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AT AR E R 5

&3
FRTARPRERMLE L

AxwEREnEA TERR, A TE M AL W, M ERaT
MEZFik BBRELEMNEFENSERRY » EHERERRPEH
KA FE o SUKREMER B4 "TEFR o TERARIRER, B
HEFZRBUG TG ETE PloRB B - PMEREF B E
BRABERGAER KRS FETUTRATRGIEEF > ERTH
BEAERG SR AN RS T RA o BEAR R R 8 1E EA
BE e

51 =
Bt EEE S - 32 B (curriculum implementation ) & i 4
BHEWEIAET - AERHE - SHERERN T EREEE
SEINE (DASNTEFETERAENERE QO BRPEEE
ERAEMNAERER  COHETRERERES  (OHBE
FREREENE > FBURERIERRERE I s B -
EEBEXR G  FHREE Y EHENEER W EN
PR O E B 0 1991 5 Fullan, 1991) « HEALTFR > HF
EERSTESEH - W ESayder, Bolin, and Zumwalt(1992) -
HEAfnRE  SEVRAZENEHAERSITHREER A
i 8 (fidelity perspective) ~ A 7L 57 5 8 (mutual adaptation per-
spective) » DUR BB AEE (curriculum enactment perspective) o
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B THREE MBREEE - BEEERE-AEREE - B8
R EZHE R IEREN R EE R E S B 8Eeg -
HRARE BEHNREREOI R FERETY - ARREEER
BNE - BT - BEETIEEEMWAERRI B S, 0 T
SRR RS ENE - RERS ARDEERAG - MW
FEABEIHRITEERENREEELE - ST REZWHEN
R EETD - AU TERERE  AESERIERER Y
HEEBRNEEE  REVERRNEREMEE "RETHENE
B, (degree of curriculum implementation) - i 7 » HEEEFH-T
RE2HEENHE EEEZHE  TRISTENEE  REEER
eI B R R E TR BRI R AR AT ¢

o R - LESHEBEFTEERENRY - FEEELLE
TEAENEREE ARy RAREBRESRERE
B HERIAR R -

* REMERMREIEAEHLERS - FINERENREE
EEMEEERER - LAEREEEEE RS IEMER - R
B HE R Rt R R OB R TH B e s O A RE

o AL - DUEE B SRR EFRSGERE -

* WEMFHIEHMMENRE BABARERENEE  #R
BRR IR SLEE -

* HEREAHEENNEEREREBRIHRENRaN
EEE R - ERREI S S T RT RRIR BB T R R
BrARSEE -

Fr THEREE  WEERS - IR L—EERERE R
HEIEE ERTRSRIGEATRNAER - BUARR IR
#% > DR ERE - REAE NEERIES - REETEER
BEE WA - EBE - FMERRE - B HH - SETKS A TRER
BB O FERNHERE - HERS > NESFRENYRES
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Flre - FEi - ERERIE EHRIE - RIEEEAeE F e EEN
3 (adaptation) » FRERHAIRRETHERNAE - MHEMEEL -
AFABRERMMERREERAE N Aa - BEFE AR
B HILIRIEMERFE - BSEARER R A BRI ERES -

HEREBE T BRENN - & F M4 A 58 E (practical
mutual adaptation) FEEEHH — % - BEFAEHEE - EHEHRIE
> SON{E KBRS BRI R TR RS - R R A S R
1% - {BHLPIRAEE $58 (critical mutual adaptation) BUBRXFRIE H i
B EFEEARAEE - FEE AR  mAREE RN TUH
ey -

TRIERNEE  IE R R 2 A2 SR B2
TR BMESIGERETER  WIBAMBEEHEEREN
2 - FrIbSa R EEE - REEREEA TSGR - MRER
RRHEARER - B - HHREMERNBEF LN HRRETE
BB & B R AR A A BT B -

