυ, ȝȑȖİșȠȢ αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ, ȝȑȖİșȠȢ 

İȚįȫȜȠυ.  

4. ǼπαȞȑȜαȕα ĲȠ πİȓȡαȝα αțȩȝȘ 4 φȠȡȑȢ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȫȞĲαȢ țȐșİ φȠȡȐ 

įȚαφȠȡİĲȚțȩ φαțȩ. ǼȞĲȩπȚȗα ĲȘȞ απȩıĲαıȘ ıĲȘȞ ȠπȠȓα ıȤȘȝαĲȚȗȩĲαȞ İυțȡȚȞȑȢ 

İȓįȦȜȠ țαȚ ȝİĲȡȠȪıα ĲȠ ȝȑȖİșȩȢ ĲȠυ. Ȉİ țȐșİ πİȓȡαȝα ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȓȘıα ĲȠ ȓįȚȠ 

αȞĲȚțİȓȝİȞȠ, ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚα απȩıĲαıȘ απȩ ĲȠ φαțȩ.  

5. ȅȚ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚȢ ȝȠυ φαȓȞȠȞĲαȚ ıĲȠȞ πȚȠ țȐĲȦ πȓȞαțα. 

ȂȑȖİșȠȢ 
αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ 

ǹπȩıĲαıȘ 
αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ-

φαțȠȪ 

ǼıĲȚαțȒ 
απȩıĲαıȘ 

φαțȠȪ 

ǹπȩıĲαıȘ 

φαțȠȪ-

İȚįȫȜȠυ 

ȂȑȖİșȠȢ 
İȚįȫȜȠυ 

80 cm 2500 cm 10 cm 10 cm 2 cm 
80 cm 2500 cm 15 cm 15 cm 3 cm 
80 cm 2500 cm 20 cm 20 cm 4 cm 
80 cm 2500 cm 25 cm 25 cm 5 cm 
80 cm 2500 cm 30 cm 30 cm 6 cm 

ǹȖαπȘĲȠȓ ȝȠυ İȡİυȞȘĲȑȢ, ȝİĲȐ απȩ 
ĲȘȞ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ πȠυ țȐȞαĲİ, İȝȑȞα 
ȝȠυ πȡȠȑțυȥİ țαȚ ȑȞα ȐȜȜȠ 
İȡȫĲȘȝα. ΆȡαȖİ Ș İıĲȚαțȒ 
απȩıĲαıȘ İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȠ ȝȑȖİșȠȢ 
ĲȠυ İȚįȫȜȠυ İȞȩȢ πȠȜȪ ȝαțȡȚȞȠȪ 
αȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠυ; ȆȡȠıπȐșȘıα Ȟα 
αțȠȜȠυșȒıȦ ĲȘȞ ȓįȚα įȚαįȚțαıȓα πȠυ 
αțȠȜȠυșȒıαĲİ țȚ İıİȓȢ 
πȡȠȘȖȠυȝȑȞȦȢ. 

Γαλιλαίος 
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1. ȆȠȚȠ İȓȞαȚ ĲȠ İȡȫĲȘȝα πȠυ απαıȤȠȜİȓ ĲȠ ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠ; 

Η  __________________________________________________  İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ 

ĲȘȞ  _________________________________________________________ ; 

2. ȆȠȚȠ παȡȐȖȠȞĲα ȑȤİȚ ȝİĲαȕȐȜİȚ; ȆȫȢ ĲȠ ȑțαȞİ; 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

4. ȆȠȚȠ παȡȐȖȠȞĲα ȑȤİȚ ȝİĲȡȒıİȚ; ȆȫȢ ĲȠ ȑțαȞİ; 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

5. ȆȠȚȠυȢ παȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ țȡȐĲȘıİ ıĲαșİȡȠȪȢ;  

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

6. Ȉİ πȠȚȠ ıυȝπȑȡαıȝα ȝαȢ ȠįȘȖȠȪȞ Ĳα απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲα ĲȠυ ΓαȜȚȜαȓȠυ; 
ǻȘȜαįȒ πȠȚα İȓȞαȚ Ș απȐȞĲȘıȘ ıĲȠ įİȪĲİȡȠ İȡȫĲȘȝα πȠυ ĲȠȞ 
απαıȤȩȜȘıİ; 

