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Abstract

Scientific reasoning ability is a crucial component of scientific thinking and a key indicator of scien-
tific literacy. To examine the development of scientific reasoning skills among junior undergradu-
ate students in teacher-training universities, this study employed the Lawson Scientific Reasoning
Test (LCTSR 2000) to assess 436 first-and second-year students at a teacher-training university in
Zhejiang. The findings indicate that university students’ scientific reasoning abilities generally re-
main at an above-average level, with scores showing a stable plateau pattern; structural differences
exist across reasoning dimensions, with conservation reasoning and proportion reasoning demon-
strating higher proficiency, while correlation reasoning and probability reasoning are relatively
weaker; significant variations in scientific reasoning abilities are observed among students across
different academic disciplines.
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1. 5|15

SRRIRBE R R, BHERIFCHON 21 HARHHAA %0554 /1. OECD 7E PISA2025
Bl R FMVHELE e, BHERFOFER MR R . BRI R A0 AR R 5
SiEdE . BRI FEAE R SRR R AT SR J1(1]. TR ET HR A (i & B R
PRt HHAEITR(2017 4ERR 2025 SFA21T)) (2] ok, B4k SRR T S skl YR N I B 2R
DERTF. FHFBYEE N TUER PR IR S . WA P A B4R S N, RN EE S
HhR ) R

B2 B2 18 B IR NN RS A TUEYE . P ERUEE S 1) (A LI R AN OC R (1) ) 422
SNSRI BR[3]. TIRFEHEE R I E AR 2 B A sy, L T MEEE 2 R B RGP T 2
FIWT, AR E AR R HE BT RE J1[4]. PRIk, JFRA SRR IR, RRBEFARERIEN L

TEME R 2AHEFERE 7, 35 E 223 Lawson gl RFEHERE B8 /713K % (Lawson’s Classroom Test of
Scientific Reasoning, f&iF#k “LCTSR” )[R H UK o5 ~FfEHERE . FUBIHERE . )28 SR . MEZRHETE . A OGHHE
AR B R AN AN E T ) 2 A T 8E SHE A (5], HETKEWFFLRA, AR EEE,
N A RN LU A HE PR S 4 LRIV, (RAESSHIAR S AH SCHE B RIB 1 V8 4 B A5 S A T T 3R I 3k
B F[6]-[9]. A, Bao 45[10]-[12]3& T LCTSR MR LA 1 o Rz AR AERL AR RE IR SRR, K
P e AERAHERRE ) O R E R R . M S8R IEE[13] [14]F]H LCTSR 5T 1 3K H 2 A R4 4 7 g
JIBEAER R IR, R I B B 2 A R HE R R R R (R R BB B

JE LA, ENERETEUN, Toiett 2R, HaRER s e N MR R R &G, AR
SR B LG BT B8R 22 R R R IR IR . (H H RTER 0 R AR HE R e B SO R = . BT
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Bb, AT LUTEBEAL MR BRSO R, ] LCTSR 2000 U0 & A TR A HE L e 1A
JERDL, B ESHAMERII A F, NIE B AR AR B RS B S BeA BeE R 2% .

2. ARFA*
2.1. MEFE

LCTSR 2000 f i34 24 JE RTEFE, T2 ENNUERLRORAHERLRE 1, 70 s E R
PEGIHERE . 2 AR R . MR . AHSCHERE MM BT SR . & 4R NS AL 1.

Table 1. Question distribution of the LCTSR 2000 test paper
= 1. LCTSR 2000 i &#9%E B 5375

SPEEEE = ki Pl A S HERE M A AHRHERE R S AT
1~4 5~8 9~14 15~18 19~20 21~24
4 4 6 4 2 4

AU 24 (8 IR P R, B 2 TEEH Oy —4, LA 1 12 D REE . AU HE P, R
— 3 ] R ), JE R H BRI S . AR SR AL A AT U gy, BB AR
VIE@ A 15y, &8 07, MREBRIE D 24 7).

