R2sict BRTEREYT T 4
ALz

B L st

BYBUTREFRRS ZBRAH
A Meta-analysis of The Teacher Resilience for
Senior High School and Below in Taiwan

PR A

¢ &% R 105 % 6 ¥



=, =£
PO

hpct 2 S B LT RE A R BT A T B fE - R Y
BARHERL ciThmy HAL > UERLEE 17 AN - BAES
2&71”1‘:[‘ MRS R Rie- B mdnf 4§t mfeenx R L
FA P R A RAHD L HE R A S R R

"J

FARMH DA ERRI g X LD g o o dg o 7§
Frh$rehaads AR EFLPEYRASE 2 p B ¥
by L BRFIRARTEOERE S R AEL LS o BRES LR H
CRLIRARREREFOR XX O P ERES Lad ek
PR ARE dp B 0« 5 SAFLAR{r R 0 SRS AT i L 7 A R T
ICEEEES IR RS IS E SN

44@

BT A RREDE et KT L P AE EREFA S B

AR e B B B > AABAEFT N F BiEEFT o XFF P40 4o
Aot s XA Z Ao SR Bl | g BRI E > EAE
MNERRATRBTEEL R I AR RFAEY kb S TfEE I ko 4 R
BEigcz 2 A4 PR IEMT DL A PZEF L FR o AR ol
B il Jeict M- g APEmRA 54 g e

R#H- IS D035k TREP S Flid RPFaRE . A
H-Fr - HEE® 2 PeRe >N 3 ARG g ESEATT R
o A %imx%*%“’ﬁiﬁam%ﬁﬁﬁi Te f17 FyeiF R EE o
Fli g RPOEREAFOFELREL BFoF B f‘%é@%‘zﬁé 2Rl

5 R - _@‘_fg [EeiY ﬁ’/g,%_m%;b R &é:fr.s;h FE AR A # VIR e iR
iy

I
=k
Pt
pod
\\-\
3
(
“L*;
#
F
o
Y&
o
o
&
b
y=)
e
*fx?r
l_
N
.1’1317
W

Bifs o » BRBRBOIANEETHRA > B2 peoniEfEY BRI LA AER
B e F o BAFTARA R SRR e bR fri g BB B3 B

St DS %4—@L{ﬁtgﬁ§ﬂéé’§ﬁﬁ%?¢@1
Berd gkt (RS E 0 A RHEAT @ -

LA BT i T o8 o A RehiRE T X ER 0 LA

3 iT i W iE 2016 & 7 ¢



¥2
ARG G TSR A AT E o REARP Fa

AN LR BT REAR Y MR SRR TR
BTREFRR A LB A
SRy wl A% I AR A EHAE RS R

§ M gcpr o Eds 5 31 A b2 JEm it 30 AT SRR ,ﬁ & JEGESE 5o

FFORAT R ST M2 SRR 0 S BRITER BT AR HET 4 + 2 JEF IR

TR B RTARR LAY AT L REF R X BT 2 HEE o 1 (R E

Taelleam b2 R FMp R T algFigs 10 £ 0T 2 58
EERCBR R AR R T R R A OB T B R
FTRRANL AP ERAFE TP A RFRRA TR FLR -

£ F o FAETREFERR S DF] P AP REFDORRER S AL T
AR BTk Y EFRTTI LKA BALABRELZARF R
Fl+ oz PlalgF LR o

B R L B RA N EMER > IR - B AR KT T
Hie2 ARFTH 5 -

MéEF ' REFERARA ~BBRAH

I1



Abstract

The present research employs meta-analysis as methodology based on the
findings of 30 master theses concerning teacher resilience. The purpose of this
study is to understand the current status of the teacher resilience for senior high

school teachers and below in Taiwan.

The result shows that teachers with different background variables have
significant difference of teacher resilience. For gender, the level of female
teachers’ resilience was higher than male teachers. For age, teachers aged
above 31 outperformed those below 30. For religion, teachers having their
religious faith outperformed those who do not. For having children, teachers
having their descent(s) performed better than those have none. For marital
status, teachers married outperformed those unmarried. For academic levels,
teacher with master or doctoral degree outperformed those with university or
college degree. However, there were no significant differences among the
variables, such as teaching experience, administration positions, school

location and size.

Further, | investigated several factors resulting in teacher resilience.
Female teachers’ resilience was outperformed than male teachers in family
reunion, social resource and social capacity. However, there were no significant

difference in personal strength and future organization style.

The findings provide helpful information to teachers, schools, education

authorities, and generate practical suggestions for future study.

Key words: teacher resilience, meta-analysis.
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Ao RERKTRE PR TR b & LR TR g FE 7
RIS B RN

Py H%

AT EPRN YL R R R G LR R ] 0 Y
A AR TG AR EHH f o P B R O
ER RO S R e ERTE X T

PR 2}

AELLRE AR ERERR 2B A R YR
31 %?EiE'J%IE CVLRCEFAR R A iR RIE o ERE Y URG LT
HEFRERAIT BT E R 2 T ToE R L NV R 2

R STRPTEERIE T ST SR SRS T S S RN gt A8 (RN |
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Q. b s 2
LR Y S
AFEAZZHE F- HFEHKFRARIZERP B B FFEHRA

MHRER R 2 ARMA S SEARAN KRR 2 M
-8 KEARALERP D
RS F B K

48 Ja 4 (resilience)— @42k p >t 47 @ resilio & & & B¢ (jump back) ;
a5 3w (rebounding) £ & sE(springing back) 7 & o » 3 38 {4 (elasticity) -
Gordon(1978)#F, DAL P o ek R4 SR 49 RE 5 B % A (Strain
energy): i f Am T A {2 i g (deflect), @ 7 g BLIR A At R A
po1970 & sk o PR A IR AR W T T HCIE T RERRCE
"f] o R RRA (S R A AR feE w B Rk i ek s (Klein,
Nicholls, & Thomalla, 2003) - F]p* » wiFzdREFR R 2 25 > F & LR

R4 B fE

Moofeg AArid FY BRI - A 4R 2Dy RS kiR i
BOET F ARG o EAERY RALNFOP aE o TARRA D
oo R A - BB R AG S PR RS e R
Fehd AR BeE i B RIS 1 TSI R A B AT UG R
43 g AR 0 4 if;{? g ERpenis i@ ks (American Psychological
Association, 2002) - #5m % - 2R A 2001 #3887 91l B s FE 2 >
FLRFRIGOAT > TG B ECILEF N R B RN 0 4 T 0
¥AEEE P2 BN AR BRI P T 2L R
A EY APIE A GRG0 AL fow B L T A
X

5‘;‘—# I{tﬁié fg;ﬁ-‘ﬂif}g"" ’ ?ﬁr‘l ’ib;é‘;’); ’/TL}—Y‘;"’; 1A T’7~ Ijvz\ I*’)]‘J'Z g‘a

