{EEBR A 2 2R (1)

EIED
EFHEERAKHMES

B~ EER S T5E

i F et B A A 2 R AERARERY 5 4 ARSI BB SRS FRMRE - &
MEAES 2EAELER ( theory-like ) ZMHER » Bl EREREL SR
YETMTREN R B ¢ B R T BB o BB Kuhn ( 1962 ) Zifik > REEBZEER
R BRE o HWASRBEER LR~ IFRRESF - RESFHSEUA "
B e BE T B o AIEHBEZ M ARER ? Chang ( 1993 D RHM THEE:
“ ZEMIEN FENRMEERTREES - ARKBEEZRAEFFABEFHHEBER
BEE - - ERMUAEEL L RB—BREBRNELE » ZMEORBRESR
MR IR » RFELZ BEEARIEMESHEE R » CFEBRMMNRME
IR S B A AN TRERERE - OFBSA FESRERESHNERER_ELZE
FREE > R —3k > BISRE RET T Eeh B A iR AHE R ( negotiation DFIEFEK
Z ( meaning-sharing ) R BHERHEFFHAMNEES (HI-10~H9-11 ) k&
25 LT B4 iR B (R i & o > BB R o B — B RRE & BLl — B 72k in
LAZREA o ‘

B #EEHE ( bridging analogy )

I BHEEHBERRE R RER BT RREHE - RERFIREHE
BHREY - FHHFERAEAEZ BEEEEHFRATELN » S2ARERZ AR
LI B RIPTHE B B ek T T 8- - BRIERM R BR N E R A L » RFIfEEEE
FANE ; BRERMEA—EHEFYIERNF ( ought to be ) HIE  RFIH ML
HEFEEFREARSEE R WEEERE—-EELIER - ( Oppenheimer,1956,
H-129~130 ) - ARBHB L » HHHEEZ HBLACHERAEX » LHRREHR
Fl BB AR FE MR R P2 HE 5 ( Stepich & Newby, 1988; Glynn,
1991 ) o MRS RRZFF LR ( Clement, 1987; Brown & Clement,
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1989; Clement et al., 1989 ) o

Clement ( 1987 ) Ze—WIZerbis 7 112 MHIBAWRLEBNT BEFH 76 %
B R A S FARTEERTE R N ERE&— R LRIERT o R - S&ELT
96 % HEERAFE—BE R B ISR TR 2 BER  WERTHFEL R LY
Ve o AR Clement 35— “BEEL " 2B REAEDBLETHAABHE
SEPAREBENE L2 EREE—ALZIERT - RAHEWT :

BB . EIEA 8 ( conceptual anchor )

“ progh T REB FEEKTH T RNEREN o HB LR 87 BfFR—K
BB GHER A ERIS Y BE o EHAIR B EHETR  BEAR FRTERRR » BX
AT A fi— A 27 o R - ZEHFEE > EEMARS BARRER “ BE "(target)
M Mas " 2 EERTEAELEL - :

B8R « 54 ( bridging )

HEANMEBAEER « BE 1 Bas ” MAeE—EIER » BUBERS—EBR
I E A s SR T AE R — B BE AR - IR L R T A e g P
X B GAIE S “ 848 7 ( bridging ) ER o HERAIFZERTE  —ABER—AF
B EREL (RESHRE L —REE ) - @ BR 7 HERBR " (5
468 ) TSR B R RN« BE " M« Has " = M2 BIMRE R AR o ¥k
T EENBS “ #BEE ” ( bridging analogy ) o HETA KL HAE “ B - & 7
FCBAE - BE” 2 SRE A HERNE > JIESARE BB 67 HAER
ETES BE” B 82 HEREEFAAEE “BR” HEB LR ERRISE
F1 B E B HEsK » LIEEBh B AV — FRAEEEE o Clement FERTIEAY BFSE 15 Hi UL
s R B B BE R BEAN FEAR » EEHURERIERARRE - LERK
EnEEE o

) 24 ( discrepant event or anomaly )

24 ( anomalies NEA EHEBRNERTHE-ERABRERAMN (
Kuhn, 1962 ) e %A - » RAIMTIEERH EE 5 24 HIEMERREE LS LHE
72 ( conceptual conflict ) o ZEHE L » Z SR LR AT AR 0 BB
B A S S MBNEROREELEERFE - RULHDBEERATNGERE -
Nussbaum & Novick ( 1982 Y Ems R Ew £ EM ( discrepant-event ) #HEB
B o HEBEF AT SR T II=MHE
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M PEEy  BLEEFE =M ( creation of an exposing event )
sEEEEECEENMRER— “ TIE” ( task ) (R84 » REERBEHLT