UEAk, g E R B YR S RFAHERLRE D 2 MRS R, AR E BB AP,
SRUAE “Iictz” A« fmighs” pRp B ey Ui SR & B SRR — T b, “fRidie” %
HRFNVISIZ . WM AAVEGI BN, “WZH" 185 2 RBBS T BRI ANE AW . 128N
IR, UE NIRRT SRR, AR RTIEHMR .

2.2. HREE

AHEFE LA A FIMVE R K — R ZARPEA NN R, HPAFH A 436 7. BollEE
A9 30 70t PR EAEARIR KB B BERA AT A, ASCMER . S5 b 5B e = PU A4S J7 T
XA BREABATICR, BAR I 2.

Table 2. Distribution of valid subjects
2. WA SHES

Ap i F N okt
5 95 21.79%

4 5]
& 341 78.21%
K— 170 38.99%

LR
K 266 61.01%
TRl 264 60.55%
ol 2 NI R 120 27.52%
HEFF 52 11.93%
fic/Z 206 47.25%

sz

T2 4 230 52.75%
it — 436 100.00%
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3. fIRER
3.1. AR ENNEFIERR

3.0.1. MERIMERE
A 15 20 FORRALAFIE R H (3 R H BUE BN U R H ERDBOR, 2 TS i i A
BT A R H L R HL SR IE 3,

Table 3. Difficulty coefficients of the 24 questions
3 3. 24 BRI R R

S5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
HEFE R AL 0.97 0.96 0.88 0.86 0.95 0.95 0.87 0.66

IR 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
HEIE R AL 0.90 0.89 0.73 0.33 0.74 0.69 0.57 0.55

B 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
HMERE R A 0.54 0.50 0.64 0.62 0.75 0.71 0.78 0.83

e 3 0040, WU 2B T 0.33 3] 0.97 208, MEERIRHEE 1. 2 B 5, 6 8, MR
BRI 12 73, HAEE ZE0AF] T 033, LL0.6 A1 0.7 NFL, fajsa. & A sl S i Eb il A 15:4:5,
FE IR Z IR IO o AT N A B

3.1.2. MXENXSE
A AR LA T G RHER H I X 5, SR ILE 4.

Table 4. Discrimination power of 24 test items

® 4. 24 ENREHX 5 E

a7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
X 4> FE 0.07 0.07 0.24 0.27 0.17 0.15 0.26 0.11
587 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
X 53 B 0.17 0.20 0.38 0.32 0.44 0.40 0.72 0.73
S5 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
X 73 0.72 0.71 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.42 0.30 0.26

HHZ 4 AT, BRES 1. 20 5. 64 8. 9 X 43 RkAh, HALEH WX 3B NEHE. ik 618
H X 43 B S 8 E ERE NG 9%, K—BE K A BT S B T A 4 HE6 A KN KT,
M LU X LS A R X A BE 122 R (B RSB AR AT A B I X 2
3.2. BIEHEBEEENER
3.2.1. NEEEgEHLERAE

AUK LCTSR MRS IR, K—FK 22 R 8 115 7077 7 2 17.58 + 3.6273 £ 18.08 +
3313 (W49 24 7). 5B CAEWIFE[15]-[17], 7T LAt /N = AR 2 31K 2% DU SR 2% [ Rk 4k B RE ) 1) %
PR A (WL 1),
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Figure 1. Developmental patterns of scientific reasoning ability

E 1. BREFHEERHLARAE

W TR T DU, SR REE R AR R e B R LR SR T S T

K—FIKIY, Bo3EARFaEAE 18 40T, KM B R EHEFE A T G 1.
322. BoHHER
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Figure 2. Distribution of scientific reasoning ability scores
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M 2 ATA, AR HE R AE S 454 X TA) Y 5~24 4%, KER Rk R RHEHEFL AE /1 40 T 25 0 /K
-, ArF 18~20 S HEIM AR IR %, 5 Bao [ 101 2 & DU 224 (0 RFAHEFL S 115 70 048 L BLLE 20 43
FEA MGV G, (AR A A S 1810 70 b i 2R AR R B R ) 2 AL T 17~18 BB EE I, &
W5 K 2 A R SEHEFL B AR B R, 1540 X TR N B9
3.23. BEHBESSRER