0

Pl IR 7 % o
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Tusaie ¥ Dyer(2004) 12 < /gler_aﬂ}éﬁ'% FETRRA LY FR AR
Adehp 2B Z I E S, 44 B TR A4 (stress) | FERLEL 0 F 3t EST
CEE S TR R A EERA AT o B AA ¢ SIS PRk O
E oo E R Tasg i 4 (coping) § 2 BLERE (FAT Y 0 BEARE B A 3G 4R
Fod A > R A VR T AR B A SR S RB2Z FafpI v o T
OGS HR RSP Y REFRNE B FMOER REFRY &
BNRRA DTHL THRBRY Db G TS E LTS 0 LT AR o
p 1950 & % B 45 > Werner &2 Smith &4 %+2 72 2§ = % § et h "G R E ¢

538 e Ride L ENRFHBRBEET P REFRIE A2 -

b

e TR A SR AR AR FBRFRNRBLTEEF
BEVYanFIB  FagFBligramld ok lf’afp—\zﬂf@ﬂb [ESEGE S W W B
Bh s TR 0 BECT 4R 4 F T kR (Werner & Smith, 1982) -

1970 # R 2 54 R4 2T PlrE § 2 5~ F 5 wBE FFE LK
R A R Y o S F I @< JZE (Positive Psychology) s e 5 oo 38 B R
PREE ek B EZ SR R EE BRIy TR
Benfi 3 @ M AT 2R Ao® o~ BB P VR4 T 2R

RED » FEad B kiF 2 B4 eI R (Snyder, 2000) 5 7 3 ke
F“ 7 % & (Positive organization behavior, POB)» & & NELE S ST |
FARBER - F 44 FASALET A CHFAEN- 85 6
fiiﬁ(multldlmensmnal construct) » d p # »xay (self-efficacy/confidence) : #4p

Bhe i hhd BEEEF TS SE  FE(hope) G E P

&4 BT o (optimism): * B R R £ E L g g0k
R 4 (resiliency) : 3 dc 4 FGEH ~ A prd g R E|E L wrr g £
v BHe wba gl s Y # & 4 (unique) ~ 7 Pl £ (measurable) -
¥ ¥ &£ (developable) ~ #2 58 £ m.(impactful on performance) % i = BT S
& ek (Luthans & Youssef, 2004) » B ¢ i 4 H6 & RN PorR4F 7 2
3 fE2 -
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poFIEERA RS AL TR ORES LR DT
WY RRd - RPEFE cRAARY AT RME i A
BOEHERY PR RTFTE A KRS S S ERWEER LT T 2 TR
%o BB ‘flﬂ'm—Eﬁ?J g gofnd 37 Paﬁjm%jy)\mi)iﬁp{éf?

3

Ao MR R A T B F AR AL SY Y o 2 E S

4

o+

£

f
EiR (2014) g o Tk T4 v 2 TR i iBAT
AP RRERGRS T EREN ML R AR R @

THEAT > TR R A DT RN T AP OREFR R o
— ~ s J2RR 2 (psychological context) @ 4R B 4 E - FAR A R E a0 4 o

oo R HESITRETI e AR R AR FIRE A ET A K

NFAFETSRd iR R BB M B A H7 W
PRI A R TG R PR EPE S iR g Ko iF Ry 2
i fie > BB I fen A 455 2 i 4 (Block & Block, 1980; Konrad &
Bronson, 1997) : & e fAF B ¢ B A em fRd S BRI AE B F F] R
hfod e 2T A E > R AHIRAIE FRBA > X aET S
(Begun, 1993; Luthar, Zigler, 1991) -

¥ g e A T AL 2 8 koeh(Benard, 1995) 5 i § B E G AE
FRFB CFRF~FL s Mu 22 A48Tk oAl e R R
FeAad A RN R BEBPMAS HEB N L E G TF)F s 843K
= 7 50 PR F) ¥ e P # (Connor & Davidson, 2003) -

$t ¢k > Rak £2 Patterson it 7 Werner gLl > B4R i 4 4R G B AT
Foied o FAPRSTAPERA TR F VEATET A TP
B N RE B en Tl vk & af B 4 (Rak & Patterson, 1996) ; + R s
FIR B R BE 245 4 (Dyer & McGuinness, 1996) » 3% 4 ¥ 1 F i
B ¥ LR 8 ¢ 8w (Walsh, 2002)
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£ EF G RRADL EPR o B IR R e Rk
L2404 02 B AR e ain 4 (Neill & Dias, 2001)+ = 4 B 4 & f4
Eop AFRSJIE A Ko fop wihl# foT i1 4 £ (Richardson, 2002)-
hloewJ2E ¢ 5 Tugade 22 Fredrickson 3.5 25 % B4R R 4 cnB & &

PEREE o B fE S AR BT RAFREL Y
e R R el et al o TR Rags Y § A i R
4 (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) - ¥t Jp # ch 5 A a4 > 7 7§ —‘g R

I_“ﬂ_%fﬁ MenE &KA4ck 2-1 977 o

% 2-1
R ZEFERAZPMFIE TREL 2
X I &
Benard 1995 1. 4+ ¢ s 4 (social competence) & ¢ 35 & Rt ~ 3

Moy BT s W IR B R o

2. R Agfz;45 4 (problem-solving skills) : & 353+ %]
e I L ERZE I PR 26 JCRNE SR P AR L
BRfF KL o

3. o2 (critical consciousness) : ¥+ /& 18 4 & 4 e

T b4 gs,;ﬁﬁqq FC N N S A QL &

A AEEBARL L€ 0 2 AIE PR JIRB R
\1% o
4. p A l(autonomy) g AL DR EE B FH

el ERB i 4 0 B0 s R ERaOTER -
PR Aok A SR R e B LS A B
7O
5. A K (sense of purpose) : ¥+ A k3 P R iz &

FERHRED KT b e S

F R mﬁ'fr%zé Foenpi i o

(F7F)
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=

Rak & 1996 A R B T R0k L R AR T i R o
Patterson 2. LN EEAEY A B AT edR BAE D

P4

= »

MBI R B TS o

KiZRBPAAFELRE L K ? o

[y

2
A

W p AR R B A a4 e
BB PATNG R o

SRR Rl R LR

E)

R BT R SRR -
Bt o drig dp A2 g i B A

N

Konrad & 1997
Bronson

S

&
fop ~=h
B
-+— s
.

