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Abstract

Analyzing the text of compare word
problems, it consists of an assignment
statement of compared quantity(C), an
assignment statement of referent quantity(F)
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and a relational statement of comparison(R).
Through rewriting processes, three versions
of problem text with different orders of
statements were developed for each of
difference unknown, compared unknown, or
referent unknown compare problems. There
were 759 students participated in the study.
They were 2" and 3 graders at their 2™
semester or 3¢ and 4" graders at their 1%
semester. This study was to inspect the
effects of the role of unknown, the order of
statements and the grade levels of students on
problem solving performance.

In the "more than" problems, it was
found those students' performance was better
with the C-F-R order of problem presentation
rather than with the F-R-C or the C-R-F
orders. Fourth graders and 3¢ graders at
their 2" semester did better than 2" graders.
The effect of the role of unknown has shown
that difference unknown was the easiest
problem to be solved, referent unknown was
the next, and compared unknown was the
hardest one. It aso revealed an interaction
effect between the role of unknown and the
grade levels. In the "less than" problems,
only the effect of the role of unknown has
revealed. It has shown the referent
unknown problems were the most difficult
ones to be solved. Over al, the students
performance data suggested that some
students might use a "subtraction strategy” to
answer al kinds of compare problems. The
C-F-R order of problem presentation, which
is more coherent with the compare situations
in everyday life, made the problems easy to
be comprehended, and resulted a better
performance.
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395°|B 313 |C 386 | 395 | 279 | 379 | 38 | 362 | 373 | 38 | 38 | 375

1) (022)| (160)| (0.65)| (0.21) | (1.65) | (0.42) | (0.35) | (0.92) | (0.63) | (0.35) | (0.66) | (0.79)
20 23 21 22 19 19 22 21 22 22 22 20

D 165 |E 155 |F 205 | 329 | 267 | 206 | 290 | 262 | 214 | 330 | 325 | 285
(1L67)| (L73)| (L91)| (1.27) | (L71) | (1.92) | (1.61) | (153) | (1.62) | (1.34) | (1.48) | (157)

3) 23 20 21 21 21 18 21 21 21 20 20 20
G 348 |H 333 |1 320 | 355 | 335 | 320 | 367 | 359 | 324 | 362 | 327 | 335
(1.01)| (0.86)| (0.90)| (0.96) | (1.09) | (1.06) | (0.66) | (0.67) | (0.94) | (0.86) | (1.12) | (1.03)

5) 25 21 21 22 20 20 21 22 21 21 22 23
F 39 |D 357 |E 355 | 361 | 348 | 376 | 371 | 381 | 357 | 400 | 400 | 3.60
(022)| (L08)| (0.89)| (0.98) | (1.12) | (0.62) | (0.56) | (0.51) | (1.21) | (0.00) | (0.00) | (1.10)

2) 21 23 20 18 21 21 21 21 21 20 20 20
H 371 |1 381|G 372 | 395 | 380 | 382 | 391 | 395 | 357 | 395 | 352 | 376
(0.46)| (0.40)| (0.54) | (0.22) | (0.89) | (0.39) | (0.29) | (0.22) | (1.08) | (0.21) | (1.04) | (0.70)

4) 21 21 25 20 20 22 22 21 21 22 23 21
B 204 |[C 195 |A 190 | 237 | 226 | 259 | 267 | 232 | 241 | 255 | 265 | 286
(152)| (150)| (155)| (1.71) | (L.76) | (150) | (1.39) | (1.59) | (1.82) | (1.57) | (1.50) | (1.49)

6) 23 21 20 19 19 22 21 22 22 22 20 22
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