AL T MREEEN =A% + R Snyder, Bolin, and
Zumwalt(1992) FEEREIHT T SR A E R A R AR S M &R
BERIETEMMCENEE - FE L FHRRtREEREEE
FEWWHRED  REBENERE ¢ Ellett, 1981; Fullan and
Pomfret, 1977; Gephart, 1976; Hall and Hord, 1987; King, Morris,
and Fitz-Gibbon, 1987; Leithwood and Montgomery, 1980, 1987;
Revicki, Rubin, and Stuck, 1981; Scheirer and Rezmovic, 1983;
Wolf, 1990; Yin, 1982 » B[ Ll L LA T B RIEE R IEHE
B EREHMERETEREERETENRZRETR RN
{% - flfrScheirer and Rezmovic(1983) [HEE T — -t - U THE B &
TEMEE ) AHAWE  URBRAENEER FERZLTIERE
HpEsE - MEERSHREREETEASHEEERYT - WlisR
FEEHEEENERE  BEHRERE - BRWEAE - DIREE b
HUAE A o Scheirer and RezmovicHy B B AESG » SRR E R L
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BB LEE T EERE  EERE (construct) - HEEFEREEM
£+ Scheirer and RezmovicB O FIH M BEER T2EH, - &£
woRT TEER, 2 B TEROEEREN  WERELEE
aqE A B R R TE ¥ ( Snyder, Bolin, & Zumwalt, 1992 ) »

ANEFRBEREEW "TREE) N TERSELRER, 1
HEBRBEREEZ R SWEFERERRE - BRI
5 BRETHAREAIRG - ML EPIREEEEREAYEE - it T #
PISEE RS ) 1 T EREAEE L B SR AT R AR
BFERE - RGN E EEB N ER BT -

ABEHEARGHERBEREAEZ Tk
R i#EFullan and Pomfret(1977) » TEERBEHIGEE | REXIEE
HERERHEEASEERHEEMSERE - Scheirer and
Rezmovic(1983)AIRRE » TEHEE | BB HEl g
BOTEE - ol R B SE R I B P R AT ERAE -
EBELRIB R L R4 5R T B EH E % (behavioral
observation ) I B ER R EHEAYIEE - 240 Evans and Behrman, 1977;
Gersten, Carnine, and Williams, 1982; Kerr, Kent, and Lam, 1985;
Motrris, 1984; Wang, Nojan, Strom, and Walberg, 1984% - BH5E 8
BEERRBHEENFRER Y ERE RN HMME LT
B BEMBERME  LRBEVOEEMEREASE  ABEH—
EFSTBEERE - LEMBESENENL - KR - BERETHE
HRIREMRE  UEEEER I AEAEE » 10 Gersten®E
A 1982 B & T - (7 SR HERI B B M 1B 00 - PR EERTEA
FIHTAREBBENEEISRETE  BERUT 48R —HilE
BRER » EUSREMTRIB 4 IEHETT B HIRA R » Gersten®e ARYHR &
B SUENLAESEBREHERINR  FAOREREER
FIERE - Fill  BEERR BB AN IeELE » mARE
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Fullan and Pomfret(1977)855 47 - BEEHE L ENSEAFEE
i (dimensions ) bEYEEE - BIBRI RSB BN R - HIBEHE - &
BEITE ~ MBI - DR EERL - BREETEE SR EH
MR A HBRENEIARENEE - A EREEEENEFL
FEMREE | (naturalistic observation ) 2 5% 25 8 £2 50 A B g & )
(PliNSabar, 1986) - HERMATERT BT SRR EIIHHE
BEEIEEW I - £ - Morris (1984 )& I8 F -+ iy
PR BEE R ERRERNRE - R T R ERE  IREA
MR- ZEHBTENERN - SRR A TS ALHEN &
WERRENEREERHETIF - HMorrisi8 F RETAEERE
BRHE R ERIRE R - B ey B R B IR RS £y
TTE 8l o Ho#t » Revicki, Rubin, and Stuck(1981)E{E% » ¥
el B RR R | AR B 75 - {H Cheung, Hattie, Bucat, and
Douglas (1996a) FUBFFEER - BlEERREHREERWER
HE > FEREER L BREHNGRSGHHARETRVER -

BTHEBEEENM AN  AEHRRETHSRE 2
AMERT LA A IR - B TR ECOR I B AR BB ER R AR - W
EEHEMEBERER LRER - S0 Kimpston (1985) 85 T W
HHEE > E—REYENERAESETE R ERISE T RERS
RAHEEEHR MESRBEASE_TAE=+HHME - BE2HH
SHIE BRI E2NEN -/ VELREEES AN TE > A
RIS T NAH L EC B RN R EENER - KimpstonfyHf
FEBER > SN TGRSR EEEEE NBEA
o B EREAE R SES 2 EENRE -