N PN e o oW
O

L 3T

—_

3
ggg_o

WP A o A ol kB g 4 o
¥pAfedBE Bmﬁ%%i%@mﬁg
23w kB RS P 4 o
F R AF e A R HTT

POUBABANTE - HPTEERE SRR

FUEFER L hd o
e deimeg poe o T R

Brooks & 2004
Goldstein
BEFGE) N

2
F
FAREM  BIAEI RN A .
£

~=\
Rt
=g
3\
~=
Y
&
W
+
4
W
—
3

BALE Y B R R S e A
BH- LR ERE TR 50 5
10. %TE‘:@J &}E&%,ﬁ“@ @E&,,,,%T Elafz"&#?}“%l]

(7 2p s E)e

© ©o N o a ' k~r 0. PPN o0 B~ W

T RS s ]
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R4 RIS G ezl e 4 o BRSO B B AR
B4 A > TR R ALE RRG FRE NS

B FRFR 0 ¥ v f i 0% B (Egeland, Carlson, & Sroufe, 1993) - § #¢
PR i - BTAEPEEREE RS L X R RS
oG Bip P E G PR R4 0 2 P OEq1EE(Bonanno, 2004) ¢ B3
1 a4 (career resilience) { Rz /i B o fo g A UTR L P £ AR o
SR 0 A RBRTR  E Y p A F I @ B A e
2 ARE G & w i pr(Brown, 1996) -

’ I/T"I)gb T P\ oF A Fl

el

PR RS IRRR ARG QRS A - TS 0 B R E

BREFELA SR BATRE SR 2 By @ ARG R T
LY ke HEwaphiR T A LRAFY ARt p AR R
B % a4 o Block 22 Kremen(1996)» #& 3| p A4 Rk * 3 B A ¥ A4 seenA %

B

YR ORE i DRI R R R S R R

PP BB A 32 BRI A ARITE
DFRT o B F ety I T R E AR B
o RBRFIRFL L o FREFFREDERS 0 v WL F ¥
Wam £ 38 ARSHRITE 2B FET > KEFREFEME 3 E
N2 AR BRGPAET RS B TRP AP RS K
TR 0§ KT AR P 4 R AR & 4
PR~ A ek s F T AT E S i R
¥o7 1 (E L o

@ 5
o
<

IRy

= ~ 2 fg*% % (ecological context) : 45 # X BB FlF R R o

P RBEAEREAFR T LI FRBAAFTRIR > B
3 * v 4p fEA2 o & Block & Kremen(1996) %= 7 ¢ & 3| > A 1 F]¥H4n
B FF T RAF o FRBFAANEEF A GRAIRES o
Tl A4S BARF R 0 A B 5P AR R 4 (ego-resiliecy)fr p A BLEE
(ego-brittleness) - p # 4 4 ARG * KA Ep Afrflend g 2 o p A
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AR At i 4 0 R R AT RS 2T 0 B
it A FREEFROBEL R e FYHF AL FHEF  ERGR
o PRI EmRY AN K o - BERS gHWET RE .

1970 & 2 15> B> 4 227 37 ﬁw*f’iﬂ’j—mﬁﬁi
R A R E BRI R o BREEFIH AR BABFT IR B
AR R lﬁﬁ’ o B NREEARAE S RE L FRE T o5 R B
7rpE 7R A R FWE LA R ARTRRMER G 2 BT SR FRE
(Fraser, Richman, & Galinski, 1999; Masten, Garmiezy, & Tellegen, 1988) » @
YR iﬁ#ﬁ MR R A R o B ROTH A R F (Psychiatry) {est B o 2 E
(Developmental Psychology) » e A i iz M ix o A en®) 2 > m 2 4 g2
BB i FINE RS 2 - a4 £ B0 aE Taes
Abg el 4 2o XFIRBI R AL P 2! TR AR
P IR T dofe B2 88 i edp R 4 (Waller, 2001) -

BABBRZALE T I HBERES LS R tE A A PRET
MAiE 2 0 BRI SRE TS 3 kL o 4o Beltman ¥
PR R A Dt 37 5 hMBR F)F > del N EFHIR C FRE R
i R RAR T Fe R AP Al R FASCEETT
o ARAKEFRRA P BIFE R h4 ¢ (Beltman, etal., 2011) > % & 3K EF
B P2 AR hB EfeR L Y R FRREL T REHRE
FhERFOL L RFEET e F R - 54 07154 g (Gu & Day,
2007) -

d ORI R FARR TG I ALK DEFRT oL BN
AN s I EF AR R A FE G I I > TR i[%rév)iib'%a‘%ﬁ”_%f
wAMEM o B2 20 RER R R Ie R R T 0§ 2 R
Flgm 2 > &% LIRS eha i o
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= ~ X on# ik W8 A2 (transactional process) * fE 4 5 BB IRE 56 0 A
_\‘

RIEFIB g % AR o

dN R AR E R AE LT S MEREA 4o Luthar,
Cicchetti &2 Becker ¢+ ¥4 Jn # 8. 5 a7 10 = }?%Ei"éﬁé‘i’l’% PRACE S IN-D -3
EoRNIHMARI I DRGSR A B I(-) ARATEMY G

R (2) REARINB RS FEE Y 0 RSB 4 LR

Bi(2) R4 MDD R () AN £ f FE SR
YRR R AR E AR o B P NP R B A T8 i
B 42 efi# -~ % (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000) -

Frepmephs 2305 THRRSZAFNI- FARSTSB
AREEF S v - RBHATR? e ROEE HEALBHM &
ﬁiﬁij Tr 5% - BRHITREHL L THHR 0 kP
Flw g B fric gL o E MG o PRI IR R4 QPR K e
£ g ’J}“u{ﬂ?‘?ﬁi%% AR PREEY > aus Y RS AED e g
e 4 ffufﬁ;? # & 4  (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000) ; ]}t » 42 i 4 &
EEBHOEE R G B A oA 3 $Tend AR BURL L B Y
AEBERE R A3 B8R % g 4z(Freitas & Downey, 1998) - iz~
WA BARAEERE AR AR DT iy FPET REE R
BT g o

Tusaie & Dyer(2004):w€£T TP L
FRHADL G AFBHTRE A ERBE T 5 WE D i b
Az BRI AR R R kﬁ‘*4wﬁﬁif5®mﬁ@@
A2

(21N

Faeid e LEBORER A E A BREI R

ERH T Bm S (e T AR SRS 745 4 (Rutter, 1987) -

¥ orlz

TS
&

2

ERARE R F AR - AR S LA g

i

ﬁ&%juw%@Aﬁumiﬁh@J’“&@**%ai“&* p R
AEB e AR A ZARSZTERF QR EEFFIREERE A G TR
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v AR ABRES T # g RS % (Rutter, 1993) o

Fherit o R R AT o v EBAfeRBE T BT E 2 g
i

So F AT E L Hdp o RS L e R I AT S
RERBERF oI T g  Ea BRI KR B PRIAAI e 726
PEA (- D) R4 24288 Y (2 )R AI ET e BES(2)
R4 F PRI (ER o fiF 7 42(Johnson & Wiechelt, 2004) - F]t &

