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Abstract

This paper shows practical guidelines of sample size requirements when results are
analyzed by multilevel models. The study found that when Bayesian method is used for

multilevel model,stable parameters and power are attained through fewer samples.

Keywords: Bayesian method, multilevel model, growth model

Ming-Chi Tseng’s E-mail: mingchi@gms.ndhu.edu.tw



RS HET 2 g R AR A/ NPT AT RO A S g RSB 3

% - Wi

%8 KA T2 I K BN [EIfE R B 534 - BRI B R E R TR R RE - o
AR XA AR ] - AERRETPETTE T - 25 O B B e {18 1~ 5] g R £ 2 AT 1 70 s
115 e e X B AR T X - T AERE B MR ZE R > 20/ R —fi AR RS AU 20 B
TR MBI B I {16 A~ (7] g R = S W 7 {181 52 A9 o K B {1 5 T o K - iR 2R 26 T R 5
TERE T MR Bt B MY AN E] - (ER S — 2 - DIBE BT RG] - e e
FAY T T it 8 PR b DA R [T 2 B AL (B BE (224 ) T RAIAEEE (2240 R Ak
A8 AEAEE T TR R Al R L R R R (E R Y (IR T A S
i (242 JEREIBRANEL -

TEfEET R TEF - SR BT LU N =R

Yy = Boy 1y
By, = rop T uy, (1)

Hrry, RFRE#E (824 BX i REERE (B EXj - By EbatEis -
. 1 1y 53 B R R T R

TEfEEMEHFEF - R IR LU N =R

Vi = By, T 14
By, = roo + uy, (2)

Hory, AFREEEN (KED X HEfEEER (24) MR- B, 2kt
R » 7y M g, 73 B 8G9 T AR S R g K ByaRaE - A= (1) MIAE (2)
RIFN > 2 XA AU R i MR B FE AT A B TR BT SEEE R P R E T R [E] > (BAE AR
HIRE LIRE =S -

TEZERA5eH - HINE R T2 RS T ny 85 - R ARAHU R A R E
FHEH B — e R 7 M BE R e - AR/ N B B A T AR B R - R
g KAL) g A5 T S > Kreft Bd Leeuw (1998) 2 REER ] 30/30 HERI - 1
LR DL 30 /1 (A ¢ 30 RS - HAg A HL 30 A (40 ¢ 30 f|
B AREREARIE o B b Kreft 22 AFTHZHHAY 30 7 30 HEHIGAHE A R i
PEWTTE - SEEAEETTHEE ETIERS > W B EE R REAIZEHE 30 RAVEIHE
FHEAEE REERY S - PRI - Fipe R A B (558 A PR R i MR T e Y 22 g R A -
AN » —fRAERBIE R R > AT LIRS 3 I3 4 IR ER ERMEE NES > HIit



4 HErcEssE T (B =%5809E) 2017.12 Journal of Educational Research and Development

35 {1 Y B ST A 568 P R Ak B PSR - AR B PRI TE g - H R {18 RS P g R 22 B IRF
B BREERE D2 BUGEIREN - —fRE R 82 = XA A
R R EES - AR EmiET 2 KR EGE R - GHEE
IHTHRABCE TR EMAZ &Y -

£ 25 [ AR R R R RAR A - S AMEl%E (Maximum Likelihood, ML)
FERSH I TTE » AETE 0 REUBRAEURF - ML {5+ n] DUZE 4w A 20 A — 20k
FIftEHE (Stoel & Garre, 2011) ° IRIMAEERE L > ZIRIRWTTEREE KT 725538 E
BRARBIRFIRME: » TR ET 1 B 20 g A AU Bl B MR R R R AU Al B - B SR E et
17218 R ATIRE B B SR SR 2 R S RO B ARG T 15 T R O P U A -

AR ML (EFHERT R REYRBRARBESR > Sk - HIRfGEHEmZIEgE - i
FENBEH ST SRS BE S R e A5 R A BE 2B - £ 5 RZERE T I DU E L&
i 5t 5o B o e B HAR B 0 BC BE AT Sy E IR AR FEIE I > — MRl Ry i@ BRI (T 5=
A] DAESBU VA BB 25 g X B B R R AR A A 1 TR S R R E R 2 (G R (Hox,
van de Schoo, & Matthijsse, 2012; Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012) -

R AT B ERETHETT 2 IR B DU sl AR B IRF - AT AUERA
Wk e DRIBAGR o A6 R EL ML il 5B H G F AR AL A i i &
AR (PE BT E T 2 g A DU R AR R A R IR & B AN Y
2% -

B~ SORRERES

AHFEAEL B R AATHIEAR S E > FEFERWERE  Eh @22
B ET IEMETE (accuracy ) HYE & - HELE T 222 RAVERAREA o] DU EF AN R
HIZ2 8 55— Ry B 92 5 T L W Ae e JTIRE » TR 2220 RIERAREL (Heck &
Thomas, 2009) - KL - AL E R &R RS E - HEEEAN
S Al o HETERN ~ Sh26 g R iy E FE DL S B T2 285T £ QR 2 - BRiG
B0 2011 5 ASEEL ~ B0 - B354 > 2004 5 Hox, 2010; Maas & Hox, 2004, 2005;
Kreft & De leeuw, 1998; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Snijders, 2005 ) - 245 fHREENTSE
PRETHE AT AL AR IRS - SRR nI T Y AT A BT BOR AT - (R E SRR 2 -
IR > _FSIL e DS B BRI SR 5 0 A ML (5 A TR B - RS 7T 2@ X