 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

ȈĲȘ ıυȞȑȤİȚα İĲȠȚȝαıĲİȓĲİ ȫıĲİ Ȟα παȡȠυıȚȐıİĲİ Ĳα απȠĲİȜȑıȝαĲȐ ıαȢ 
ıĲȚȢ ȐȜȜİȢ ȠȝȐįİȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ. 
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ΠαȡαįİȓγȝαĲα İπȚįȚȫȟİωȞ γȚα γİȞȓțİυıȘ İπȚįȓωȟȘȢ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ_ 

ΠȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα įİȓĲİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ Ș αțȩȜȠυșȘ ȑȡİυȞα αȞȒțİȚ ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚα ȠȝȐįα Ȓ 
ȩχȚ ȝİ ĲȘ įȚțȒ ıαȢ ȑȡİυȞα πȠυ țȐȞαĲİ γȚα Ȟα ȝȐșİĲİ πȫȢ ȜİȚĲȠυȡγȠȪȞ ȠȚ φαțȠȓ.  
ΕȟȘγȒıĲİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ… 

 

o ΘȑȜȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȝİ πȫȢ įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒșȘțİ Ș ĲȡȪπα ĲȠυ ȩȗȠȞĲȠȢ 

o Θα πȡȠıπαșȒıȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ Ș ȤȡȒıȘ țȚȞȘĲȠȪ ĲȘȜİφȫȞȠυ 
İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȘȞ αțȠȒ. 

o Θα ȥȐȟȠυȝİ ıĲȘ ȖȡαȝȝαĲȚțȒ ȖȚα Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȚȢ İȟαȚȡȑıİȚȢ ĲȠυ țαȞȩȞα ȖȚα Ĳα 
ȡȒȝαĲα ıİ -ȓȗȦ 

o ȅ πȠȞȠțȑφαȜȠȢ İȓȞαȚ ȝȚα πȠȜȪ ıυȞȘșȚıȝȑȞȘ πȐșȘıȘ Ș ȠπȠȓα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα 
ȠφİȓȜİĲαȚ ıİ πȠȜȜȠȪȢ ȜȩȖȠυȢ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα İȟȘȖȒıȠυȝİ πȫȢ 
įȘȝȚȠυȡȖİȓĲαȚ Ƞ πȠȞȠțȑφαȜȠȢ. 

o Θα țȐȞȠυȝİ ȝȚα ȑȡİυȞα ȖȚα Ȟα įȠȪȝİ πȩıȠ Ȟİȡȩ țαĲαȞαȜȫȞİĲαȚ ıĲα 
ȞȠȚțȠțυȡȚȐ ĲȠυ ȤȦȡȚȠȪ ȝαȢ. 

o ǼȝİȓȢ παȡαĲȘȡȠȪȝİ ĲȘ ȗȦȒ ĲȦȞ πȐπȚȦȞ ıĲȘ ȜȓȝȞȘ ĲȠυ πȐȡțȠυ ĲȘȢ 
ǹșαȜȐııαȢ ȫıĲİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȝİ ȝİ πȠȚȠ ĲȡȩπȠ ȝİȖαȜȫȞȠυȞ Ĳα παȚįȚȐ ĲȠυȢ.  

________________________ 

Θα πȡȠıπαșȒıȠυȝİ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ Ș ȤȡȒıȘ țȚȞȘĲȠȪ ĲȘȜİφȫȞȠυ 
İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȘȞ αțȠȒ. 

ΜαșȘĲȒȢ 1: Η ȑȡİυȞα αυĲȒ απȠțȜİȓİĲαȚ Ȟα αȞȒțİȚ ıĲȠȞ țȜȐįȠ ĲȘȢ İπȚıĲȒȝȘȢ, 
įȚȩĲȚ Ș ȑȡİυȞȐ ĲȠυȢ ıȤİĲȓȗİĲαȚ ȝİ țȚȞȘĲȐ ĲȘȜȑφȦȞα, πȠυ İȓȞαȚ țȐĲȚ 
ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȚțȩ. 

ΜαșȘĲȒȢ 2: ǻȚαφȦȞȫ ȝαȗȓ ıȠυ. ǹυĲȩ πȠυ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ İȓȞαȚ Ȟα 
ȝȐșȠυȞ țȐĲȚ πȠυ įİ ȟȑȡȠυȞ ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȘ ȜİȚĲȠυȡȖȓα ĲȦȞ țȚȞȘĲȫȞ ĲȘȜİφȫȞȦȞ. 
ȀȐĲȚ ĲȑĲȠȚȠ ĲȠ țȐȞȠυȞ ȠȚ İπȚıĲȒȝȠȞİȢ țαȚ ȩȤȚ ȠȚ ĲİȤȞȠȜȩȖȠȚ. 