TR B TE &R SR B8 7 48 B 3 EAIbRiE 22, S5 5,

Table 5. Means and standard deviations of all dimensions of scientific reasoning ability

=5 RIFHEERNREENESIREE
SR R PUGIHERE Rl B BERHER  MIOGHERL  RBUESHER gy

FRIME 3.68 3.42 428 2.17 1.27 3.07 17.89
i 0.754 0.884 1.345 1.821 0.937 1.057 6.798
B3R 92.00% 85.50% 66.67% 53.50% 31.75% 76.75% 74.54%

HIFE 5 AT, olp i ee . HBIHERUK P8R, BOREGHERL, FehR B R, MRS
BERIEE AP BUR, BRMWEARHEERR, RAMEER R . Seh M, KA iR A8
A PHETHEV) RS, MRS H A=A T

3.2.4. HRERZIE

DT H N TR A HE R R SR A, B R AR A, B ORI DT T AN TR b 2 e R 2
HEFRE TR . BT LRI 4y 3 K2, A TR A SCHFRILL R FE R Hdr, #E %58
SR 52 N IRNHAHE L RE /7 59 (18.83 + 3.443), HUCHHEE T R4 264 N)IIFE43(17.93 £ 3.360),
BpEAHERL R 7 B 55 12 N SCHERR AR 120 N) (17.38 +3.572).

IR XCRAR IR, BE TR IR g, TS B R AR — E RBR(ILR 6).
B b B AR A L T o, 2 =6.398, p=0.011, Cramér’s V =0.121; K 242 8
Y b Tk — 224, 2 =4.412, p=0.036, Cramér’s V =0.101; N[ %l 25 512 A= g J8 24 ) o3
R EZER, =48418, p<0.001, CramérsV=0.333. SUAKE, B TRAIHE =R A M
T, N SCHRREE A TE2 .

Table 6. Distribution of subjects by gender, grade level, and cognitive orientation

Fo. Bk FH BLEMESH

UTATAON 9] WZHENE) B2
B 34 61
2A=6.398,p=0.011,V=0.121
Lotk 172 169
K—%4 91 79
2 =4.412,p=0.036,V=0.101
K2 115 151
TR 96 168
AR 89 31 22 =48.418,p<0.001, V=0333
HWE %R 21 31
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3.2.5. 43 SRFEHEEED
T FEA ¢ KIS, B TR IS R ) A R A HE B B ) S EAETE R E R £(434) =0.326,
p=0.745, Cohen’sd=0.04. Ht— DA AEFES RKIL, ASF PR AE SFEHEERGE R FARAE W3 2
5, t(434)=2.400, p=0.017, Cohen’sd=0.28, HAMF0Em T Lotk HARYERE 2 R RIL B EEKF
(WL 7)o SERE, VERXSBEAHERLRE ) I B .
Table 7. Gender differences in scores across dimensions of scientific reasoning ability
=7 RFHEERNREESINMAESR
il SR EE g2 Pt AL R R HARAEHERE B e 2
P51 % 8 5% % % 8 % 8 % % % 8
FHIME 3.84 3.63 3.35 3.43 433 4.27 2.06 221 1.26 1.27 3.15 3.05
FrifE 2 0.57 0.79 0.95 0.86 1.39 1.33 1.81 1.82 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.05

t{H 2.4000 -0.844 0.361 -0.672 -0.061 0.819
SEM 0.017* 0.399 0.718 0.502 0.951 0.413
BN d 0.28 -0.09 0.04 -0.08 -0.01 0.10