Treagust and Rennie(1993) 7R EH THM%E » M AHELYE
ERHEECENIEE - MMEEE T RO GRS DIEREREH
BREEmEERENERRENER - MR EMSES  EiE
BEHISHRENE RS AMERENE S D EE s -
At - BT HERENREEERRE » Treagust and Rennie7E /i
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EAEREREEBHMNE  RAEBAETRE DIEE - [RTHE
244 > Treagust and Renniex@ 5| I EFERERIZCME 94k - — R #
BEUENSHENRAEEREN > TR SRENEREHEER
5 RITmcREURAEEIIE - BE » AR = AR (data tri-
angulation) B, 5 ¥ = 5 ¥ (methodological triangulation ) if 7~ &
Treagust and RennieRYFFZ7FEEL -

A BEESEEHESNERE  WRBLAEREN - 218
I 4% 50 BB RE B FUER EHG B RO E &% (rating scale) - {RBMERR
BRRIECENIE BTEEBRENS  SEWREERE
HFHAAEMEGHEE  REZLERSHREBRHEER  WEHEEER
BEL BT ESHEE - Newfield (1980) 8 2 5 FE FF 78 Ml 4%
(matrix sampling) » HEMNEZFHRMHAFETEZHREEEE - ™
W B A B R E B AR R RIS - BT Newfield: REEFREE
B » PIEAREE R AR RS 1T -

BT R  SREEHEEMES R =K - k-
THREEREERE ) B~ H2% & "4 E % (multidimensional
construct) » HHMEE--H(MNEH - B - E%E) - REHE
BEETFIHEEREN WRBHESELFE — S HE
(indicators) » FUANTT R - LEBEERYERBEREESSE L

WA ERENERER - KRB RBERENFRETE  BETEELE
BEEFESERLOEL - T8 BRENERERZEHEREED
(Cheung, Hattie, Bucat, & Douglas, 1996b) - M B FRBEETE
MEEER - EX > ARSEETHENIEEESHEER  TRas
BT EEENERE TR BT ERFEHERN - HRSHEER
BEEENNIEFEREREFEZE % - BTMEHRE - LIRS
¥ BREZRSE-EENREERN - B HRBREEER—
BB RNESE  WRBLERZIFRMSHSRERNEERE
{ construct validity ) - ¥ {5 B i B 51 9 3 B2 B0 Cvariance ) B E 1R
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AN AR BRI AR BRI 4T B (factor analysis) BN S48 E— % H ks
#r it (multitrait-multimethod analysis ) SR ARENE - £ F —#F »
EERRUEEREESANEE Y UEBEEN Y REE
R S R AR T bt = R -

AR EZFERE AN ERBLTAREZ T K
" E MR EE JE IR i Berman and McLaughlinfyEF5E - #i{F
RAMB R  FBET23EREBRBNENEEITCH
FEARA - AR B AR T Ed 2 hEESEE g
78 8 2 (Berman & McLaughlin, 1976; McLaughlin, 1976; Wirt,
1976) » EHWFRERDT AER B R

1. EREHEHENEACERE -

2. EHMBEEHEREFEREEENMACEE -

3. HIWGETSEMUEER(NEFEER & TREER
BLE 49,0

4. HHERIHREE -

5. MEBUFREPE - eI ERORE -

Berman and McLaughlinfR 884 fI B HIR S SBOE i
HIPWEWOHER - BEMTEREZTEES "%, - HHE
WM EA "W, H TR M EHNEEEENR

T, TR 2B TR AT U B T (Datta,
1980) « {HFullan and Pomfret(1977) & » Dl Fo0BEI BT E R

(self-report )RR (perceived ) g 8 » REHNHEERNEE
BEFH > B—AH 2HUEHEYTHEAR IHNEEREE
MEFET o {84 Berman and McLaughlinf i o0 i 2 — i g
{8 (AP S d AR B SRR 7R HE R I BB - SIS BRI R
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HAEE BRI EET - SERTR RN E SRR RS
AT RN IR - BT R EETAE O BE - DERFREkE
HIEEERETTIRE S (Wirt, 1976) -