ﬁﬂiﬂ&Pt‘fﬂ,ﬁepll@ ‘g\’% a4

DR R RS [ ARP R -

i

fLFfz.%
f%3% B -F

el B
R E T

W 2-1 4 R4 et 4

Fpt 0 B G RR A B A R R v iR G SR AL 0 ST Tk
BTHIAOL & FIFREDOER K H4A R 6 HAER 3 2 IF
i ré’.féﬁ'_,?%‘iﬁif;»?ﬁi&:".ﬁ?ﬁ\i T AL T 0 MR R 4 SR _lgf#_@f
W RED x&w%bmfﬁﬁﬁ%fF%%;ﬁﬂiﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁg~?@ﬁ_
i ek e ] 4 AR R AR BT PR FA &
TR RREATAE T B e BT e iga A4 f RaEs

s 12 17 5 e g i (Luthans & Youssef, 2004) o -4t 2 & i *

o

e

|
=
+3

?\_
ey

3%
D

Y

fad

i
P AL FHEIR G B4 FRRA R BARFENF TR S L
Frim £ LA T B i s F88 f Fr42(Tait, 2008) -
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MR A o FIL R E A orim gk d o 3 PR s
HHEH T o NPT FER R LR A B TR T RS BER
ToMtAd - i R A e BAFFR AR TE T Gk
o TR R 0 T e AR T RS AT S
Boe DAL gEH ) PPEL o Bl G R R R TR ERB A
%?’4Qﬂﬂ%*?ﬁgﬁﬁpﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ’%m%ﬁ?%ﬁ\ﬁ@¢

BYRE o A MHAR RS A ERTEFRRS

PR Rl

\\

Mmoo R R - BAFSEY F G e B R TREY 3 F R »SN]
2 TR FERE RS AR FEOEE M - R AP HR £
TR EF Y AR PR e e REE 0 F PO

BB T Eh ad RiE AR o Flt > BHEFEMRL TR TS &
r&;ﬂ4Jag@ifﬁw@ﬁrﬁéﬁﬁﬁ@%J’%@azkﬁ%

TP WA T w b 1 fuends i g 42(Waller, 2001) -

prfEFF(RFERFIZ )frE R Mo A& 52 JI B E DTG
EERE/? LB 0 g% FEFF (SFEFEFF) M7 L Efrig
B pgwF+ Rl FOanigh 2R T ARE ER1»
I REEE CF I - RGP EEREY b F KFEHR RS
(Mansfield, et al., 2012) -

pEEERY Mo AR A RIS AFEAE U E R
oo bR T RA LA A G TS

Weind ARG o do %L AS KA A B 4G 0 ol SRS A
B4~ R DS REROTRA YA AN BRI
- XEGFE A ORIGEE ARRTIRR Y DER S FLBMEE
ERNETNE L NS § IR RN - RS R R ST

21



HhEY MBI p L s B EPEE AL A - fa(Miller,
2003) 0 Fpt 0 AFTG P i A R E A E LSRG EE L F TR B
IR G ohE A ﬁﬁ\mfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi’P&%éﬁ%ﬂiﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁ
BT RARIRL R I e E o d RETF]F B LA X HPE N

ik B35 AR % F]F 0 ) e §2 5 (Waller, 2001) -

¥ 2 o R TFIFEEETF R G AN B A GE EEREY 0 T
NRARSREFRDEETF)I TR EF IR -RARA 2 A e BE D
B - o ST G R B AL Pl R R R e
AE K G IFE AN R R AR A ERBOE E T EY v E 4 chid
ST BABRREY pRTFFEEETIFHE RS P omE o
AEERBFHEAR AP AT I opa o TRERFIRKFRR Y ;c‘ﬁf

EE SRR S B

- ~ j& % %]+ (risk factor)

RS LA EE TR SR v PEE L B E R FH
FEG LA B R KTHRE ) L SR ERR Ao r AR
aaﬁﬂ@%ﬁf’%ﬂ%\@ﬁikgﬁaQﬂ§%$a,4%{
aB Y FE NI G L 4 A 0 4ol Brooks £7 Goldstein #7350 2% 4

R EY P A (AR EEF 2004) T AF SRR L T

FeFIFEAZNBHFRDLLF)E > BHE S AL G A& F]T DN
BG4 ERFIBHMAL f R REIPF A EY g T A A
N H-FF G FH B AN G TS EREGFRE I D
@;#zz’ﬁ%ﬂé o AH - iP’m%4@,4?*{§ﬁé
PR A H 0 o RS~ 4245 % (Murray, 2003) > 2EE AE
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FrFS P AP T aE KRR A L ¢ B (individual) £ % T

e
foTk 5 (contextual) 5 & F1F 0 H K B AR Ll i & ookl £ 4

(efficacy beliefs) x % fAaTiescfr s B & e 8 S 5% ¢ P B s (Tait,

2008) ; {6 K PIAp B BA 2 B8 3 179 75 TRahpe B o JOEF B ¥ R chh

TERERBEAM AR REEIEE G
AR o dopt i BE S ¥ ryrid ~ B4
Johnson, 2004) -

Wi

P RKEFE AR R e RE Ak
2 RE v B § % (Howard &

Beltman % A FZ 3 %fF R R4 hp g T > Sl RA LA B A 6w o
ingra'mgi\ 'é:‘\‘gig\Z)}p;n _&]waﬂéylji’?b»lﬂ;&]?ig‘i-ﬁh

R E S RBE G e G FF 0 E S FL R S g
AFE1F) FBE KETREL LB TR i Bt B

R T %V Bk FR4R R 4 (Beltman et al., 2011) » F]t 0 4o 32 & KEF
T L RGP R AR > PITRACAERE IR 2 E 4P
£ & iz -

WL BRI A AT Y BB E AR K
BRI M A F AR L v

ST '*’%\)I‘J,g, v P d BEA K v p AF R
* 24 iF K v: & (Mansfield, et al., 2012) ; 12

Bp B P ATE R
A

45 7 s 4 R

\:Ht?

E] l s I & @
I Eciui=rr e LA Rl
H

BRA Y ﬁﬁﬂ’?%ﬁﬁﬁﬁégﬁﬁﬁ@*’W?”i%~@$&

o FREFFZA R AR DB A TR F

2
PAARERR  KEFHE AT NG BT R 0 BB R
4 m§ 33 ﬁvﬁg

¥ 55 ¥ s (Jennings, Snowberg, Coccia, & Greenberg,
2011) -

w1 IERB Y 1Ty g;}ﬁ
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- i%-3£ F]+ (protective factor)

BRI R R R RS FRNF T RERE B
THAFE DL BEG G Fe o TR LG F S EOOEERR DAk
PR s RGRE P R A TR R PR o B LS
) chig e E AT IRE RS o RS “$ TR E TS B
P AF B R Isg bR EERE R T R LAl S R B T
LenB % o UIom i B oo ¥ LT g RS 40 (Benard, 1995 ;
McCubbin, 2001) -