VESR H b MIey B R L A9 H o 7eRE R » EMRRP AR BAT I HMME

CBANTS - BEARH UERHRENESE > AERSIARGIBKRA -

HFEEy  BIAEM ( introduction of an anomaly )

BOHNEREREE —ENYRESLAZEIARLBEARFZESNEEREINE
GHZER  BENLEFRET ERBLEED MER -
£=FEE : 738 # ( accommodation )

BRMERELY - EMESBSBERFESTHERES  UERRRLREZS
B WM BT IEFRBHEME o

LIFLI Nassbaum & Novak ( 1982 ) LU SEMs#EEA ( 11-135% ) “ KK
FHER " 2 MR - BEBMBE TR —BEI—-FHRITRENE T (flask)o
ARBEFRARBERE—F » ZAERBLEBLBEEGAERS F2oM0E (LA
ERBEEMG) - ERLERRBAFGRRBLIIR ( chunk ) ZEXFER PR
B - ZAREZMBL “AERAEEERESRITHRER " (LRB5IAZA) » 1
Dl— P SR S A 32 R AT LU B B A - B R B ERRE 2T o SRR » AR
B REL : EATRTTHERBGERSANARMEREDSBEBEHRE K- 8
A P BEER AR AYER Bhrb R Rl B A KRR ATE (AR BAYTTEMREE D - St - &
FAGER R ASA “ WEBMN TS TR BEE ™ 77 LU SRS B =R ) 52 B
s ( evacuated ) BVEEM R EBAEZE & - HAISHBREE - '

= EiS#EE ( computer-simulation )

BN B AEBEZ THEREF - BEEBRBRREFEHERZEE ( Duit, 1991 ) e
RN BAERRTHBEENABAERTRER L2 BRE » ARRRBLERRKI)
IR 5 B A R — 3 - 55 7T R S 3G R 7 2L A B H LR
Btk o lan > EEHR G > BEOREN RS » EBY e fR6E AFHRT A —EE
F ( non-zero ) X & NEMRN —~WB LIEZWIFEEEES ( Clement, 1983)0
HEERRERER S FHATESENERZ— -

HAEMERR BT EEAZER - KREBRFLEERIEANER » BATER
MR B B W E F4 A ( Simmons, 1991 Do BB EE S FE A ER
BR—BAKUBRGE L4575 HE 2 BRI © Nersessian ( 1989 )R
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RBEBEZERBERE -HEAREXEAFBLAYRIABEB MRS “ FBERER " (
common-sense ontology ) BEBFIFEAMEEEZ “ KB~ ( scientific
ontology ) o fLi Nersessian R AREHHR (( 10 diSessea (1982 ) FTAZTIE )]
FEER—EM 2k BE *ﬁ%ﬂﬁ'ﬂ’%ﬁ(ﬁ?‘% - HFEAZRNEERERMER By E—
BAHEA ( idealized world ; M4EWE ) FMEST - EHLERETEHI L
B2 BEAR RN BB ERE

HE L BISEREATAKRZE B4 S FE & REHYEEE BH 2 (Hewson,
1984 ; White, 1983; Zietsman & Hewson, 1986; White & Horwitz, 1988)°
White & Horwitz ( 1988 D FIAESEE S HFEBREEAMEBLE (W11K D FH
CChEBEE T ZEM o REMNREEMEBLARY—FH “ Iy EYRER” AR
B o W% o MFREET OEH R ( microworld ) &M o EE—EMP HH "2
K/AMERFTLA AR #ehy » TR WEBEE R 2 BBF R R (K PMBET D 28
AT e YR B R BN HIZR o L HEBPBREERMNT ¢

H—E MR ERERBERIMNE NN E—RELES o B HARLES
VER RS » G HE BB ERFTEA 2 HEW VAhER LBEF -

moE iR SRR ERINE N EREES o BAMNEH (task)
BB BT SN ET 2 EMMERIERJILET » ¥EBKTRSES MNRREHLR
STHY o A MFINE BB E A S E RS Rk » WRZENFLES?

B MR REREDBEEBEEED (MED ) WSk LEDRESHN
B o il BlA 2 EA TR BB MG Z AR - (HR R HRABERLDRA/DME -

SEPOE MR RAFE DN mEES) o HAEREFEEEEL I BRI E
B B9 ARk MR v P8 B B RO RTRE o 4

Troe it Bis S HE K BRER T L KB B4AeE—EE ( transfer ) HIE
LrRBAEEZERAE o A » BT EISEERRE S BART BE BT 2 HHEE R
Kﬁ@ﬁ&Zi@@&ﬁ%ﬂ@%ﬁ%%( falsify a law ) o