58Ik HalfIMW R F eIz ey TS ARHAER
(Concerns-Based Adoption Model » DI THIECBAM) B i 5 8 &
HEMEFEEERNER  CBAMTIEE-BHETE » B
E%(stages of concern > fi#§SoC) - (FHME (levels of use » g
LoU)HIBI#F #9755 (innovation configuration » HFEIC) » DUF & B
Bl BECBAMEIE TR 56 - WEHMEHABBEEE
HYREIRE -

FiRESoC » B I5ET A TR M B RSB - HallfIfHy M8
RERHMERERERED  EFEBETRECHEKE(R
F—) - MFNFRER  FEETRGERERTIRE > B2
LBECHEA  ARTELFSIE @ REMEHTREHS4E0NEE -
o BB BT E R B R R B WR B WA ERE - MR
METHHSHMNSHRE  HEHNEENRENS - MLIMESHE
& {% (Hall & Hord, 1987) -

SoCRiBRE R =AM BHERCEER SR LE
FEE B EEER - R Hall, George, and Rutherford(1977) B9 §R
& FEFENRE-SEERENF0.64710.83 20 - i & HEE
B R H B 720.65500.86 2 [F - HallE R BB T RIS ERNWE -
fafEHE - (DHECEMSEE NEEMEENREER T EES
HEMHBERE  (DOEFBREREZMVEFRGE - AT
MHAYRL  QIRFSHER  EFEHNEEBIIMRE
. (DOEBEREREREE 8 -

mETHEAPEE  BEEEEMT SoCHBERRERE
B+ AN Bailey and Palsha(1992) - van den Berg (1993) - Carter
and Sanders(1992) ~ Hall and Loucks{1978) ~ Hall and Ruther-
ford (1976) ~ James and Hall (1981} - Kimpston and Anderson
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Fe— CBAMBBEREE
OB # 1B ¥ 8
1 {EERE HrEEEREOMEgaa -
(awareness)
2 R EANFEEAT -BER THEESTH
{informational) SEEHEHRE BANETFTRLERE
HE TR R R E RS B
3 {8 ARy BASCEEFHRENSCOHOESR > BOE
(personal) BEMEEESR  DEECHEEITSRER
BN AES - AATERNEERR
W BTEFRA R REAR TSR
R ZE - %ﬁ?ﬁ@ﬂﬁ@ﬁﬁ%gﬁﬁ%ﬁ
HFZHETFE - FREHECARE TS
Fo s B2 H8E - _
4 % | BRAE TR BENTE  MRE
(management) HEFNEE S BEHE - HIIMERR -
AR - . EREFEATEEA -
5 % R PR EN RN - REKRAITEE
(consequence) HEYE - BEeRRNEE  DAEAREE
BURm RN RES .
6 & B TE R MR SRR B A
(collaboration) & -
7 P BENREESEEHER BN AR

(refocusing}

BB S - HRENARRNATYE  EAR
AT U7 S B I R A8

HWHIZRYE © Hall and Hord, 1987, p. 60.

(1988) - Maloney (1993) - Marsh(1985) ~ Whiteside and James
(1986)% - HEFEEENE  SoCHMEBEBR—RENETA -
FEEHRERENRRE - HEEE R ABRNYEEERE -
B REE T EI Rk - 9% - Bailey and Palsha(1992) S8 — (@& &
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A ERE B ER R BU L S R R E BB R > HiHM R
E R EE N NFES 7 (exploratory factor analysis ) & B H #H19
SoC » FHHER Bl 4 B £ 45 #7 & (confirmatory factor analysis) >
A FEAE R BRI - HOK - Bailey and Palshaf#f A R
BFERE  HEROITRNE - EEEE-

it 4t > van den Berg (1993) 7% i B K LE ¥ RG 8y W S0 BE 7R
SoClFZ A L EE - 85T T HallTF £ BIFREFAISoCIE 4 » RS
BEERBBEA I BEWESBEEEARFEREE - (BIEWD
Anderson(1997)35H » van den BergBY 92 B AL & & 3 E B Bl 5745
KRB EHUE - T Hal R R 9 SoCH SE Al S 4 B B8 E
Bl - BRI - HEHEEITEA N ScCHBERNEREREZTIE -
HfET A UEAEEScCCHEENLRAGERNE - KBHE
RS - BENESRETEYE -