RS HETT 26 I SR B N AT T OB B - R S

SIS > WFEE AT REAE RS L A RAECN R - TR B R R R o
AR - AR ML (551% > AWTFefERE R i AR E A L E T
FeE 2R o AL FIR LER N R (S E AT T 2 [ R T iF > FrfE AR 2 22 -

— » SRR EERARBURTE

SRR 22 T R AU SEE T Ao i M R A B MR T 2% P 7R OB A B )
BCE - Mt FE R B R BRE - A B R AR 3 2 B G E T IEMEME 2 2 - 7
PRI FE 50 73 » Maas B Hox (2005) £— R F {5 T HRET 52 WY o il 1 ) 2% T
RN 22 B G IERE MR 2 8 > FLAE e T R i e i e T B B (N = 30 ~
50~ 100) -~ {HEEREX A/ (N=5-~30~50) DINAHAIEHE] (Intraclass correlation
coefficient, ICC) (ICC=.1,.2,3) » FMBHERERE 2 M MEFHE (RIEEAER)
HIR R i E - HR - SRAEHE I KR A B IR E SR Y52 BT S > Maas Bil Hox 28
R RS T KA A B IR [ T SR B R AR B AR R RR RS2 B/ N B R T K
BRAREOR 30 1 - REERAYAFE ZE R (Coverage ) F56.0% » MEHEII A B = F 5 6.4% >
B IR R 5% MHZE R » SERRAIAESGE A DUEZH - thAh - (EHE R KRN
TE=TEAFEMER A T HY 95% (EH8 1 [ 78 & R AE RAFHYZRE o (8 S g KA A g
KIF > HR2HEERGHITUEE - BRI A BCE R B E - AE
ZHEANE] ICC BT - [ E 22 B 78 35 SR T BRI i SR By B 255K » L4 » Maas
Eil Hox (2004) 5 - & aie g XCOH R8 5 BCHYRR = REOE R - JRH RERY =
EHEE SO 2 B G AR B o B ROVEEE (B 2 Iy - Rl g AR
ERIZBEET > (BRI I0E 8 XA A B A Re R R RER - B TIREIAR
R E 2 B EHE - SELRYMES R A& R 50 #H - Hox (2010) sE—Ff5MH -
TE2 [ R o3 A 1 R RS i R LR 5 T R 52 BLRBCR AT /0 A I » st b E 111
SR A A R AR A B IR ER A8, » LAh > Snijders (2005) i FEHIEHRE E
S EH g - B0 R N B AN N & K & H HY 2% - Raudenbush
Eid Bryk (2002 ) 58 5 f S (1 55 [ AT Y A N {A] [ 8 ORI ET 2
fmiy -

MAEEREZE 51 - ThiE 2 ~ BORSE (2011) A 1988 R ZH B HEMET
ERHE (NELS88) HEfT 258 R AR - 45 = MRS T R A B3 5k 1003 ~ 23
Fe 10 FERF [ E ORI 2 B E TR E - (BRI AL ET 2 BRI A e



6 HEWICHLIZE AT (- =35 VUH]) 2017.12 Journal of Educational Research and Development

BERER » A ETERYE IR R R AL AR RS g AR A BRy 1003 [ B IRp R - HBRATS
B - Mok (1995) i FHEE ZE BRI  FEBR AR R 22 g O AU [E] E 22
S~ LD R R T 2 SR E R R ISR R B AR AR B S E By
HIER T » (P 2 B A B P A g B2 A i L PR B A 1 R A RS BT e 25 A 2
EREREE ST - H2EIEEHRRE) -

e bt i DR BRI FE A8 SR P AT » 5 B8 25 I R AU [ 7 22 B 51 I 1 DA
Fotfeat e STy BN R R ie g KA B 25 - fE(LEHE AL - I e e
TR G LG {8 B8 g R A B Wit ta e 1) - R E R BRI AT I - FF
] 7 A o o R R AN B > (S PR AR I AR AR B K )

EZB TG R » bR T EE 2 BTN - BRI I R LR (I 88 g R I RE
P L S E R R E AV (Cohen, 1998) - 7 Maas Eil Hox (2005) i
BT - S E BB T2 B ENRRE/ - kA RREEE
TE i/ MR A BB i K ICC I = 1 ELAE R g R B RRAS B A s SR B BT E U AR HE 3R
SOEARK BRI AR SRy 30 IRF - RS G JUEE SR DR R B R A 22 R
TETL 8.9% LUK 8.8% o {FE EHEHGIE TR AEIG NSy 50 K s » HIE=
TE T FIRERS AR T 48 B BTIHE R (i 5T IE 1 B A ) B o 22 B v R 22 -
LEAh - R - BRREE (2011) BYE I HiE HEE R RIS ET 2 288 K
PRAN B2 B BEUR » A FHERYE BRIV B AR [l RS T AR A o HH B SR A A5 R
S R AR RAER A EREE AR - /MR AR - 1SR B AEEm -
TEREREES 3 BHEERY ML - BN AR RS g KR AN B S A SRR » S B
i E 1 0 SR EF A R 2 E 8 - 1M Kreft Bd De Leeuw (1998) 3% >
— AR Ry TSI I B AT R R E ) - BISEE S - FRIRHTEE TR TE R
BIFE R BB G ENBIRIRR - &SR KRR - BERE R & A
EE BN RIS VERR (I - BN ESERUR B2 B4t ) - R KA RE
KA > FERIL 20 o [ Maas B Hox (2005) 145 H R T 15 5 & & SR AT HERR U5
EHENMR - PRSI R AR A2 50 £/ - LA > Hox (2010) H$2 268 R Al
BRABHI B BB E R BT BRI R A - RS KA EE R
—E > BT S0 {ERERS G A - TR E S RS A RS R AR SR 20 A {H
Fr B R R R R B R L 2 8 anAE SR ey - SRR D S REERR o RIRAEE I KR A
Ty 100 & - 77 FR A e g R I B g AR AN R 10 A -