E: *p<0.05, T,
3.2.6. FHEEMNFHEEED
TSI REAR ¢ K56, B TR A [ E R R IE R 2L RE ) 87> DR B 2 57, 1 (434) =—1.482,
p=0.139, Cohen’sd=—0.15. #t— D LES LIS 0 KB, K 2240 OB HES A B S HERE 4 S T %
ET kA, Hrh R 2 R B, t(434)=-2.523, p=0.012, Cohen’sd=-0.25; B 255
#, t(434)=-2.590, p=0.010, Cohen’sd=-0.25. HRYEEZFIREFEZKFLE ). XFRWK
— 3 KRB B R AR S AN IR, (E R R G A AT R .
Table 8. Grade-level differences in scores across dimensions of scientific reasoning ability
8. NEHIEBERNSUEESINERER
idies SPIEER bt ) # 2 P AR MR HEHE AH S HEEE TR HERE
ER X— K= X— K= XK— X= K— X= K— XK= K— XK=
FHME 372 3.65 3.28 3.50 421 433 221 2.15 1.25 1.28 2.91 3.17

FrifEZ 0.72 0.77 1.02 0.78 1.47 1.26 1.82 1.83 0.96 0.93 1.13 1.00

t{H 1.118 —2.523 —0.945 0.289 -0.274 -2.590
EEM 0.264 0.012* 0.345 0.773 0.784 0.010"
BN d 0.09 -0.25 -0.09 0.03 -0.03 -0.25

3.2.7. BEHRSHFHEERED

RS REA ¢ RS, AR AN BT PR TE R R A EAREREER, 1 (434) =
-1.615, p=0.107, Cohen’sd=-0.15. FH— BHEELEER 5K, BN “fmiZfE” 122 A IEHEE
A A E RS L RE ST “Iiidis” f5d, HspEfsz s R, t(434)=-3.329, p=0.001,
Cohen’s d =—0.32; #2H| B 2 7 B3, t(434)=-3.476, p=0.001, Cohen’sd=-033. HR%EER
BIRIEB R E AP 9)o 1R U8B AR F TRIBN 12 48 R AR ] 5 350 70 B 2 HEER 4 B R IATAE — 8 KBk
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Table 9. Cognitive orientation differences in scores across dimensions of scientific reasoning ability

F#9. TRIBHEMEFENRFHIERNBREESIER

YEJE SRIEE 3L Eb A 4t 2 P A & MR AHOC 4 3 [E&jise

g dlze #HE wdfiz B# ]l #%E iz B iz #% il 2
FHE S 355 379 338 0 345 405 449 235 2.02 1.28 126  3.00 3.3
FrfEiZ 087 061 094 083 134 132 178 185 094 094 112 1.00

t 1 1.118 -2.523 —0.945 0.289 —0.274 —2.590
WE 0.001" 0.415 0.001" 0.057 0.781 0.169
RN d -0.32 -0.08 -0.33 0.18 0.02 -0.12

3.2.8. HA SPFHEIRED

AT R R T E T EAR T KR F AR E R B E R GREIR, AREIEAR
REEAEFRE NN FERFEER, F(2,433)=3.277, p=0.039, 52=0.015 (W% 10), Pl E\LS5xFR
SR S B IR IE Bl G B, RN RN DR LSD T HE LR, SR ER, A
CHBFEEA S E FRF AR E R 0 LR EER, p = 0.011; B TREA S ASCHRE
AL BT R E SHE EREAE 2 M ZERBRBRBEZACFOLE 1), ok, R Et, TR
A5 NSO R AR LU BIHERRAE RS AR R ZE 2R, p = 0.006; A SCHEREAE S #E S RF AR TR
A RHEMYEE EAPERE R, p=0.018. SHCKRE, LA AR AR RE ) R IMAFAE — E RHK,
HI% 22 R IS BRI/ N

Table 10. Variance analysis of scientific reasoning ability among students from different majors

