2 M AL RTR PR T R —— &

B PR B RIS R A AR TR SO
guogingzh@163.com
W2 AR AR A S A AR VE I TR SRS . ERA S EAE P T RS HVE R PRTHESE . W0 JERL K
PR AR BE RN 53 B
FKE . MK et YR SR R

—.
125 BN T B2 540 T SRR h B KR e W e A R P e . B bk R T 1“2 R, Rt i
TRz «Eatt” st marEB (Concept Mapping) &8 J1/R K2E T G (J.D. Novak) f#-H 4 B35 U1k (David P.

Ausubel) ) 75 S0 BRI I I — R B BR . &K (Concept Map) BT i sl &, IELERR R, WS- E R -HE T
SR A, PR R R AR R MBS E T U, e SRR B TR, I R NI R SR R %
Gikho K MU A2 SRR TEANR CEHGE SRR IAMERAE T3, T DR @ R b T S s > 38 060 B8 AR AR
FIEf, FRH R, DIk, MRS AT DR S5 A A TR, AT HAEE L%

HAT, R AR PR TR OT R 2 AR 22, ARSCHIIZ SR aT 53T 2838, S g B PP O TR a8 e
Hl. PPUTHESE 320 T3 i LR (R4 BE R 73 T 25

s BBV 3R E A v
0845 I A BT WP VPO G, 0 DGR S S PO BT o 7T BRE VPR 1, 2 R 2 LB O L B

S, BN XL, BEATAVPAY A S (B, T URIE U ORI Ty %6 BT EPP U T LAAE B S on g R St
S g 2 AR BT P, TP E S5 2

= AT RS E B PR HE LR
Ruiz-Primo & Shavelson (1997) &S KB P T A4 = E K.
(a) N T b2 R SR A AT TAE AN A0 ) AT R 5 0 R IE 4R T Rk 2 AE S I T 45 (atask)
(b) A I Y JE 3 (response format);
() e, FREaPM MBS B 2> 5248 (scoring system) o Sf/bix = AN AT —AS, M R ZEAS fE b

WA TR

Py AT 45 4R AT 45 53K (Task demands) « 1F-45 B (Task Constraints) . P %% 4% #4J(Content structure) J5 i #8451 K281k . AT
G W ROTHT, AR AT BERE R 2 — AN TERE MRS B I, BATREE F OH A, AREMIEL ISR RE R RIS SR
A B/NRSCEII R AES5 BRI 1, 27 AR n BEA SR oM @ S A BB BB AN, W RE RV AN 1Y A TS 2 AN IE R A
FOVF BESRAAA AN A 4545

A R TG T B AT FHACRIZE, T e AL M T RE A, T BRI (R 22 AR OB .

105 R 4en] e DL o G5 R/ E Vo ficdin,  mT e f & K IR TV 70, B TR IX R V45 &, IRAYRAE ~—
oL rind.

John R. McClure, Brian Sonak & Hoi K. Suen (1999) £ H A& B PEUT F PN ANEB 20 A nic: M A IR 25 R 2 I DAl . WSS
Py B AT 2% A Fi ik 2% A8 T ME 2 B R AE AR AT RR I — R A R MO F T DA DU B e A Tl ) 2 R 5 A A A, AT e o Lot

5, AR b aseol,
0. WE&E PRy vk

1. 8o &R ik
Novak & Gowin (1984) {E (%% 3] {2~ > (Learning How to Learn) ) 4t 1" LARGS N FH 5K 4 M4l M s T PR VP A ik
Novak & GowinZy I arl. BirjE. 7030, S SCERRMEFBITEE T BGE, SRS BE. 7030 A XERMNR



I 0 Lo 50 10 100 1Ly (EIXE, Br/ZEER s TS BRI, 03X 2 /DR TR ZE R, &2
SOEREIZ DRI ARRES FLRE . RO AR BRI RERS, {HH e 3R (b e iR g i s a8,

Novak & Gowindi t X Bl 7 73 754G 2 7223 ATEE— 250, MintzesFlAb ) [F] £ (Pearsall, Skipper & Mintzes, 1997)% H [F]
FEM o S5 B & AT VR 5y, RN VR ARG T 3L . 3815 L6223 (Luckie, 2001, NSF proposal) £ %% 1 - R Mk & 1 pl 43 45