ȈυȝφωȞİȓĲİ Ȓ įȚαφωȞİȓĲİ ȝİ țȐπȠȚȠ απȩ ĲȠυȢ įȪȠ ȝαșȘĲȑȢ;RODOTHEA H
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ΠȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα ȠȝαįȠπȠȚȒıİĲİ ĲȚȢ αțȩȜȠυșİȢ πİȡȚπĲȫıİȚȢ ıİ įȪȠ ȠȝȐįİȢ 
αȞȐȜȠγα ȝİ ĲȠȞ ıĲȩχȠ ĲȠυȢ, įȘȜαįȒ ȝİ ĲȠ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ  

1. ǻİȞ ȖȞȦȡȓȗȠυȝİ ĲȚȢ İȟαȚȡȑıİȚȢ ĲȠυ țαȞȩȞα ȖȚα Ĳα ȡȒȝαĲα ıİ –ȓȗȦ. ΓȚ’ αυĲȩ 

șα ȥȐȟȠυȝİ ıĲȘ ȖȡαȝȝαĲȚțȒ ȖȚα Ȟα ĲȚȢ ȕȡȠȪȝİ. 

2. Θα ȥȐȟȠυȝİ ıİ įȚȐφȠȡİȢ İȖțυțȜȠπαȓįİȚİȢ ȖȚα Ȟα įȠȪȝİ ĲȚ ȜȑȞİ ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ 

ĲȠυȢ ȜȩȖȠυȢ πȠυ įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒșȘțİ Ș ĲȡȪπα ĲȠυ ȩȗȠȞĲȠȢ. 

3. ȆȡȚȞ απȩ 10 ȤȡȩȞȚα ȝȚα ȠȝȐįα İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ ȐȡȤȚıαȞ Ȟα İȡİυȞȠȪȞ ȖȚα ĲȠ πȫȢ 

įȘȝȚȠυȡȖȒșȘțİ Ș ĲȡȪπα ĲȠυ ȩȗȠȞĲȠȢ. ǳĲαȞ ȠȚ πȡȫĲȠȚ πȠυ ĲȠυȢ απαıȤȩȜȘıİ 

αυĲȩ ĲȠ İȡȫĲȘȝα. 

4. Θα ȥȐȟȠυȝİ ıĲȠ įȚαįȓțĲυȠ ȖȚα Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ πȜȘȡȠφȠȡȓİȢ ȖȚα ĲȠ πȫȢ 

țαĲαıțİυȐıĲȘțİ Ƞ πȡȫĲȠȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȩȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȒȢ 

5. ǼȟİĲȐȗȠυȝİ țαĲȐ πȩıȠ ȠȚ ȠșȩȞİȢ ĲȦȞ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȫȞ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȫȞ İȓȞαȚ 

İπȚțȓȞįυȞİȢ ȖȚα Ĳα ȝȐĲȚα ȝαȢ țαȚ ĲȚ İȓįȠυȢ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲα ȝπȠȡİȓ Ȟα πȡȠțαȜȠȪȞ. 

6. ǲȤȠυȝİ αȖȠȡȐıİȚ ȑȞα ȞȑȠ İȓįȠȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȒ. Θα įȚαȕȐıȠυȝİ 

ĲȚȢ ȠįȘȖȓİȢ ȤȡȒıİȦȢ ȖȚα Ȟα ȝȐșȠυȝİ πȫȢ Ȟα ĲȠȞ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ. 

____________________ 

ΠȡȠıπαșȒıĲİ Ȟα ȠȝαįȠπȠȚȒıİĲİ ĲȚȢ αțȩȜȠυșİȢ πİȡȚπĲȫıİȚȢ ıİ įȪȠ ȠȝȐįİȢ 
αȞȐȜȠγα ȝİ ĲȠȞ ıĲȩχȠ ĲȠυȢ, įȘȜαįȒ ȝİ ĲȠ ĲȚ πȡȠıπαșȠȪȞ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȞ  

1. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ ȫıĲİ Ȟα țȐȞȠυȝİ ĲȚȢ ȠșȩȞİȢ ĲȦȞ 

ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȫȞ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȫȞ ȜȚȖȩĲİȡȠ ȕȜαȕİȡȑȢ. 

2. ȋȡȘıȚȝȠπȠȚȒıȠυȝİ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȩ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȒ ȖȚα Ȟα İĲȠȚȝȐıȠυȝİ ĲȘȞ 

İȡȖαıȓα ȝαȢ ȖȚα ȑȞα İυȡȦπαȧțȩ įȚαȖȦȞȚıȝȩ. 