I



RS HETT 25 I SR B N AT T OB B - R s ey 7

EREERE > Ll 2 g AR IS DL BRI IEAE R - #R e A 1Rk
T DA B RS 7 AT T RS R HEER - AR E N REIMTFEHAYT - BN
TESIR ~ R R SRR E R A R B DR E DK - ERBRABIRS] - Hitt
AR A —HIREAE o B A R 2 g KA R KA BECE AT 5 » 9407
FERERTERY 22 g A | > G i A K ol (8 B e R R A O & $5EEDA
JE 2 &g rU A B T R AR AU FERR R - R R R R(ERE A R (FE
FRZ g IR RS RE 2X) TelRpfEIRE - FEBCF 2T E M Fe Gt LRI EEE
i 5 (ER R ETHTE - #EAREERSE A (2004) $t¥ R BEAGETTREEIZE - 2T
A AR E TR RA6R - EHE HE B ECR 300 (8 DL EAREAN - taiE T12%F
ATDMSE] .8 DA E SR ARG R - 1 E AR A B INZE 600 {[H LR > BIE{E LB B =T
FITEILT - RRIRAPE pR R AR E JT th a] DS B S BRG R - $esh - AL
(2012) AYREERRTIEHEIR - SRR B EEORIF R A B R R - EER D
P BE (L 852 100 B 100 ALLERF » 55— R A B2 8 e Ry =8¢ ~ VO3
FLIEINPE > BRI ER CREI G FH AR R Ry - (HE S R RRARUE (B0
WLNEF > BERSOCR AU MG R A B E YRR - 110 e SR I AT B ALY B AR AR
IF5 > QUBEHSCR 2 BB R DR & I - 20RTEE B O B[S E SORES
B/ NBRREEAS (100 A ) BIREMESS RAFHI(HET - E BRI R AIFERESCRIE - 2
A FHBCRHR B > JiReim e 2 Bh T IEMETERTEDK -

PRI > B e B ] R OB AR B E 2 R I B R T R AN B 2R B
RE o R B F it 26 g X Rl B B SRR R A B B B B AT S B 57 = SRR IR I
A A IE DS 2 g KR B R R AR R RO B TS AT E HE _ERIRR ] o BRRR L
AW TR BT TR R G TER T F B2 KRR E R R AN i — S H
HEFERGRINERE - 1£2 g XA B P RARA T S B AR B R  ICERETBE
RHAZEA 2 H AT IR EAET S ) (power) HURZEE -
=~ BEREEUEESEBROTRIER

R 2 G Ry A 226 A ML ETT 5T - 281 ML 5 RAERT & KB BRI
'~ 2EMEETEAE 20 > I HEAWE N REAERIE - EEERZ X
TRAN R R R AR AR IRY - 20 XIS B B X B R R A 2 (8] B P9 LR {18 B ]
& R YRR AU AT & KR AN BEK - B Ah 2 O A (] e R R



8  HEWICHIZE AT (- =35 VUH) 2017.12 Journal of Educational Research and Development

AEME RIS SEERI (FIA0S R AR E A B TR R FERE]) B2 BRI R A (E
BN KRS GE D ILIREAS ST RORE B DURGHT B @D /Y [ & 2 B E ML
il 5RO IEREM: - 1 2 KT LG 4 sE % il ) HL Bk Bh (Kaplan & Depaoli, 2012; Lee,
2007; Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012 ) -

HIRTJ7 iR ML SRR IR 2 RBA A - HAVERTIRHFRERE T » &
AT EAE IR A DU il 2 B nI & B o B > SE — 20 (31 EL 0 o0 BO S £ B B AR R
7= W2 HAVEMEEHE R D B BRI - e — 2 8 E MR Y
BT EHELHEROESFTE - FreES e 28 hEHE - Jit - BRRTS
R 58 5 FE T AE 2 T8 IR AL B B R AR ALE SR AR A 2 B 5 L > mIE
i G A5 7R (s B BF A AN 8 P B2 5K (Hox, van de Schoo, & Matthijsse, 2012; Muthén &
Asparouhov, 2012 ) o

Hox ~ van de Schoot Eil Matthijsse (2012) ¥ H i 512 FI1E 2% T8 R ASEHE
PR AU B ARG T R AN B 51 | & @ A B SR Y 7 2L B Meuleman B Billiet

(2009) {5 F ML {d 515 HE 1T 25 & 5 g 05 A2 5 AU B f i F o2 Pt FH AR
Meuleman Eil Billiet {57 ] ML BT T2 45 HETT 25 J XA 1 5 R A AU B RS ' X
EHEAIE R 50 F] 100 {EEEA - Hox ¢ A\ #EBAEAHFRI(GEF2BUB T - (A
HIRITIEFT TR IR AR B Ty 20 (E (7] LUE R E BA B2 BhstHE - ATR A
RT3 AT R R B 51 AR AU IRy P 7 RO AR BB K - M H RTAE 26 g AR AU B
FE B RAR B B S B B B 5T L - SRS AH BRI SR R P H R 5B ML %
ERE AL ETIRE - FTRe G BRI AR - L — T R IEE A 2 ZE - &
Wy 1% A8 o3 AT A SR T (R B RS A ST e 1T 25 T R Al B = P R A A S R T A AN B
H22%