VPP 4000 F Sk sz ant8l

2. FHARLRE PR

Ruiz-Primo & Shavelson (1996)#iiA& T — Firks 2% AL Mk & 18 5 L M-S I T LU W U7 . & 5K AT DL UM B2 U8 L K 61
3R] DU A BOM A AL F A . PRI I R R 2 S, G AT A i LR B AR A R L. THENLALBEEOR
Al DA SR X — LR A2, CRESSTA AL At — 28 4y J7 (1 57F 50 35 A1 C & 0E 5K 73X Fhn] 4774 (Chung, Herl, Klein, O’ Neil & Schachter,
1997; Herl, O’ Neil, Chung, Dennis & Lee, 1997; O’ Neil & Klein, 1997). XL A Zic 2> 22 G AR L s 78 i DL i R UG e b FEatiity, AN PR T

Wi e I e e, TP b e LA A B, BRI P A Ay A Tl l6l,

3. LR PEAE A

— SRS SRR A 1E P T o RS T K VT EC (R PRI 7 ¥ e — AN T (A9 -2 AE A R A% S8 IR T 1 o3 (R 23 IR I
i, A e A ) SE A, A SERMER I LU, X e AU T KA A B K] . Rye & Rubba (2002) k45 T — M
TR MRS A B G, AR 4 52 P ke Vo 25 2 el e i 6

Ak & 30 40 7L D7 A PR ). — 2 WINovak & Gowi i1 75 v AL G 77 VE AN J& 46 M P11l 2 1) L A R
M, e @A AL J7 T, AR RN, JF HFEL RN A RN S EIE PR L (0O B SR P (E 28 340
Prk) 19,

SN ) 8 H A B DA R R R R TN UL VR T AR VR R . (e.g., Chung, Herl, Klein, O’ Neil &
Schachter, 1997; Herl et al., 1997; O’ Neil et a., 1997; Luckie, 2001). Shaka & Bitner (1996)42 4 T —AMj Ak (I ME & 0 /0 WY, A7
PANovak & GowinfPic /U Akl s, St E B TR RRE I AL M vk . EABATIOWT ST, BB, 7030, B2, 2861, &2
NS BB R AR 4R 2 — D ORI AR 554, 1 A 2 F K0 20 BURFAE AL o 1 43 TR 3 R 87 44 0T B8 2 MBE 2 BT VT 0 B FH e i i e

Kinchin, Hay & Adams (200002 T 53— 73k, ST ax BRI BEAR A5 1, T AORT RS B i 25 A 43 7 L6

Ty BBV T E R AR BEATUE

0545 B R RIRG VR T, 55 3L PRI 7 AT LT BE OO0 S {11 A B B2 1090 P 5 £ R P
TR ST, BT G AP TCRIVEA 77 SITTARRE 1) LARCTAEE ORI

1 5%

35 R RARR AT —BUPERR R D s o1 G AR R A, — R LA PR P AL I ) 1 — S

CURR-FEIS R, T 2 550 2 AVEA I — 30 CHELAS %, inter-rater reliability) 1 py 26— 550k £ L6,

John R. McClure, Brian Sonak & Hoi K. Suen (1999) A A& Bl P v 25 = AL RIS FE LU R LA T . () F#AEAE S
oy VR B 1 5 T ) 22 575 (D) VP43 DR AU AR B AR LI 28 55 (C) VPN I — Bk o 38 =R 22 SRS AR KREE LIk ik 18y AR PEA
Ji 2, HTPIAN PR 2 AT LIS AL P B e R I RN Bk 5o DA R VT 20 B SR AT R 22 PR B e /N o AT TR PR AN DRSS AE 7S FIAS R 1
P Tra CEARTE Sy, A T KIEWEAAVE 7y, KRS, WA EKENKRES, S, AT xBTS a4