F# 10. FRIBWZFEXTRFMIEENNHE=SH

AR S RS Ryl H ¥ ¥175 F {4 pfa
2 i) 76.911 2 38.456 3.277 0.039"
HHN 5080.582 433 11.733
Mt 5157.493 435 -

Table 11. LSD post-hoc comparison of total scores for scientific reasoning ability among students from different majors

F11. FRIEIVFEMNEFHIZENETE LSD FRLER

b Asc4H ) PHIZE(-T) FrifEiR pfE 95%E 15X [A]
HTRE - NSCHERY 0.548 0.377 0.147 [-0.19, 1.29]
HILR - HESH -0.895 0.520 0.086 [-1.92, 0.13]

NICHF} - B %5} —1.444 0.569 0.011%* [-2.56, —0.33]

3.3. Wi

3.3.1. MFEEEEEN L RAGHRHM BHHE

A HET BE 738 B WAy — Fh s U — BOARIBE ST, FEAVKE T AR 2R RR . A 745 KR W],
BHAERLRE DAEYIh B rh I Bl FF e BT S, Mk AR BUs BRa TRE, R —ENra
R O SR B B EoR[18], SAEAE R B B Qs B & _LACE, EMRE e, TIEA K
Jezal. S ML, AR KA BARG B R , HIKIEEA IR, R AR R 3

DOI: 10.12677/ass.2026.156524

701 Gy S il B


https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2026.156524

oo

[

&

R JEMTBOTRESE TP AL AR B, RSP BOS SRZ PSRRI SR, H BRI 2 A AR AR . X —
SRTT LA R e SR A FE N AR AR . LA AR R BRIy, AMARENTE s SR BUG TR A4t
R RHERL | R SRR S SR8 J1[19]. HTE RIS H AR 13- A B BT MA S RELE AT A AT
S5 E R R HERE, BARAESSESE . ANREI AN 207 A i 2 AL A SEPR R Bl R4
BRI R IEW SR, BHAMEEIF AR RN R, T2 AP0 AR VHT . BT IR A 4518
FIW A R I FIIERE[20]. BRI, K2R BORHAHERLRE I “ P B I ARWE R IR RO A 5E MK,
A RE Sl R URFR B XERL =R T . B 2 BT AE SR IR TR AR SR VI A 2 o IX R AR EHEFLRE ) 9 IF
BEAERE G AR, AR Z RGUERARIINGR, AR B H AR R R AU Bltt, BHE#
B AL A B SCH T Y, RIANOR S B AR BN PR B A B TR AT AR R

3.3.2. HIBYEE L REGHE LS

MY BE R IORE , BT RO IR G2 5 Lo B Sy B AR X e g, 1
MISCHEL S5 ME R PR AR S, X — 45 B O AR BA B T 45 R FE A — 8. M T b fpil e
ASp PR A 3 BRI R R G R AR S S AB A ST, A SCHE R SRR AR B R AT A e M
FIWT LSRR, S GOB R I ER T , R R R FIAE A K. ARFCH, MR A4
SCHEFRAG /3 AN B, VW AR B LA Rk R IR I A 0 — 2 . A
FARH, BRI ER A RSN, B REEARS AR, PN RRREREIEE21]. Wik,
FHEMEEE /IR IR S4B FIBIRTE, 1M & 2 B AT 40 R AR 2 S 2B IR . X T IfvE B AL
AREVET R, W URAR 2 ) P DU R S BR AT AR RS R FIBTRUBE R S T, R DG E A
RHEFLRE SE AT BE R JBAE o [FIR, AW FC Ak S HE F 5 ME R HEER AR v 25 K, B3R W 2 A R X e 4
EERAMEZE R IR . X4t 2T U, BHEAMEERE IR B IR AR R R ST, TR R
R Y B R R FEAN— S s, TR/ R 2 0 3 e 2 o B T I DGy s M B i 7 (3 9%, sk AR
RS BRI S RS S I B 2 SRS I L IS, DM AN R HE B P VR R 8