HRTTEMEB R E AR EIR ML {55HEEARE EEEREANNZER
I DL B8/ B IK 5 Y 87 25 (Kaplan & Depaoli, 2012; Lee, 2007; Muthén &
Asparouhov, 2012) #5E#H 2% - H)s » HRERFE B EMA—(ER A EHTEAEN
WMEETE - BEARRFNE B ] UG RRERE & - IR RIS BEREREENES
Ry - BRI A R - Kk RERTERARN2EHMEEEE - HEC
HI53AT » TR SRR ERE R 2 BE (P B R AR B N 2RER SR
PRI AT 2 G ETRE - ML (S REG BRI —EEE 2% HE K ER T E
EZHI - EE G2 A0 — (AR R & -



RS HET 2 g R AR A/ NI AT RO S g - R 9

HR > HERGERR T FAERER— A B ARUE 1T 2 85550 > thEfl]
FASEERENE - RSB atlUE o BB L DUP B e B 3 AR I A B a e - 5
MgE T HERT I E - R baiflE - Ag ST GERS - (EE5E
FHHR BN Z > £ H IR T Al DUEE A EERTUE B S B o A 1T 2 B fh
afe

RT3 2 2R AR AR A HUE A e B AHUS B HH R A 22 B 1R g o0 A1 DS 17 25 T
HaTHEET - ®REMERE & TRAEER ek g - ILE A iR G
EEMNGEENEENE - FURKRANXER - 7§ P (0ly) =P (y16) P (0) /P
(y) > Hep P (0) 28 0195kt - P (y]0) MR EBERENRATRISATIT
Llegig > P (y) 2y BB AR > P (0ly) Tl 0 19tRER AT - (R AZATLL
THRAERE MRS T BB EMN NG - R & 7 2iaEE
TEREA - FLE R IR EF A S e B A T e CAIRIERE
e T AVEOREE o HI AT R0 B RO ERIIHIE E AR E R Ba A P (6]y) -
HERIFESAE AT LAE 1 320 -

kit e

A 4

&ERAT [ SRR

\ ARE
/ <

A

ZRIPAEEE

Ft
11
C’ A

BEAEHE

Bl 1 B A3 2e47i 4R

2~ 5T

Akt 7E H i SRS R BT 5 5 U] R Ll R RT R A ML (EHEAE S B X
TR DR R B R A IRF > e/ Nl AT Y AT R A BR (2 8 - Slfz [R] RF 25 B8 7 A P
T HERIJTEM ML A EHEAEZ G~ 12%9*%1)52&%*%’*”Lﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁﬂ&%& AR o
KB TERET - FIHE R R EAE AR IEEER - PR A KT
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ELUR ML AT 228> 035 90% (S HEE A1 25 3R LUK 80% MU= 5R ) LLik
PR (i 3T 5 AR 2 I AR LU R AR AR AR IRY - PR i/ N AT B A 22 22 -

— BRI R

AT Pt iR 3% B B G e U 3 AR A 26 g TR B L R il = 1 B A F R 1 (L fE
B ARFEIFMRIEREE » DUN 35150 26 g R DR il R AR B R R 3% 5 Tt 1T
FhAA -

(—) ZJE KA

T bt i DR AR SE A5 SR T A - s B 25 g S AU ] E 2 80 ~ B R B ET
TEREPE DUR A a1 T 1 B2 R 32 Ry R RS T KR AN BRI 26 5 (R(hEt 20 /g RIE A
RF > I HOAE B R R AR B I T R AR AR A et e /1 - R {E &
HOREHE 3 AT IRE > R[] 72 (8 B g R B RR A SRy 20 - {E PR VERERE I R A A
EBEINHE LR > SamEB/ ~ BT -~ s LUK » TEF— M ISR F] 20
A 2 T THY -

BEAh - TE 25T RS R = B il i SRR ICC A 2 75 U H A% T8 R
B ETHH AR 3 AT 2 g R B &KL o Cohen (1988) 52Ky ICC {E R [RIRIHFTLEI A 52
1R RILAE R F IR FE A A S [FRY ICC HIETFEYE o “RNi > Cohen $2H T 3 @
A2 EHRY ICC f2HE - 58 3 M F SEH ICC YRR A/ » flFE k& ICC /MR .059
> BEMAE /N - HAGE AT LIS ANET - AHE TR SRR A S AE R Sk e fEAE
i ICC 71 j% .059 F 138 [Kf » sEERAY A/ NEZ R EEAHRA - 252 ICC KfL 138 HfH
Ry FERH N AERE > Cohen 585 ICC 7EH FEAHRBH LA HIRF R AN RE ZZME FH L% B FEAE
R B AR T ERR B B 16 E TR B N RE R R - Rl ICC KA 059
Kf > RILAEE B2 g RIS BRI 5347

FFALL - ARFSRAE ICC 2 8% E L F 205 Cohen (1988) [y ICC fZ%E >
Y ICC 3% 0E Ky 059 LUK 138 RTEE TR AE Y 2 g A AU R i LU -

TEREAIER TE b 5% e BE R EE S Bk 0 - RHAE B B BNy 10 » E g
R A N E T Ry 627 I ICC f .059 (.627/ (10+.627) = .059) - ‘& #H 5[ 7 2
FLEIELE R 1.601 R ICC K 138 (1.601/ (10+1.601) = .138) o 255 (A4 g K 1Y)
FPRAEET R 20 A - (OO R RERAR BB AN