BT SoC R BB ATAY IS - BB FIMERE - SRAEE R A B BT
FERERFERESFENR - FrilHall and Loucks(1977) #+ ¥ EH
FITB NS BHTE—EHETE M8 "FEHANER,
(LoU) - i BHEEER T B/ \BER(AED) - MEEN
ERBRREEEEEN "HTh, TTEEERT HHEE -

&SoC—#% » LoUE— M ETE » S/ AREET REENE
BEFZHEER - BRE—FPHEWRESBR - HalllhEYH &
EFTCEER N TME, 0 TEIABE, - THE, ~ TE
flfy ~ THEE, - TEHEERWRE, - DR T8T, c EUEER
e —ERE RS - BRL L CEESNRME  EET2E
Hall and Hord, 1987 -

A LoULLSoCER B 8HAE » BHa M A B M B E
CEER > HRERMEMEREIBEEEY - FE > TR
BhER AR EREERAERE CEERNRETE 5 BEEsS
REHEE > KEEHEENME S HRENERE - hEER
B EERER . PR E A e -
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#_ CBAMKREERERX
ERSER {3 FE A TS 1
L kA EHAHNREENERETE - RTEES &
{nonuse) SHEIEE M E TIE - MkEHEsH -
2. E A FHEBFCEENNECSISREIENER - |
{orientation} ARSI R R E N EER S - R
BERHRER -
3. W HHETRE RS mEy -
{preparation}
4. e bt fe B FERERCHREFNERERSREER 28
(mechanical use) WZ RN - ER brvel  SEXAER
EETRE  WIEBERNE R - HHERL LR
Bl T{E - B{EHENPERERW - &
REREBHATERSER -
3. FTL FHAEED  FREERBETE  NEEWSE
(routine} BUEE - EESY - BB RBERER FENEE
HEHAHE -
6. W EREHBEOHREENEERE  SBITEHNS
(refinement) o DUREF SRR IR -
7. oo HERESFSECNEEEEF LS > F1E
(integration} HEVEERN  BTRsHBeEE -
g ¥ o EEEETEREF A ENRYE  SIEHERY
(renewal} SWMAEREREBENE - DUGHERLBEE0HE

- RRERANFER BRRECRBESH
R EE -

RPRE . 2SR - ST - 1994 - E345; Hall and Hord, 1987, p. 84

MR EEEEERXLoUE R » Hall and Hord (1987) 3 I
RHEANTRERE - AT SEETRIBEREZNEER -
b B EEBRNERIREER — (8 - 8 R EIFTER
Eavign - REMBEIRENANE - LEERZNAHEREE
%o MR BHELUERISE FEEER - BEFSWHRELl "B
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Bk, (focused interview) fUEER %X + 41 Anderson, 1991; Carter
and Sanders, 1992; Evans and Hopkins, 1988; Hall and Loucks,
1977; Maloney, 1993 F, Marsh, 198552 - S EH &L — B
MBS - REER— RVE RO - EA RS RS RIS
ABXR - GREEHRERE o8 HRHHSFREGE  E
HERBRENTHRE  RESHEZRXNIBETIEY - B
0] 268 Loucks, Newlove, and Hall(1973)8VRE -

fR{E Hall and Loucks(1977) 858k ¢ » BNV ERNESE
B e FIAIATIRGRE T 1,38 I ALENEE - S RIETT = EH A RE » WF
g REAG(E FE R 120.87H00.96 2 8 - 4t - BRMIEEHM
WE > HallFE R EREE T N+ B8 - M LtiREs
HITERFEBSRIEN LU » RERMBLOUSRGER » MBigHE
o BEE 0 DU B 5 — B K B9 A T 5L B % (ethnographic
observation) - WiZEEH/R - BEBHESR BN ERN ZHARAES
0.98 - T2 Gersten, Carnine, and Williams(1982)ROWf oo &5 Bt 5t
BAE - L L—BE > FEOHRTESMEFENTTEREE - it
TR SEE AT B LoURIEHER - GerstenS AHLFFLoUSIEIE & it
FEOBE - BT RSB T FE o HEEs T
WERE, FZAOBER TOTA, BR O REMAER TSR
o BR - HEGerstenE AERBEAN "HITH L & "HE/L,
FHABNTRESESG IR BMNEARRE ZHEN LU S
BT Erh—(IFiEE THBL FRERERAEERETRE | &
UL TSR » GerstenF ABELoUMHUE » UFIERB RS
HETEERE TSRO ANRBERENE > LOUNFREFERS
HIgET -