Werner 4= Smith 3 & % 3 ) FE F] 3 e d o s PR B AG R
R AR EEFS R FR RS A AT A (- ) AR
Tk (=) BAFKRER ER: dos JRFIEE
LA CHTREABERN S (Z) REAFEFIEBE AT
Fer R 2N ERFZ IR A v B o 4ot BT AR ~ RPN S
HE (e ) Agppd B A Rl 2L a7 R7%5 0
iz \%E.,t! A HEE () FRAET R LR A2 PR
# B o ¢ (Werner & Smith, 1992) -

FEFF AR RS BRELE Dd w2 - 0 B AFFRGEETS

RS R E TR G AR A S R B k) e B
 Henley #-i%3 %]+ » 5 " 41 & {7 # (resilient actions) ; &2 "44 i B
(resilient attitudes) | » % » R R TE e PR RJILZ F 275 4R A fR

RERRBWG w ~F Y

/

§ # % & %4k § 2u4(Henley, 2010) ; Benard 2
BTSN REAARAS A2 Mg A s TR EM G T e
BARAPY o T3 A BDFEWE 0 oz BHETF 4ok FE R E S
Rk izat & 4 (Benard, 1995) -

IS

FAETERPRAPEY kT T A F T & s & Dok

%, @ 3 @ o Howard £2 Johnson(2004):2 5 T p A%]3F | ¢ 3218 4 engksd

BE e GAA TR A~ FAEfRA G BRR ~ p A R g
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'%ﬁ%%ﬁ?ﬁi,rﬂéﬂ4J?ﬁ‘iﬁ &R TRIEE B R

Toak¥ > ¢ 2RI | oL F - S E A Be ~moenF Y g5k 1z
MR ¥ EF & Tusaie 22 Dyer(2004)RIzn: TR A F]5F | & L BRE A £ 47
EF @i CARBEFCARER - REFFfE LA T AT

4y

S BRI g AR A S B e I R -
?y/#‘&m{, 7}1\7\1:&:—{‘”@; ?;bﬂ?"h—;”i"} A#&T#—i%f’ﬁ%?%gg

“ﬂﬁﬁgi%@*’ﬂ&%ﬁ%{ﬁgi%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁgi%ﬁ

ﬁt

—\

WBARH AR T s ﬁvnumo F,,L_L:i%—u PE'—]a-‘m/n\;;mﬁ s H @ TR
EREFF 5 5B T RA S A RE RS A ST AR E S
TE R TES s 22 P&gﬂhﬁﬂ+J(Mmmymm$ LY A

AER T R R

K/%», A TFF T o R A A T oA u'f)ﬁ'ﬁj_ﬁ 4 T
()it FLF LB EEs HABRERIRE I (Z) B
@éﬁ%ﬁﬂ*méméﬁﬁﬁ (Z)BERWL 2R M L
FA AR A EIR ORGP e p SR (2 ) B ALL B s
R VSRR SRRy S IR S R N
W4 PG T s T o 2 F R B4 & k@ HR 4 foir 5 hi 4 (Rutter, 1987 ;
1993) -

EEHRA CHBRAEFT RV F RO LAV MRLIET R
B4 (resilient) » i f# vt %5 X ig (vulnerable) s & i f 4v L0 a0 i F Bofd
TR TR FUBS B - HMREET RS L8 T " R
Jeend FAeB® % | feo b AL & 5L (Friborg, Hjemdal, Rosenvinge, &
Martinussen, 2003); m Waller { st I L nixHE Fl+ > % A4 5w fAspal -
(=) BAFF D ZBE ~ER S e hlh g~ F L w5l L%
224485 ( 2 ) RIEFF 18 FHBOE KT akij}u > B g 10
B(Z)AFHRT 12 s T YA RERERR - FERSE
XOfE () v MACERE I F FNA IRk X 54 LA
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2k )5 e % k4 (Waller, 2001) -

VOl AR R TR B FRY BRAS R RA R
o R TR R E o JT e B R A RIRB P PR
PR RS A e F R R TR RS S e R BT R
ﬁﬁauéi~ﬂ@m&#mm%fw@4@ﬁ,“wﬁﬁw A SR

Hr i1 ®% R "B AR (personal strength) | % it 4 (social
competence) | & b F&(structured style) ; ~ T fze® 5 (family cohesion)
feTir e F /)Ez(somal resource) ;> 4 @ 2RI R AR 4 £ & e i (Friborg,

Hjemdal, Rosenvinge, Martinussen, Aslaksen, & Flaten, 2006) -

KA 4§ iF- faa 4 REFERE - AFLEFR S FLERT > FE
fed oo SR R SRR 0 R RSE TS Lot SR £ AR
EF A7 PR (- ) AR AP EFHE R RS T L T
ARSI - BAT S L R VKT B BTG (2 ) wIART G ¥
BB R ARERIR S (2 ) A Y R 0 22 - BRCORT ST EE ()
P (blde s g RRDE L) PRS0 HIRA T F Ak
oo FH AR R4 2 g (TR SUPRE 4 it 4 % (Coutu, 2002) -

ARFRRA ZFEFFIATHERL SR e TREFBAG P
SHEBAELRE B A BRI KFRHIT R L E LA
MERABEE TR e p s FERE GO LFF LD
ol ol 84 56 243 ;T,:r?,tg;smﬁikg,x TAR 0 B RA B2
PP aoensd 45 % (Beltmanetal., 2011) « 7 3 {4p 1§ 47 - &5 < eh > Bk
s B TR T A fefeik BB L 4 0§ L F R TR A f
Tof B4 T % R M ORAR 23 ehi & L 3% &R (Howard & Johnson,
2004)~ 1 iF¢ e R L AFFfrR R DER KRR R E AL G RS
R s F e kT A ;’g:ﬁk@ FenFEfeadF i 7 oK (Brunetti,

2006) ~ = ¥ ik H2 § (Howard & Johnson, 2004) -
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2R ARTARLFERR

RRADE FERL A AP HEHAT 2 N0 EL
SRR SRR E PR R E X PRy R A
AT B A T Rl e Nl 2IRAL G TP AR LE Y (F e
Z PrE ~f R, 2014 ) - 4 Werner ¥+ 52§ z’v’ﬂzﬁ;,‘ji:’%;al%z A HFE T RE T

SAEA AIIE R o doak € SRS F odp B B AR s~ R
5B Tﬁ?tﬂ{m}}_g% R X ﬁﬁfrfiiﬁt‘tﬁii /&% # % (Luthar, Cicchetti,
Becker,ZOOO)o“,!ft“if’P SR TR B R TATRS © Ukt R o
WH O A EF AT RFF LR E S ARAE02] - RS
wTEg (H< > 1999) -

%%{ﬁﬁiﬁﬁéﬁ@ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁi%ﬂﬁﬁpf’&f@4¢%
EF b L ERBRFEFF AR T2 B3 0 o A
PR AT AR R R %0 A RTAZHEL (2 TR
i~$ﬂ%i‘*§ii)~%?4ﬁ(égﬁa\ﬁﬁ\ﬁﬁg)q%%
RAEREE FOE (CHEIRE RIS E S RREPIBE ) ARLY
(&34 ~TpaE ) 85 e