LA - BRI AN YME 2 g RS EBETIe e s TR e A B R R R - (Rt



RS HET 2 g R AR A/ NI AT RO R S g - R R e 11

AHIFELE AR L |+ R T TSR B RO EL 51+ 8 B RO
BETE » H 6 IS5 R MR B 25% ~ 35% LU 50% HEHET 25 B F AU AR
TR & B A B T -

(=) MRt

B S MERERS 2 8 O & PR AR K | - sk R E e - &
T o R P 25 T R AR B B R B & B AR I TR » e
#E3 - Muthén 8 Muthén (2002) BHSEENIEEELUL BERIE « R TR (L
R AR+ AT R BRI R 0 » ARRRER 2 » BERBLARRY
HRIR R 0 BB S E R S o AERB RMEE R 1 SEIENR AR E
By 5 DU (T A RS B A B R AR (A FLAMT - BERALE - A IETE (%
B B R T JE RHIE 2 3L B > 392 Muthén 81 Muthén (2002) £
PR -

2 Bl R B BEF 92 3% 4 b > 25 KPS Muthén B Muthén (2002) Ffé
R RIS 4 0 BEA - oA R R 3 HAOR R A 3
EATRE AT R ISR - M {E R A SR E | T E
Muthén B2 Muthén (2002) 1L, Wang 82 Wang (2012) )5S RBHEITCRET -
5 4 (ERIR R REASE RS B E R 0% ~ 10% ~ 20% ~ 30% -

—~HEWGA

ERRGES - e ENERE ERERE - H LA RBY T 5 e B
B AT RESE AN E Ao R BUE R - B2 15 H 5 ARS8 (Kaplan & Depaoli,
2012) - NAE B el SRy E LR AR H R B - JehaitlE EEa] DI& 70 Ry
& —BHMEE  —BEHE R (Lee, 2007) - AIRATEEEN BRI AN
SR MAMR R — A0 & e ket R L ii sk By - 5T el A0 MR
o FEERBFEME - BEFEMTTFS BB MIEENE - HiHEE
R 2 YADER D B0E — AT A - fEE G TR RSk - fTE2
RIETLEERET » — i i e 8 B M TS S B Bt 7 s 8 R B (8 B8R 7€ Gamma
(.001, .001) B, & Gamma (0, 0) (Browne & Draper, 2006; Gelman, 2006; Kaplan
& Depaoli, 2012) - EERAYER E WA G B2 B EHRURS R AE A B R - BRI
A FEAE R AR B IR T BRI 5E b 15 28 RO AU 3% o 80 S B I B 1
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Gamma (.001,.001) - [a% & R AR R ERE DU Rl R BB E B (¢ Gamma (0,
0) - fESmE EVF—TE - WA E ERAEE ML J7ER LB AT SR A A 2 52 -

BeAh - BTG ER HEGR R R B i A0 - BRI - A0S SR A1 22 BE FE Y
TR AmE HRITERNMGE BRESE - £ —RIB TR M IR G HE R
R WA BB A0 - 8 MR IR N n R B o A (L 5 THHE FE B 1R
= RAE SR B2 —KRHEE - AR BRI E R R EFEE SRR
PREZHRFEE (Markov chain Monta Carlo, MCMC) K52 @ fE & ERIASHIE
B2 B B AT - SRR S R B A AR R B = e~ AR ER M - MCMC
JTE G R R R P RE A R — R Y B RO HhER - T2 BRI E MR R B o011
WA » — %5 R A MCMC /7 B Metropolis-Hastings BV %% (M-H; Chib &
Greenberg, 1995) Ei Gibbs Hif%1E (Gelfand & Smith, 1990; Geman & Geman, 1984;
Tanner & Wong, 1987) - ZAW5E FE{H H Gibbs HUEE 1 » Gibbs B ELIE 2 P
R SR 2 B oo AT AGE R S 1R B 0 AT - B E BRI IUER AR B 2 8 - DIH R
B FS R EEIE T H IEAY 28 {8 (Chib & Greenberg, 1995; Gelman, Carlin, Stern, &
Rubin, 2003) - Gibbs HUERIE B MG D BRAN T » {Rax y 28 - 0 BRA2 8 - 12
BIEE 0 53R 0= (Ouper Oh) ° EEZE 09— EWIAE 0 > (BB | B
BHAARF 228 0 WI(EE 0 » A i B

Bt RS D (D) Y, Oy O ) I — (R AR ) -

H T RS p (Goly, 08,057 ... 05" Tl —(ERA ) -

HKS IR EESI D (Ol v 0 0% -+ sy FHRHE—(EBEA 65) -

$i= 1 EEDLESSE > (ETTEEEA 0V 09 .0 0« T %55
RIS B - AT DGEFTHET ST T - BB N @A (20 bt
55— K B Gibbs BUBET: ) UM MR MR/ T - FHE I i
SRS o (RS BB R R AL -

AT IR BT 25 I R T DL Ry e SR 00 2 B AN B b R R
T2 G E T ML 5 R b - H 25 K R e B R (G 5 iy
B8 B SRR TR A ER - BN ESS -
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= MERTF