B #E Hall and Hord(1987) 385 » KB LUZE— BT B
& HIELoUN AR MK EFEASH% + {EHolmes-Smith(1993)
TRMBTHERE T — (3 M% » ZMES—Em-+/\8 » AR/ E
B 45 BRELUS/\EHEFEER - Holmes-Smithi% & 4 1 82
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TLS08f/NERBE A B ETAYE B - HEER N\ HERNERERE
& B RBAFY0.86%00.99 2 4 o fthRIE B A FTEAE R (strue-
tural equation modeling) » B HEL UM NEERE R BFERK
48y - {HHolmes-Smith2g 5+ B R HEE T Hal BB 8y L E B
CEAPRE - R EREER TET , B RLEEEE
R EEE B SEE -

Hox o BERIFRALUEScCCEMEMREENNGE » HIRER
HER—3 REREFRE P EELUNSoCE M E M /IR
& - flilMaloney (1993 )EBRIAFIME » HBIEE T -+ 7 2
TR AT LoURNISoC » HRIufr gt s " HMHuER . -
{HEIMBHETRISoCRITTLAR "M, -~ THRE, -~ = TEERE
T o X MaloneydF & T E M = A ARG LoUR B " PITTfk, >
EH PRI SoCHEAIETE "{EERE ) » MBE=MHSoCRIER

FEME, - TfEMaloneyilf B HEHEBL EWEERRER &

S R LoURISoCE BAYE L R AUE - MaloneyhY B H I8/ R
W IEE BT - Anderson( 1997 4 38 -H Marsh (1987 )ROSR R
F B LoUFISoCHER -

Hal B9 E L LoUt &% » B EBRE—-EREX
PR ek L ERERE N EZEHER - B 0 CBAMRIZR AR
HinGEsS—8Es . B8 "AlywmBEHR . (IC) « R Heck,
Stiegelbauer, Hall, and Loucks(1981) 2 4#7 » HREFICEHE
REEBHNOE WREFALAREEFEEN LS (compo-
nents) - FisB 4T » BEERENSY - SEOTEEBENNTE -
LAMBEEEGNBMOERTES - BERSWSBME £
MR AE e AARERYRERE - ME ﬁﬁfﬁ‘%%f?%ﬁ
ABEBEHDY  EXZLABWEENORE -

W T FREE S MRABRERRRHEEER S E A
MRy RERN - DIEEE—12 ICK S #5% % (component check-
list) » JERBRATEHEER - FTHEMND - DUE e gEaneRE
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B AR R MREBTHRG®E BEEERE
o FEMAPINMTERENETEFEH - §/20Hord and
Huling-Austin (1987) &gt T — B ICHE 2 R FR > B MEEE —
HOLHBZ2ENHFEEFECTR(RERD) - ZREaEEm%
4y WOEBEIRILE T MR E R ER - Hh-HER
W MEEAUBENL S E AR IEE M E -

i PN TR ICERSoCHILoUM S AEE » MRBICHE
SEERTE-RENETER - CRSIHEEREMFREY
BEEHLFRETEFHTIEAER - EHICHRAEM L
SoCELoU A » FEERT W 2B HeckFE A(1981) 241 » B &%
Carter and Sanders(1992) ~ Hall(1992) -~ Hail and Hord{1987) -
Hall and Loucks(1981) ~ Hord and Huling-Austin(1987) - Roit-
man, Gottschalk, Mayer, and Blakely (1983) - Maloney (1993) -
Marsh and Kennedy(1989)% A F 8589308 -