3. ΘȑȜȠυȝİ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟȠυȝİ πȚȠ ȖȡȒȖȠȡȠυȢ ȘȜİțĲȡȠȞȚțȠȪȢ υπȠȜȠȖȚıĲȑȢ. 

4. ǼȞĲȠπȓıĲȘțİ įȚαȡȡȠȒ ȞİȡȠȪ ıĲȠ φȡȐȖȝα ĲȠυ ȀȠȪȡȡȘ. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα 

İȞĲȠπȓıȠυȝİ ĲȘȞ İıĲȓα ĲȠυ πȡȠȕȜȒȝαĲȠȢ.  

5. ȉα ĲİȜİυĲαȓα ȤȡȩȞȚα ıĲȘȞ ȀȪπȡȠ įİȞ ȕȡȑȤİȚ πȠȜȪ, ȖȚ’ αυĲȩ ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ Ȟα 

ȕȡȠȪȝİ ĲȡȩπȠυȢ İȟȠȚțȠȞȩȝȘıȘȢ ȞİȡȠȪ. 

6. ȆȡȠıπαșȠȪȝİ Ȟα ȕȡȠȪȝİ ȜȪıİȚȢ ȖȚα Ȟα αȞĲȚȝİĲȦπȓıȠυȝİ ĲȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα ĲȘȢ 

αȪȟȘıȘȢ ĲȘȢ șİȡȝȠțȡαıȓαȢ ĲȠυ πȜαȞȒĲȘ.  
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ǻȪȠ ȠȝȐįİȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ αıȤȠȜȠȪȞĲαȚ ȝİ ȑȞα ıυȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȠ πȡȩȕȜȘȝα, πȠυ 
αφȠȡȐ ıĲȘ șİȡαπİȓα ȝȚαȢ ıπȐȞȚαȢ αıșȑȞİȚαȢ. 

1. Η πȡȫĲȘ ȠȝȐįα İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȡȠıπαșİȓ Ȟα țαĲαȜȐȕİȚ πȠȚα ȝȚțȡȩȕȚα ȠįȘȖȠȪȞ 
ıĲȘȞ İȝφȐȞȚıȘ ĲȘȢ αıșȑȞİȚαȢ. 

2. Η įİȪĲİȡȘ ȠȝȐįα İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȡȠıπαșİȓ Ȟα φĲȚȐȟİȚ ȑȞα φȐȡȝαțȠ πȠυ Ȟα 
ıțȠĲȫȞİȚ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞα ȝȚțȡȩȕȚα Ĳα ȠπȠȓα ȒįȘ ȖȞȦȡȓȗȠυȝİ πȫȢ ıȤİĲȓȗȠȞĲαȚ ȝİ ĲȘȞ 
İȝφȐȞȚıȘ αυĲȒȢ ĲȘȢ αıșȑȞİȚαȢ. 

3. Η ĲȡȓĲȘ ȠȝȐįα İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ πȡȠıπαșİȓ Ȟα ȕȡİȚ ȑȞα ĲȡȩπȠ αȞȓȤȞİυıȘȢ ĲȦȞ 
ȝȚțȡȠȕȓȦȞ ĲȘȢ αıșȑȞİȚαȢ, π.Ȥ., ȝȑıȦ țȐπȠȚαȢ İȚįȚțȒȢ αȞȐȜυıȘȢ αȓȝαĲȠȢ. 

 

ȉȚ İȓįȠυȢ ȑȡİυȞα țȐȞİȚ Ș țȐșİ ȠȝȐįα; ΕπȚıĲȘȝȠȞȚțȒ Ȓ ĲİχȞȠȜȠγȚțȒ; ΕȟȘγȒıĲİ 
ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ. 

ΠȚıĲİȪİĲİ ȩĲȚ υπȐȡχȠυȞ πİȡȚπĲȫıİȚȢ ȩπȠυ Ș ȑȡİυȞα πȠυ țȐȞİȚ țȐπȠȚα απȩ ĲȚȢ 
ĲȡİȚȢ ȠȝȐįİȢ İȡİυȞȘĲȫȞ İȓȞαȚ χȡȒıȚȝȘ γȚα țȐπȠȚαȞ απȩ ĲȚȢ υπȩȜȠȚπİȢ; ȈțİφĲİȓĲİ 
ȩȜİȢ ĲȚȢ πİȡȚπĲȫıİȚȢ țαȚ İȟȘγȒıĲİ ĲȘȞ απȐȞĲȘıȒ ıαȢ.  