A BT 7T - B2 ]I bk B B3R FD ML (i 3R 26 g O A DL R, B R i A
PRI - B/ NAITTRI S AR AR AL B W FIIRFZ e E IR T - BT
ML i FHEAE 2 g KA LRl AR A B R A TR B A B 58 - DU T 7 HIER T 2%
& AR A A B AR B 2R -

i 5m 2 H K TR 80 ML AR 2 g R AL DL R Bl = iR AU 2 > 2 B8
MPLUS ®EZHEST 7387 - FREFFEEIEEE 10,000 X - FELUESRER(HEF (Muthén
& Muthén, 2002) - b4k - ZIRFABFFEE IR DU RS - 75 2 K J5E:#Y 10,000 K
BRI E B (E R MCMC 35U ER 1,000 2% - (AT 500 KA HERE FER
FH > DU tR 500 ZREYR g AR HOR 2 BU SR TRURS IR -

(—) 2RI

1528 AT R 3 2838 7 1CC RyiteE » 5351 %y 059 B .138 » (AR NAHRITR
)25 (Cohen, 1988) - {EIRAIEZE b 3 EFEMEEEE S50k 0 fH AR
SRR 10 B AH g 2 SR E Ty (627 [R5 > ICC Ky 1059 - 5 g K 2t S diEs
TE R 1.601 i - ICC Jy 138 » b4 SEIRIERCE R 0% ~ 25% ~ 35% ~ 50% - (ARHE
aa R AN B AERIRERGE TR -

() HeRpry

TERC R AR o E SR E ARy 0 - Ry 2 - BRER B RIRAMHRRRR E Ry 0 -
PRAE SRRy 5 PR RN 1 SEEREAERE R S - R R R EERE R
3+ 4 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2002) = SERHAZE DI BRI R I TE Ky 0% »
10% ~ 20% ~ 30% PUf#E ( Muthén & Muthén, 2002; Wang & Wang, 2012 ) -

HEAH R ITEM ML Al 5HEAE 2 /g KA DL R gl = 15580 22 Bl 5 R PR H)
B > EZEDL90% M2 A (Wang & Wang, 2012) SETTRRIZATAE - ARUTFEAT
{# I HY MPLUS $R S 7EE 1T I B 72 19 2 B0 35 R e 5 31 95% HI2 BUEE R
TERs o3 » & MPLUS R #8228 25 SR AT s RE ] 90% LU EHIRT & I 2 2 IR
e WA EEFHERIME TS B ISEYS Ry .8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2002) = LA -
TEAIHZES [FERIN R A B R a5 53 I B9 S08kH > Muthén B2 Muthén (2002) £
S5 T2 2538 , Hox ~ van de Schoo B Matthijsse ( 2012) 2R {LE122
ARl 2 B #52K - Meuleman B2 Billie (2009 ) 2 (12 Hm - RHESBRRR -
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MatE IS HAEER - LYW RS — O 7et » (EEE
HEAM SR IM2HEERHR L -

At El R b KT A LU ML S EHE S A BIFR K - BIRPERME -
TEREHE I AR A AER & b #EAR2EF @A MEAsE Qe 2 ~ BPREEL » 2011 5
B s B0 ~ #EsR - 2004 5 Hox, 2010; Kreft & De leeuw, 1998; Maas & Hox,
2004, 2005; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Snijders, 2005 ) HEfTIEARERTE » HE TH
AL B TR ML (A S AR A By 2= 52 - R EAR AR B M PR E
b FEZ R F R E DL 20 AR BT fERRIRA FEE%E DL 10 AR BE AT -

— ZEREEGERAEER - HEKVSML

BT HRITE LU ML (SR HEAEREE TR B9 2 g TSRS > & ICC K
2 .059 DLERS > SEEGHEAE LR -

R 1 £ 2 Al A > FHFEH 2GR E TR > SERTR AR SRR
B B E R AR 20 ATBILT - RURTTIRAEREE G KR 2 31 (EHAE
1728 IR R LUK 3T RLIRFIR R 2 83T DU TS B A R E - E i
HE g AR 31 IR AR - 22 8037 25 SRR AR g B ARG N M R 90% Hy22
BE - & ICCHEnE 138 I > i ] R EAEMR IS g AR ANE TR 2 10 {i - Bpw]
DIESRE N2 B RHRRLUGRET 8T -

{6 P A Y ML 5 T IR AU A > & ICC $23T .059 1 > #E g K ik
DRREE A2 (ER A nTE R AR E R 2 BT DURART 55277 > B Maas B Hox

(2004) Frtaany & B AREBE g AR 50 #HAHT - IUAh - SR fmat @8 AL AE
B/ VEAHEL e K ICC iy - thEE Maas 8 Hox (2005) AYREEERTFEAH{EL - BIEE ICC
PEINZE 138 > MRS B AREE TR 2L 31 F - B BRI AL - ML 5k ATfR 20
BABAHE A - HNEREVITEEN S - 55 BV E DU BRI -
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£ 1 %5k =HAT ICC=.059 PFrfts & pe s B ficoniiig S8 35

BE ML
ICC =.059 Coverage  Power Par;n;seter esrtre:)r;dbi;ds Coverage  Power Par;r:seter esrtrzr;iai;ds
no missing
620 (31) 905 1.000  .113 .022 820 (41) 916 .802 .042 .004
600 (30) .897 1.000 .114 .028 800 (40) 918 791 .042 .004
missing = 25%
620 (31) .906 1.000  .122 .031 840 (42) .906 .808 .050 .017
600 (30) .893 1.000  .124 .046 820 (41) .909 790 .052 .012
missing = 35%
620 (31) 907 1.000  .106 .012 840 (42) 913 .804 .045 .008
600 (30) .900 1.000  .112 .037 820 (41) 915 792 .045 .008
missing = 50%
620 (31) 901 1.000  .118 .028 840 (42) 913 815 .042 .008
600 (30) .899 1.000  .124 .028 820 (41) 911 799 .042 .008