EHRICIE LU RHUEBEEENRETEES - 1o
Maloney (1993) B A FFE T WAL BLATAY LU Y T BB ER 4 -
W& ABICHE BRI TR » K Zpy B P E R BT
B% o 4 WRBERWEE BT SR  DUEE B S 2
AEBERSWES > Bl Carter and Sanders(1992) ¥ " B ARAY
fEF, ~ TEIEREMER, TR BRENER, SR T 2
+1E-143 -

BT CBAMZ 4t » B BEERHERWEATESRS "8lFN
B 4 (innovation profiles » DL F 1P ) - 5 & 3 & Leithwood
and Montgomery (1980 I E KB « AL CBAMEILoUZE
BAE— BT RE R M R E E - DIEREREIEHTHRE - 77
HELeithwood and Montgomery ¥ B >R 4138 Hal LR BY B B [E — 1%
MEEFEBICHKS  HE - IPRICHERERAZER - BEEEH
IPEMEERENEREE  HEBEAERINERENTIER
N SRR TR B L BB R S B0 B R O A B R B R AR R
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.3 (2)

(3

(4)

()

e ——  TRINEY R R

RSy L B EVE R

FE R R ———————

WHEERE ERRFR RERRE RS
BEH - H e e EEs - B
BERFR THREZIA R TR
HIAEMEE  HOEWHE e /g o H
=7E B CE T8 HE R B
B W8 R R09E (B fEH
BhEM) D
RS R EEAEE
RERES HEMER REELRE  FRESE HEEAB
HEERE BEHEE  RHOREF EBESIREFE OHE
B THERER  HRER B EE
WY
WA B
WwREERK  FEREEE  ERRERE  ERHEA
BFREEEFEIE B (BNME HOHIER fTiReln gl
belb R SR A B 5
[
BRI ¢ R FE AR A AT AT RRY
IR  ESEE SEBET BEXEE BETEE
RET@EHN BEREH 2B EREEF O RMEE BN
e HEH#AER BoofEne @Eigses TREEM
EFHES  WE TH  BEREG
ik BEATIE
R  RUEREE
MaERE  HewHs EREgE TEERE
WOEREOE BENME O BHMER  EESEKEH
E-@wRe EEEEE L BT RRERE
i3 il £ [y HE

FHEHE YR  Hord and Huling-Austin, 1987,

B USRS RERRER RSB RNERER -

MEREREARURETNRSE -
MRERERERAABENDERS -

WRBET
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AR E SR BB ABRL —HENERER - B
iR PR S ERE GRS EEBHYNE R - Leithwood and
Montgomery (1987) Rl &L T W7 82 51 IPRYE I8 S — L E R IPIO B
B

iy EHRAMHEHEER, WEEWE 0 CBAMBICKE
Leithwood and Montgomery W IPl P B E N FE R - HER
Cheung & A (1996b) B9+ 1F » ICHIIPRY H o —{E 55 85 - TR/ SR
HEROENEHEERN T CBAMEBERREESRASE - B
FEHEHRYAE - DUREET - EMRHEET ICHRE R RER S -
7 %% » Leithwood and Montgomery (1987 )RR —H &M - B E -
WMERREABNTE/ EAHEE  BHAZBEVNEEERE
ml o LUEBFIPGES: - B SMEEE > R REMRE /N EES
TEEE M — BB E » i Cheung® A (1996b) BB —
A ERN e R R BER -

ICHITPHY S — B35 56 - BLR ReERMAERUAHHAERENNY
WA E R = A8 E - Cheung, Hattie, Bucat, and Douglas
(1996 IR T M E > HEBEFLAUEZENREHEY
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Measuring the Degree of Curriculum Implementation
Derekk CHEUNG Sin-pui

Abstract

This article reviews and critically analyzes methods of measuring the degree of
curriculum implementation with reference fo the fidelity perspective and the practical
mutual adaptation perspective. The focus is on the characteristics and limitations of
various methods, as well as the directions for further research. Review of the
literature indicates that although proponents of the fidelity perspective and the
practical mutual adaptation perspective use similar methods of collecting data, such
as observattom interview and questionnaire survey, their assumptions and outcomes
of measurement are different. Many past studies also neglected the dimensionality of
the curriculum implementation construct, collection of data ﬁom multiple sources,

and examination of the reliability and validity of data through rigorous statistical
technigques.