(ﬁd\

4%‘{

KER R A E - BAPSREITHART AR P B R R KT G
GOHPR X - BHI RS S RER 8 AR T AR
FHATY ?Igﬂ?‘g’li‘im'é‘_ﬁﬁ’lll-&r’mi&—f}{ﬁﬁg’li""g RN E N
1 endE R %g(BeItman, etal., 2011) - B2 2K A REF T3 7 O R & F 6 1A
MRS RC S LR o TR ek R RN A b B ke B o
FREFREE s b Ffed 2 ¢ LR ERFAREY 2 LR TG o

PR RS L OB REFRRA 5 3 P AEE S - LA K
PR 4 AR o TRP REHATRBE T h- fhic 4 B F o pfhat 4 a5
PO REF SRR 07 LHBREA > FHRFLFRAHY o4 0 %
FHRE E R —gféfﬁ BEFARE o 7 F F B AFTL TR o B
B R A R TS5 ANE Y BRI RS K A B JIRBF
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W R B REBERY PR FETRTRIR & T LEER
(Patterson, Collins, & Abbott, 2004) i /& & ce L4 B foid § 2 HiE 42
REFHEEFT - LRERAE - ER -EREE -FPITH

L chrds fi 35 55(GU & Day, 2007) » Bkt (B A 21 IR B 1T 5

it ik #2 (Rutter, 1993) -

x££ 8B
- T Ap ¥

KEFE AT 2 ERRA B BEFI R Epeh1iv 84 kT
AAHBAAMET A g F BT RRA H A fiﬁ wo $ERE Y
P AH R AHITERAFET B F RREGEEA 2T
T At o PR R 2 AP s S AR K e
Wt E Sk o BRGNS P B2 A BRI RE Y I K
FRARSS el o Bt > 5 - S RAGBE T MRFR R DML 0 5

= Hih A ~¢wﬁw@@4wwwpf’mz%éﬁiamﬁpf@%
H BT RE AR B TR AR 0 R
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Fog Ry MKEFRRS ZANAY

BB PETEREY > B BRSO AP L RS R
Lh BB RN R TS ehiT

oM ER RS KEF R A FT AR o T E KM REFR RS 2

PR RS R R

Py R * 5 FLHE AT ATERFFER R 4 8 7 (Beltman
etal., 2011; Greenfield, 2015) > #% 4 B & 37 3¢ .7 U3 F chdgfF4oie 4 5 2
¥ = (Castro, Kelly, & Shin, 2010; Gu & Day, 2013; Howard & Johnson, 2004;
Jennings et al., 2011) > & #iTenE BLRE &3 T 25 @ ) (quality
retention) » OECD 45 1= - - & L 3 R F R 1 ﬁvabk-%,?;{;;;tgm 5
% % 1 (Gu & Day, 2007; 2013) -

4o+ Rt AL G R G FF foiRk T 2 Bk e g % o
? R i A B A R Y Gl AT 7 R AR AL AR Y v v
b AR 2 AP FIM o REFR R A A B TR TG T R o
ho Brunetti AR #0FF 4R R 4 5 - B 0 & E F PR GE 2o ¥ g
370 K ERFH RS REE K E F B (Brunetti, 2006) ;5 & FF Aw i
Bk R f ook ot i £iE 2 8 feenp {5 (Patterson, Collins, & Abbott,
2004); #F FFF oo 4 o o HHBRPEL EE X oyl 4 2
HA o B EfEs SRS 1 (Ffe R 4 & F 9o 55 (Sammons, Day,

Kington, Gu, Stobart, & Smees, 2007) -

BATET NIRRT ARG e RV RS THEFRRS 7 I
Ayt B kA RBF s I - AL i b FAR 0 - R T KfF
BAfeRB ip 3 iT* 21 F 4 chk % | (Day, 2008; Doney, 2013; Sumsion,
2003; Tait, 2008) » & T#cfF i+ B L AFH > TRAB A G H) 5
Wi 4 0 FEF Lie- Hdp o 28l R BB E SRR

g A i AN ETE SkF iR 4 (Bobek, 2002) -

GHRTAEY K Lagi R R A S B 7 sk ey
3~ ﬁal”ézﬁH%W@J\ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬁﬂewwﬁ~%é%ﬁﬁ
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RBAFY RS fodsm3 s AAREREFFAL B g~ 7 % 2 HHHF A
BREAA I AREEBE R HEMDG T oM R - p o5
B 4% A j\;lz A% #_sh(Howard & Johnson, 2004) » F]y* » KEFFF F &
R R A 0 G B URIRBE R PR Y RGP R G Ha (T
R4 A ERA > F AN AR AR s K (Gu&
Day, 2007) » ##* 7 $cFF4R o 4 &bk G ABF o

ptoeh aER B 2 B (professional development, PD):i% jiir= 2 B ¥ & eh
P AHTEFETRFIRELIFFAT pd o 23 e b Ak F i
¥2 0 Bl vERRQERLAR L DHGFHTRRgRAS - B Lopr
%ﬁi%’?éﬂi?%ﬁ%@#§ﬁ£§¥iﬁﬂnﬁa&%?%%%
BFRE L BRAHER T RTRS LEFAL DAL T ARG i
il 4 a3+ (O'sullivan, 2006) -

Gu ¥ Day(2007)BL2RET 4L i 4 T & cns BT RS H - ni i R
*{fﬁ%‘ﬂ%ﬁwﬁéﬁéé’%éﬁ‘éﬁﬁﬁ\ﬁﬁ‘%ﬁ%%
AR AF R A HER L L EY > xF - B0 2R
WEFRRA B A G elE T uimm A3 R0 EFTLHE
REAPFRLERR > FLERHT  FRFR] REDRR A P R
BPFHELEFRZ P2 EF L EFTOREALIPE ALY B0 2
FRRA R G TR RRPE B T R AR 5
kA~ 42 i 4 2 & sk (Christopher & Qing, 2009) & % = f84E %R

e R E- B K G ol eiEAE - BAAEH kY R AT B

#%(Gu & Day, 2007) » =P b ik A P4 KR RS T K B R -

BEFIFAMF > RORBAFFRAR YRR R LIRRE -

FHRE G A BEAEAcf 6 R S REfREM AT - 522

678 i é%@&“#&qﬂﬁiﬁwwmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁi% EER
AR oS TS o e A NG E R I (L A VR R

ETI

ISR A M R e RiE R on § e 8 & )5 (mediating
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factors) 7% 5(Gu & Day, 2013) ; 77§ » 4p d1 » JFF iR o 4 ARGR G 1 H
L g SR RAPM 0 Al g SRS TR TE R G RF RE DRETAR
o B R R R FAARB A RE  BRERRATREE Fp A
TERERPIFZ%FH  PELLE LR 2 e