P LF AR AR 100 (5) BF 0 100 A 7 Sk A e (5) A K R A e o F R IE = 25% Rl d 1 5
AL R ERE 75 (5) 0 H R = 35% Rl i e A A B R 65 (5) 0 Bl = S0% R i3
g A A s 50(5) 0 ikt dde o
2.5 B BE B e CRE SR 3 R ICC e die s 3 R AT 0 Bt DR LR B R Bt
(ST T

%2 A= T ICC= 138 P 2 i R e i Sl B 3t

BK ML
ICC=.138 Coverage  Power Parsir::ter :rtg;d;;ds Coverage  Power Par]jil:l:ter Srzz?dl?irads
no missing
200 (10) 902 1.000 .097 770 560 (28) 902 979 121 .013
180 (90) .897 1.000 115 749 540 (27) .896 972 125 .014
missing =25%
200 (10) 904 1.000 .091 .807 620 (31) 900 987 130 .006
180 (9) .897 1.000 121 766 600 (30) .896 984 134 .019

(## NE)

[z
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%2 5K S HAITICC= 138 prag i £ 5% R Boeniinst Sl 3 ()

BEK ML
missing = 35%
200 (10) 903 1.000  .105 795 600 (30) 901 .989 123 .008
180 (9) .899 1.000  .130 753 580 (29) .895 .985 132 .019
missing = 50%
200 (10) 902 1.000  .105 782 580 (29) 902 .982 113 .004
180 (9) .898 1.000  .103 751 560 (28) .899 979 115 .015

— O BREREBRBSEESAHEE  ERVSML

St ST B PR R B T o U UK 7B AR ML (53 i £ BB
B R < 153 AR A TR - ERHRATRISGR 3 (6 - AR A e R R
7 T (R R TR 90 (R BRAE AT T P R BUR A LU RS - B
U LU R BRI (LB PR LR ML 17 58 T P A i
R 3 (0 > (ARRE R DR 310 (MR TG R E 2
B FHDURAEET BT - BRI A (2004) BHEPUR BUIE T BT AT
1> AR, 300 (LA EATBERAES - BOE 1A T TSR] 8 UL AHRE R -

BB — 5 R 4 (A > FUTERE ML A R B B
WA AR HKTETRE 608 - ML 75755 70 8 - o SLAER A T
TR AR AR I - S0 T IR D R LA (3 A R
S WA U5 BT - (BRRIRREAREIRIE - T7EH DUR IR A 3
PR » T I P L7 L S (S B A o -

%3 ~EWAC3BFERER

no Var Var
o Slope
missing Mean Slope
Type
Sample . e P Se . e P Se
Size Coverage [  Phbias bias Coverage Power bias bias Coverage Power P bias bias Coverage Power bias bias
error
A

80 948 052 .000 .011 950  .830 .003 016 952 1000 .045 .064 959 1000 .154 .095

(8 ~NH)
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%3 XEHA 3 BERL ()

no Var Var
. Slope
missing Mean Slope

70 948 052 .000 .014 952 775 .002 .026 949 1000 .050 .072 946  1.000 .174 .125

ML
250 949 051 .002 .003 950  1.000 .003 .000 .943  1.000 .005 .006  .945 810 .005 .019
240 950 .050 .002 .003 949  1.000 .003 .000 943  1.000 .006 .009 946 794 .006 .016

missing Mean Slope var var
9 P Mean Slope
Sampl Typel .. S .S .S .S
a‘?“pe Coverage YP€ L b bias ‘e Coverage Power P bias ‘e Coverage Power P bias .e Coverage Power P bias .e
Size error bias bias bias bias
A

90 948 052 .000 .010 949 821 .004 .007 948 1000 .041 .044 963  1.000 .148 .100

80 949 051 .000 .012 950 772 .005 .020 949 1000 .046 .059 962  1.000 .169 .119
ML

310 950 050 .001 .002 .949  1.000 .003 .006 947  1.000 .005 .000  .946 810 .005 .011

300 946 054 .001 .005 953  1.000 .003 .011 946  1.000 .004 .002 948 799 .005 .005

1 1. Muthén £ Muthén (2002) 4 > i * MPLUS # 4 & i+ Monte Carlo WP § BF - FF § % “T3k &
R SRR G B X IF L L R ERK 0 & MPLUS #iie Pk 3 § * H A F 2 L 002
BFK o Ft o TR TS F 0P AT R R SR TS o § TR RS 0pF
PR R Y - WA T o AT BTN R BRI RIET L 00 M ERGEE L F - A
B o oa AR ABTR RN B %A o

2. Pbias % Parameter bias ‘fﬁﬁ » Se bias % Standard error bias ‘ﬁ”‘ﬁ, °

%4 XEHA 4 BPRERE

no Mean Slope Var Var
missing P Mean Slope
Type
Sampl . .S .S . .
ampe Coverage 1  Pbias 'e Coverage Power P bias ‘e Coverage Power P bias 'e Coverage Power Pbias Se bias
Size bias bias bias
error
2

50 958 042 002 .026 956 851 .003 .038 .947  1.000 .082 .088 948  1.000 .099 .096
40 956 044 003 .050 956 749 .004 .054 949  1.000 .099 .116 955  1.000 .121 .134