_________________________ 

ȆαȓȡȞȠυȝİ įȪȠ ȓįȚα įȠȤİȓα, Ĳα ȖİȝȓȗȠυȝİ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȓįȚα πȠıȩĲȘĲα ȞİȡȠȪ țαȚ Ĳα 
ȕȐȗȠυȝİ ȝȑıα ıĲȠ ȓįȚȠ įȦȝȐĲȚȠ. ȈĲȠ ȑȞα įȠȤİȓȠ ȑȤİȚ ȝȑıα țȡȪȠ Ȟİȡȩ απȩ ĲȠ 
ȥυȖİȓȠ țαȚ ıĲȠ ȐȜȜȠ įȠȤİȓȠ ȑȤİȚ ȝȑıα ȗİıĲȩ Ȟİȡȩ. ȉȠπȠșİĲȠȪȝİ ȝȑıα ıİ țȐșİ 
įȠȤİȓȠ απȩ ȑȞα παȖȐțȚ țαȚ ȤȡȠȞȠȝİĲȡȠȪȝİ πȩıȠ ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ ȝȑȤȡȚ Ȟα ȜȚȫıİȚ ĲȠ 
παȖȐțȚ. ǹȞ Ĳα įȪȠ παȖȐțȚα ȜȚȫıȠυȞ ıİ įȚαφȠȡİĲȚțȩ ȤȡȩȞȠ, ĲȩĲİ αυĲȩ ıȘȝαȓȞİȚ 
ȩĲȚ Ș șİȡȝȠțȡαıȓα ĲȠυ ȞİȡȠȪ İπȘȡİȐȗİȚ ĲȠ ȤȡȩȞȠ πȠυ ȤȡİȚȐȗİĲαȚ ȖȚα Ȟα ȜȚȫıİȚ 
ȑȞα παȖȐțȚ. 

Η πȚȠ πȐȞω πİȡȚγȡαφȒ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ țȐπȠȚα ıĲȐįȚα țȐπȠȚȠυ απȩ Ĳα įȪȠ 
įȚαγȡȐȝȝαĲα πȠυ ȑχİĲİ ȝπȡȠıĲȐ ıαȢ; 

 

Ȉİ ȑȞα İȡİυȞȘĲȚțȩ İȡȖαıĲȒȡȚȠ ȠȚ İȡİυȞȘĲȑȢ țȐȞȠυȞ įȚȐφȠȡα πİȚȡȐȝαĲα ȝİ Ĳα 
įȚȐφȠȡα υφȐıȝαĲα, ȫıĲİ Ȟα ȕȡȠυȞ ȑȞα ĲȡȩπȠ Ĳα ȡȠȪȤα Ȟα ȝȘ ĲıαȜαțȫȞȠȞĲαȚ. 
ȆİȚȡαȝαĲȓȗȠȞĲαȚ ȝİ įȚȐφȠȡα υȜȚțȐ ȝȑȤȡȚ Ȟα İȞĲȠπȓıȠυȞ ĲȘȞ țαĲȐȜȜȘȜȘ Ƞυıȓα 
ȤȡİȚȐȗȠȞĲαȚ. ȂȩȜȚȢ ĲȘ ȕȡȠυȞ șα ĲȘ įȠțȚȝȐıȠυȞ πȐȞȦ ıİ įȚȐφȠȡα υφȐıȝαĲα 
ȖȚα Ȟα įȠυȞ ıİ πȠȚȠ ȕαșȝȩ țαĲαφȑȡȞİȚ Ȟα țȐȞİȚ Ĳα įȚȐφȠȡα υφȐıȝαĲα Ȟα ȝȘ 
ĲıαȜαțȫȞȠȞĲαȚ. 

Η πȚȠ πȐȞω πİȡȚγȡαφȒ ĲαȚȡȚȐȗİȚ ȝİ țȐπȠȚα ıĲȐįȚα țȐπȠȚȠυ απȩ Ĳα įȪȠ 
įȚαγȡȐȝȝαĲα πȠυ ȑχİĲİ ȝπȡȠıĲȐ ıαȢ; 
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Appendix F: Teaching-Learning materials used in Study 3 

 

Published in: 

 

Constantinou C.P, Livitzis M., Hadjilouca R., Scholinaki A., Papaevripidou M., Papadouris 

N., et al. (2010b). Electromagnetic properties of materials: Teaching and learning activities. 

(in Greek and English). Learning in Science Group, University of Cyprus, ISBN: 978-9963 

689-58-3 978-9963-689-56-9.  
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