333. FERSBRESANE0

AW TR AR b 2 A AR R HE R A ) AR R E 2R . A ARERY, Rl 5 847 X
] 2 S AR I A R 16]0 3 T R #0E R iR R B s i i A . R Rl 5 ied /2, fia 1@
M EYEs T SCHRHERE BE U 5 SO AR S (B I, i T2 ) g, K2 20 2 5 e] BRI
ARG AN R R S R, b R AT RE IR ) 400 5 R R R 2 S, TiEAERE A
JRZES . TEERIE, TR R0 GEZ B2 N E R AR R B DGR R AR £
PSRRI B o (R, ZAHIF 8 45 R o 3 B B AR 5 75 St S R R D R M ARG, TANRE
BN — 5] SRR AR AR I . XS5 RROR, R AR TR P B AN b
5@, A BT RSB R I R R v

3.3.4. HHERAERIER

RTPAHEERE R BN R, ARSI EE . VIPHrB G W —E %R,
BSR4 5 L2 D7 i) J5 22 5 B RS 16]: @ AR B ZE i T AN B3 . ATk
B, BAESLAERAEEE NS EAFEREER, eI FAAEREESR, HANE
B XA RY], MEHIA SRR AR ER R IR, LR B AT BRI A REGER AR VI 2k
TRMBRAEAE R $e52, PERA B al R AR iR AR e D RRUE O BRI ER, JLAE A B mT g il o
BEER, 230 RARUIZRAB ZET7 20 R 8 R R A L. S5 S AR Ui 2B Tl Z2 5%, 7 LHE
W, BAe)7 G 2R e R AR e N LG AR . 5HREMERZESR, AR EW

SN
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15 R R 1 5 IR OORH R £ R DA R i 22

335 HERTEMERE

AHIFLRN], BHAHERLRE ST A R B W 1B B 5 S M PRI : BT AR R P I BUR B
TAEE, AFHEEYEE R FEABAAAEAIIM, RN Llbw 552 2 Q00 R I — @ . X Ui W]
FHATERLRE /) AN SR SF R KM H AR T Y, 11 75 20 R i 57 S 2560 5N ZRn g it « (A ik,
FEAN R ZCE B BOSER R A 16 1 R85 77 5

F—s H R A BURE RAHEE R A R R SR N S . ETER MY, T BB B2
FAERFAHERLRE S BRI ], e SR AR th B Is S e RO e, AR, AR
IR HTRE IR A o BRI, P RE A PR N N A B I AR AN 22 >, Gl SRAR R T 1 5 ] AL
B drs sz 2iEsh, sl AL R iR, AR, WERIEE 5 RA R e BB R, JF 72
PO S A HE R I RS IR S M B A, DA A E R YRR T R

B SRR SAAMEVER IR . AW TR UK B B A MR AR RE G KRB, IR #A 2E
HETRLAERARII T ASCGEREEAE, KRV T 5 IR R A 22 > 2 504 B T HER
REATBV RS o AL, BEX R BUT G 3], AR R] I S BN KR 04T EHR R AT B 2% )
fR R SEESIMESS, B RO SIRIERIE A 2GS, 5] A AR S R UG 5 P AT R GEHERE,
M e 2 B A HE L RE 03— D K e

F=, Rt B YEUIGR. BEXTHERLRE I A O, 0 R NN 5 R S K AN I S ) AU B Y
BIUNGR. AIEHAEMIE ittt R 8E MR Eeai T, SIS, #EHE
Kol SR B MG Ht, 51 AR 2 FIHOCR R, XM EER, JHEd ELhee ., Bast
W AIFEA LUARSE I B B R . BEALIE M A EVE . X TIMEAEm 5, AT E AR A A, Btk
R HT B ROR AW AN TAIE SR A B0 SO AE 55, TR T HAE BB 1 52 IR HEF e
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