J‘\

Patterson ~ Collins £ Abbott #7 3 ~ i & B 3cFF fet ¥ 5 v > Fj A
ﬁﬁ*’ai%%%ﬁ’ﬁ%&%’@iﬂx#ki‘jﬁﬁiiiﬁ%
oo RFT T LB A RFTHEMS DIRE R IR S ORE 6 PR
P AR chifak o & #FI R R A Ao Al i AP # 4 (Patterson,
Collins, & Abbott, 2004) o 4P 3¢ P $H3ciF iR 4 h ek > HE v i B %

FRE TS R A PRET kTR G ho

Mansfield % 4 (2012)3x 3~ % 2 444+ 259 = K| 2 ¥ frpfearie X g7 2
FFFAR R A RUR O B B R RIp X F i FE o TR DR R A h23

B ¥ o ik R AT B A T (emotional) ;" # 1 (motivational) | ~
"% ¥ 4p B (professional-related) , 2 T4+ (social) y %= Bio > & B
FARFF MR s FEY CARHEFRERS R
EARE T BRS¢ PR e BRI Y ot L BT B
BEAAMAES ¢ FHT L PRGEEE GRS B F LR B AL
B8 F RN RO D RBE R E A PEM R AR o
KRR A F T 4 o e SRR AR R DRETF]F o e f]

2-2 5% o

rb

lﬂd\

]
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B ¥ARRHEE i & 4k @
(Profrssional- e (Emotional
.relate:d ﬁii dimension)
dimension) bk -
A i Fo |
TR AR~ #= AR E (el
) L by 2

L s
Ko ga % %4 o
} = REAEC i%
M BERA \ weia  H¥
——————— [ w#6H5 j———————
5% P “EQT‘ ] Ef o e
2

ik

/
*Eﬁjﬁﬁ | Faang Peuk

PEE apw
i Bk A%

i3 & AF
$i2 if 1

I
Ak o AR |
A X @ RADES | B A @
(Social | (Motivational
dimension) | dimension)

W 2-2 cirip 4 2w 5

TR %k “Don't sweat the small stuff: Understanding teacher resilience at the
chalkface, ” by C. Mansfield, S. Beltman, A. Price and A. McConney, 2012,
Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(3), 357-367.

THhOFEABRREIRN Y A1 RRFALE 12 £ 2 1TRTA
R P REF BRI A REFERETF (- ) FL L E R A e
FEAIEVEAE S BRE2 PR EnfriEE (2) EBA
SRR A R ERBEY O BRp R AR E o F KD g e
feB o M2 SALE ?UF*J%— ot S (Z) HEREFLFNLEF DR FiK
Bz k¥ U2 FRAEES{RF L HL 3 (Brunetti, 2006) ¥
FREEAR AR5 P P RF - EFRPRIF b A BEd FIPLES
BB hET Y R a1 (R R ok .

J

“E\L\
T

\‘1—
=
+y

/
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dofe Beltman & 8 3 02 fe3k 515 fo 2 'g B3 4 < 6 R g fm 4 R
enfedE o 114 Greenfield » 122 ey fFen 4 BRI SfF R R4 b
P 2 HApM A - BHE R L R FRLIE wma LFHAAEE - RA
Bt FFAM G RAR S FE SRR K ,gfp@gf#\ A
Mozag ~BREFE S BRArEBERS X EPFF L ELTS > DRAL L
s BiEe AR TR A UM R T FE BT B (Greenfield, 2015)
5 tmdeF) 2-3 “F o

——
— —

- - = -~ ~
A7 BAB(Challenges) S B8
(Context) , / - - T T~ N (Context)
~
/ -~ ~ N
/ 7 M 14&(Rationships) NN
/ / BRE RSN SR EETC AL R I \ \
I NN POT TRy \ \
/ \ \
Iz ! 27T TN \
I & ! / N V E
= e \ ~
| E [ [ (Beliefs) | @ '
R \  AE e / | E
\ ﬁ \ \\ B & 2LHE Y, / m% |
\ \ y J] 1
\ \ 4781 (Actions) y; /
\ N BAME REAALEEE /
\ N Y Y s /
\\ N ph'e //
~ -
el =i () N A N @ - /
AN s
R N # ¥k (Challenges) i B
(Context) S~ _ - (Context)

W 2-3 FFrd 4 A

TR %Rk - “How can teacher resilience be protected and promoted, ” by B.
Greenfield, 2015, Educational & Child Psychology, 32(4), 52-68.

FE*“é)*JcETs 5% Malloy &2 Allen 2% B3 0% 0 0 fd- 1%
RArwE 2 R R4 2 IR A7 4 TR AL T

A

RENGE sz TFRAPY ) = Bipe 2 B o 305+ AL RS
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~

Pk F]F o G BN REFAR R4 TR MOREF B o SF ATl > B4R
THRFRRA DEREF]FFE 3 BA G e DiREFF > 43RG » D
HFF BT NEFALRBAL P DER IR RS RO 0
PR AER LY A - TR E B A BRI D R T BT
<+ (Malloy & Allen, 2007) -

IR R AR REFRR A SRR FIFIOEREFFF R e B
BhoCastro Z ARG R4 - B R m 2 - 2B A g
A BT BHMARL A HHNIE L L FF Tk kfRARE Y g o
Frihd3 g e s (s o BHBE - BKT ) hRfFrdr g
AR A Kk o doF KR e AR R R FEReOR 2 v F bR a4
(rejuvenation) =% 4 J (renewal) o iz K vk FTet T $cfra = { 5 nF hie
FoAE s pheh s B4R R 4 chdghR b R R T chiB AR Y 7T BEom ) i 0 12 (agency)
(Castro, Kelly, & Shin, 2010) -

Fikdp B AFT S REFR U2 BA R Fofps v £ &
o Sumsion fhip AT B PR Bds P BT 0L RGEIR < I I % J0E fF
WA JURMT L gEE L o R AR M BB
?‘ﬁ*if?m%*wﬁﬁéﬁw—>I@Aﬂ%:é=ééﬂ%%w:w%ﬁ%
YEBRAET (2) BEBRFE - BEDOLFEF }ﬂ'i']%‘}‘ééé'frﬁ‘éﬁ%'lﬁ‘
BRI AR S Femavy S Rk B3 5% Plv kFHEL - k%@

& 21 (Sumsion, 2003 ; 2004) o 3 14 b FEFAR R4 T o RJCER
RRAMG - B RFRFRE BRRE G RERY E G T~ TS
AHEZ P EETFF ek G AR LA ERZ - -

& iR hE > o Doney HET f ¢ dpdy > BRI

™
s
g\
b
A
4y
gl

BAGZAITBA TR o THE  BETS EF kDG S
B SplgddF 8- L@ BRI RS SAFFIRS AR
4 R(stressors) | € iE = f el % o 4 7&5’\}%4 T RS AL B A
EHBEAE S G ER o FIEE R L0k FERE AR



