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<ABSTRACT>

Mechanistic reasoning can explain how a phenomenon comes about or how a certain process
works. The purpose of this study was to summarize the meaning and character of mechanistic
reasoning in the science education. Also this study reviewed the brain scientific study about
scientific reasoning and explored potential of brain scientific approach to mechanistic reasoning.
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Mechanism Code

Description of the Code

Describing the Target

Phenomenon to explain

Students demonstrate the particular phenomenon or result they are trying

Identifying Setup Conditions

Students identify the particular setup conditions of the environment that
allow the mechanism to start

Identifying Entities

Students identify objects that affect the result of the phenomenon

Identifying Activities .
entities

Students identify the actions and interactions that occur among the

Identifying Properties of

Entities mechanism to work

Students identify properties of entities that are necessary for the

Identifying Properties of
Entities

Students explain how the entities are spatially organized, where they are
located, and how they organized

Chaining: Backward and
Forward

Students reason about one point in the mechanism based on what i1s known
about other stages in the mechanism

Analogy

Students Compare target phenomenon and other phenomenon

Animated model

Students use external model to explain some entities work in the

mechanism; gesture, diagram

[Figure 1] A framework for analyzing the mechanistic reasoning(Russ et al., 2008).
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