BT EAT YRS, BRI ONFIT S 7 R s i — 2o

Liu & Hinchey (1996) % Il Novak & Gowin(1984) )it 7 Z e AEAN Rl 73 2 (B R BR BEARNS A, AR an il 2. 28 SOEH
2545 118 2 ] BE IE A2 g AL IR E R IR T . A T 56 BN &N &S Em LR, el “58”
(Shavelson & Ruiz-Primo, 2000; West et al., 2000), #1Shavelson & Ruiz-Primo,2000; Herl et al.(1999) A Ay & Tl i 10 A T3 T4 iy



[(f130 4, West et al(2000)ih K47 2 [ VF 40 VAR 145 R e a1
2. W

LIS S P 36 (A P L2 SO A R A VA T LA 0 3 ) 6 A o 2 [ 30020 A 5 M P A D T

(7 S50 41 DN 6 2 SR [ P e 90T A 2 SRR 4 ) P 2 R A 3 5 SR A SRR o
KRR M AP TR, R S R SREEAN [ It A7 B2 4K, 2 DR O A RS (9 RN KPR 22 3 T AN —

pt6l.

G R 200 S PR B 45 SR 5 B R R TR (1 — SR ), 7 A R P 5 A A R S ST R T B — SRR . Novak
Gowin & Johansen (1983) Ak ¥ & &1 AT LI FH Sfe il 15 4 45 DA T BOR [ (R S0 TR, 9 LA-5 AR B i — U AR e A A2 7
[6]

SR UG, W R AR bR A B DS A R A BRI B . BESEEATTIA A (e.g., West et al; 2000; Shavelson & Ruiz-Primo,

2000), MCVERIIESE [0 f BER T, MESEE R T, 13RI O 2k 5 ml L2 13 6],

5~ R EAE N PO TR A

BRI LR, IR AN AR N B VT I 2 S TS B PPN 7 5, 2380 iz ok, HERE RS
FAZAFAE USSR R R A N VR s, 2 AL T4tz .

Robert Abramsft: (An Overview of Concept Mapping) —3CH & H: RN AL, s Fu vl U & B I RFR A PIAIR, —
AN 25 PRI R R A T 0TI 2 A s B AR AT AL, 2RI IR “ 57 R TATH, EE W RE A S S LR
BIFE 2 KRS AR, AT RO 22 AR B AT VP50 s o — IR UA A M B 0 2 FOGT I B e 2 I, R R R ok 2 A7
RiE T EHEAT ROBERAE T SR I], XRE R, AR BRI A AR IA e T AR . Robert AbramsAs A A ) T J5 — il

P 7,

L. 4k

& B G AL FR VRN TR, S0P A LUAT B R BR LS, A3 EORIIE . BB ETIIZR. PR0 GO oA
SR ESRRE L « VR HEZR BT USRI  Jr iR R F A 2 e P RO . & KV PR RIS AR A3 224, R
s AR FLAAR (R 1 DU I

225 SCHk

[1] A, oA, R HE LECEM] W WA HRAE, 1999, (6) : 58-63

[2] &4, EWLABER SUEM]ALE: BaReedmet, 2002, (12) . 125-129

[3] Novak, J. D. & Gowin, D. B.Learning how to learn[M]. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.1984

[4] Ruiz-Primo, M.A., Schultz, S.E., & Shavelson, R.J.. Concept map-based assessment in science: Two exploratory studies. CSE
Technica Report 436, National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
Graduate school of Education & Information Studies, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA. 90024-6511.1997

[5] John R. McClure, Brian Sonak, Hoi K. Suen. Concept Map Assessment of Classroom Learning: Reliability, Validity, and Logistical
Practicality[J].Journal Of Research In Science Teaching,1999, Val. 36, No. 4. 475492

[6] J. W. Coffey, M. J. Carnot, P. J. Feltovich, J. Feltovich, R. R. Hoffman, A. J. Cafias, J. D. Novak. A Summary of Literature Pertaining
to the Use of Concept Mapping Techniques and Technologies for Education and Performance Support[Z].
http://www.ihmc.us/users/acanas/Publications/ConceptMapL itReview/IHM C%20L iterature%20Review%200n%20Concept%

20Mapping.pdf . 2003.




[7] AbramsRobert. Meaningful Learning: A Collaborative Literature Review of Concept Mapping[Z]. http://www?2.ucsc.edu/mlrg/clr-