BRI 3 - R BRG] Pl RS R ATS R T A S R
Vg ey 2 (Doney, 2013) o B AE R P dn IR RfeRE TS 2
ﬁﬁfﬁ*éf@%@ﬁﬂﬁit%i’éﬁ$%5@?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ@4¢
Fehf G B

PR IF T SFF R R 4 il B A7 0 Bobek i ~ 2 3k 12 B g EE o
T REE B ORI BRI F R KRR DER TR
(- ) £&ff 1 B3 3EF ~ f%;’z%,uzz rEEXFERR () 2R
WA BB EY FUARKERT BB RIR Y BRI EY (2) B
LT RRIER AR R RS () AR PR

MEFLETedR R~ 5 A2 X8 585% (3

Bz ARSI ITF 43 0 T BFTRG BN RFRR A R
B g oni ~ ARBLRME AR DE
A okeh- B T 5 WP

"3 ety ) (mutuality) EHE b sed 4

F

) WvBRRS DaE e R s 2

-

I, ¥

5 (Bobek, 2002) - @ F #Hen

TR B 1 TRB NG - WL P IR > iRl Rk ]S RS
WEFAR 4 5 F B 4Eani®® (Le Cornu, 2009) -

AR RN E A R-E B

4v§ 2% (Day, 2008) » 1 ¥ g3 ¢ 7

BEREF TR NTFF 0 KA o
AL EHFF PP AIFGETIR R T2 RA R EL

ﬁ}iiﬁ

ho LR FRERES

FEFF I FEFLR DY o KA g FH AR {@%\;;@gm » A% kA% 4
b3 %

A ek O B ML ER Fas il endl 2 B

Cornu, 2009)  p* *hEFEZ 20 ¢ g Y i & 0 £ H

hBs T FeET (Le

ARV gy F ¥ AA¥

#5¢ (learning communities model) » 7 A F ¥ 4 fris P 4 FF F 2

B e e et AP T 7 o BHEHRINE R R4 L F ALl

o

(Yost, 2006) » .- 3 5 & 7
R LR EARY B

]

LMD »}g pgz;%a]ff% 1 4p R 4 fm’];; A
2008) 5 B 4 rxi EA K i A 73
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T EEF Rt A 3ok P BHAIE L d D R4 L AR BT
ﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁ%kﬁgii’ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁ{ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁéiﬂ%’3ﬁ@
A0 3 B BB B F g ch4 IR (Tait, 2008) 5 & »it ¥ i (high efficacy teachers)
ERIERGFROF A Fa BEIH L B R P ap ArF R g e
FB2ZEF & (Yost, 2006) » sy & Tk 24 JofF n e AT 0 E -
AR L ROk F PR R 4~ p AT R AR
An HERERFDIHEFBREF > ¥ U SRR T A o

FhATE S F S R jﬁ A W E R e BRI T SFF AR R 4 PR
,ﬁo?uéﬂz REFAR R A F EE L GpF p P R A R - i

NREAR o WEFBREATE §oengdakit > H G HRB el L E AT
ﬁﬁ*bmAﬁ%? BREREPFE AN E KT RRE ﬁﬂ%%
R B APy R RS B RARFEFEOE £
BRFELLH A o
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¥z8% RApPIHRFARS 2HANAY

BT R FER AR R A Ry o BN S SRAR S ot B PR P o
M RRIEER RS T FEFER AT HRERE D AFE
REFGF FL¥E R 37548 LRAFENF TR < R A
ISR FHEAR TR ARERL S A AERRERPN APH
o it j\gn';‘gg—h#f?‘o

T KRS B4R 4 OB G L P 0 2kE (2009) 45 A ERA
SRR RGN EFE (2010) 4504 ¢ 3 B L E Frmark
FRP1iERY R TIAEF fARM 0 RakE (2012) 4 4 RP KFFL
TRAGAARS EREFLAAM P RFATE YR AR RAES B2
TRAZE MG RTRFORRS 4F 0 21 TR 14 (ke
2013 ; %1% fa - 2013 5 %1% % > 2012)

FHEE R RS SRR M G Y 0 R (2015) HE Y BE
PHEKFEEL TR SRR 2 2BE LT N R R
PR ATERE O B RS SRR B ZER TR E G LR R
Ié’ (2013) 3 4p B F R R4 B FAGE 7 M EF DL AP > 2 R4
AR FOTERIA o SRR (2012) ~ BR RS (2011) & G HEMIOET R B RS
M (2007) S Y s Bn H g ARG HERARE F R ko 2
R AR B FRTARE 2 AR o RV ARFAR S BT R
ZRFL o RARFR RS o TV e VIR R MR

4%
SRR

\.‘

b AR RS S H W g Y > 20kE (2009) dp 4R
RAHECEEF ERE D A2 BRI r LS ERRFRE DL
Ty (2009) A7 1 F OV RKEFPFR RS AlE B fop AR 4 A G eI
BIE e R YRR Aot (2010) PR A4 G R EL RS

MR - RIS EER R4 BT RS Bpeas (2013) &
WY AR RKFEFAL > B2 BRI FRLA I TR AT

- e
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BMELAAME 23R - Bty PR RS HE R - F

YREX ~1iF _‘gi}t\lf%;‘gfgaéﬁ%ﬁﬁ?rz»ﬁ I eh A o

vl B RS e o KPR R F R IERS S RE R g e
LA GRA G 3 A gk (Beltman, etal., 2011) o pE g (2010) 2 4 fF B
51 m 4 fﬁ%&,é{; B2ZAPMA T 23V E (2012) ¥4 3P WP KEFFAY
Pt R HBERRR FREF LM R ARE o BERR

RARE ST o BRIP4 A - BAPSIRATORT AR 0 I
BpAELY A3eg RS R e 2 B FE G 2R o 5T

By ARARFRR A A R LAFRFA T~ £ 58 5%
R TR AT PR BAF R R S RT B RAHAR
S R IR B R T LR R SURE A2 e
FIFIE 0 E e R i AR 0 SR A AT TR ML E B

Foeobo F L RPF L AR R A R E
THROF 2R RS PEL I fEa L P
RAFET ek RRA T TR RS
RO H 0 SR ik
FECETH A PEMREAE AN B S EMR R A LR

PEFZZHF e AP AL~ 5 8RR a9k v fhb i J 2
Todep BT E (MRS 2011) s BEAfE (2P 20145
502014) % SEODUREFATERFRFRARA SEFET o

iR g B s AT
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7 R4 R A P ok

REP B R R B A SRR R S A R R
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Hm Ko Fl R RAE 7 - o ol R O R4 S p A

7
¥
B
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HOIREFFEFER FATX >~ Kumpfer(1999) 1#2
R4 R4 P SR IR % 2. duBE b 2
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Wolin & Wolin(1993)

Fﬁ ;\,—g{-E' IWFW

KiFfRh+ 2% E2®) 1R AR f% -2 s = 3
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