0 EERHERBEE % ( socratic dialogue )

R ERRE S #EEEE NEERZ “ HWEE 7 ( dialogue ) BR - FEHATA
WS BET » BAANEMEETRERD - H HNERIIRSER N EEER
AR » DIEEERIEE S35 ( Anderson, 1977; Collins, 1977;
Vosniadou & Brewer, 1987 ) o
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Champagne et al., (1985 ) SR isH B2 HB L0 — REFBA  HAEE
( ideational confrontation )%KW o 1B KA T £ =R BMEST : 5| HRIERE
#E4 ( eliciting and clarifying ideas) ~ /REIN BB EE ( demonstrating
and explaining situations ) RHE&EEMNFHE ( ideational confrontation
and accommodation ) °

TEEHAEE BARKE » BARRE— 5 HIE TaERENEY - LHAEGRL
Bl EHATRENEE ; > AFESMANERLHE S CRER - DUREMRM S
CLF BEE C AR o SN RRE B 6 - AN BLIE 75 A9 AR Ay 5 58 3L A AE R A9 A g
BEE 2R BEE o 5% BAFERLEMMECSRERGEE » YERE-ARN
EBFALE » 1B B HEEE BB A B afh 1 E RSN T ERN T —0E > LD
TEB EAEE o

Champagne et al., ( 1985 ) FIHMHERZEHELNEBELN (FEEEDE
ZBEAEDEH C NRES " 2HE c KRS REHEZZEREE ) LoMRHEE
HepEEs EXLFTHERENT® » AB4AHMNENHE ( argament B R
RAT - IUEEEBLERSERERAESIE LREHWN - F4 > AL EHE
R B ERTRRARORFORESS C XEHE” OERERERSIBLBETHR
BEEMAR- i ‘

WA FIRPu RS ERERS > BREHERTIA ER LERRRIEMHAY “ Bash " k#
BhER A FE St SR R AORTE B — TR ( model ) 5 A ERMAYE ERE 2 — 5T
ERILE“ 6" f“ B ZOAT BRI RBAET RSN ELFEEBNASRAE 5
— 5 R4 TTEEN 8% “ B " TEREMEERAT A ( break down ) o
HREMRMIE R RO KRS B R ME R ; KR BE 2 — B ER R EENERM
SoHE“EHRE UFEEEER  EEREARERBELNBEEN LIIE( task )k
BHESHRRELEETNLHENES - SRR EEAZHERERNBEEREREMBMAES
BB R FERIA—BHE o ZEH28 & » B DIRR gin bl DUKAREEAR B 2 2K -

AR = 58

AN EERUARIHBLEWNE AR ZI MR BB RBIIMVEE - BN E
REBLBMBNBEEZE S RECHE MRS NPIRER RN SR EMHR - FI5EE
HIS2EMRAER R0 aCITEEN IS FIH B CRBER I EE - REHF
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e mNL A ST  RESTRGER » FLUER RS2k mhE LB s 5 as
B2 IS o EEFE Abimbola ( 1988 ) MR “ BEMS ” — S
EFECERY ERRBESNVEY ; SHEFREL EREFTEERER Y SR
RET > MR MERGEE RIS RES TN ; RENRENES » SRESREHE
BRAREAN o BN EESTREAS A BAEHE R EEELBR » A
Btk RO B ERS o BISEIEH < BN ) 7 RS IR I N 25 A S o B
AR T SE T AR T R R AP S FHeR SR 2 B HRERY » RLIEL &
YR SR L R E R IR LA IS - MBI B R E AN L EEA 2 BAES
O BRI B SRR TR I A S BB T B R 55 I 2 IRE R » L (e 5
TR AR 2 o BIRULE: - BIBRIBLE AR EA T ERE ; H—BEH AR
£ B R B —5 B BEA R BRE MFBALA TR » T Chang (1993)
2RSS HA G IR  Hah 7 B> hIERARKFABAES > MAARSZ
2 BE Be I -l — 0 o R SRR A ¥ 5 RIEATE ? S I RO BN
BRREHEERY HEESHEEN - L85 FRNTIE % ERTRE Lo Bk
BEy BHES B ERARENRE ( BARSEE ) o 5% » £%L Ausubel (
1968) ZeR#E OBE—Brh PRSI T M= B BA LGS o X—B “ 55k
RIREZRIRNI S ( preconception ) FEEHFE IR IRESE A BRE MREEBRmME
B AP A B R BN A R IR R A AR 7 (H-336) © Ko
B[ BORNBEF AN %E RSB LUR E—FE » RIGH  RHBETEMET
FrHE > WIS | (E-337 ) « LA mBE  RFARFLELBEEEAS > A
EHRUYEHEEE T RE A AN EERR 5B RINE BN RERESE » UE
BRI B > B A S - AR A SR T REBFIERBEAREE B o

I
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