(& NHE)
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24 SERA 4 BRETE ()
migsing Mean Slope M\gn S\Iga;e
ML
50 940 .060 .003 .028 944 886 .003 .018 923 978 .028 029 926  .810 .021 .029
40 940 .060 .003 .028 937  .806 .003 .029 912 935 .034 .036 920  .693 .024 .038
missing Mean Slope M\gn S\IiJa[:e
Sarpple Coverage TypEIPbias S.e Coverage Power P bias S.e Coverage Power P bias S.e Coverage Power Pbias Se bias
Size error bias bias bias
I
60 955 .45 .001 .032 955 857 .002 .038 947  1.000 .068 .075 952 1.000 .083 .092
50 957 043 001 .037 953 775 .000 .037 946  1.000 .082 .091 958  1.000 .099 .119
ML
70 942 058 .003 .015 942 926 .003 .023 927 994 .022 .028 932 808 .026 .027
60 943 057 .003 .015 939 882 .004 .029 926 987 .025 .026 930  .736 .030 .030

e AT TEAE 2T 2

R HL DL R R R R Hh E G G 7R B ML R R B A AN 8

M/ N RIESRAD T - BRERENTFE A 26
25 SRR LA AR S e MLV AR ARER
BKT5E ML 7335
% g T no missing missing no missing missing
ICC =.059 620 (31) 620 (31) 820 (41) 840 (42)
ICC =138 200 (10) 200 (10) 560 (28) 620 (31)
ik R A A no missing missing no missing missing
Time =3 80 90 250 310
Time =4 50 60 50 70

L -

¥ AR ABE 620 (31) BF > 620 % 7 4

Beadcr (31) 27 Bk ~dco



RS HET 2 g R AR A/ NI AT RO R S g - R RSB 19

ff - Ak

b 7E EE RS R T IE G 0 R PR R TTEA ML (5 HEAE 2 T R
B PUR AR R - B/ Nal TR TR AR B LB - 6 [R] IRy =5 e A (E R
T RGN ML EHEAE 2 g RIR R DL R B AR R A2 8 Pl 7R OB AN B -
W 7EsE R - HEEmE S P AEREROETR - (A R IR 20 /g AR DL R A A
RSN FTRR U S A SN - Hn] DU RE N2 BE R R U557
{ERINLIHERE -

BeHh > HIRTGERER T Al A e (R R R B AR B R i 5T RR SR AN e —2
FEFHTE PR B S MERV R FERE - A0 o R P RUTE B IR AL « g IRAL - JEfR
MR LU R SRS - NMERME T ARG ENHERIE - EEFHENE
FfE(E -

HERAR TR BLE AR E T - SRET R IRIUTEHEER ML (5E1% > fEZE X
FRA LUK R R AR AR IR - (U OB B T SRR E R 2 B RT - EXIR
PABRZEERETT > AR DU B AR A T R A 25 g AR AL ~ plR AR AR > D
KR RGEREEHERE - NI R AT FERIRE R IR I S L E AT 5 25 - #rilt
BINERHE (EEEEER »2017) FElHES 2 AR ~ BRI - ARl R
HREW B AAERRRLE R - AR 2 g R B R A - T & SORFE R
ARt ERER A28 - SE— PR EFTRAR 25 -

24
(T7v3

guu

JRRHT 3 (L e A LB R YRR A > IR I B B S I CE B R |
RICEHE: - HIEAFRRIREE A RE ST ] LLSe BRI DU E R T & e & 1 Fe A 22
K HIFFH O ETEEESE - 10 1% - ReftHE SRR MEESR |

R AT/ N ZE 1T A FERUZCER > NEERF TR FGE RIS T Rg 4 - A
DERKRH | T5EE > kT EE - 2R |
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oG (2017) - ZERIRICEFEE BRI 7247 : Mplus 8 BEATFER - 207 : 705 ©

g~ BERASEL (2011) - SERIEERFGER © BEREREIRIR B -
AL ¢ oy BEE=E -
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"ﬁéﬁ""
title: HLM, ML, ICC=.138, N=560, Missing=25%
montecarlo:
names are y;
nobs = 560;
seed = 3454367,
nrep = 10000;
ncsizes = 1;
csizes = 28 (20);
missing =y;
analysis:
type = twolevel;
estimator = ML;
process = 2;
model population:
%within%
y*10;
%between%
y*1.601; licc = 1.601/11.601 = .138
model missing:
[y*-1.099]; !missing = 25%
model:
%within%
y*10 (w);
%between%
y*1.601 (b);
model constraint:
new(icc*.138);
icc = b/(w+b);
output:
tech9;
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U=
title: HLM, Bayes, ICC=.138, N=100, Missing=50%
montecarlo:

names are y;

nobs = 100;
seed = 3454367,
nrep = 10000;
ncsizes = 1;

csizes = 5 (20);
missing =y;
analysis:
type = twolevel;
estimator = BAYES;
process = 2;
fbiter = 1000;
model population:
%within%
y*10;
%between%
y*1.601;
model missing:
[y*0];
model:
%within%
y*10 (w);
%between%
y*1.601 (b);
model priors:
b~IG (.001,.001);
model constraint:
new(icc*.138);

icc = b/(w+b);
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output:
tech9;

g =
title: GLM, ML, N=70, Missing = 0, 10, 20, 30%
montecarlo:

names are yl-y4;

nobs = 70;

seed = 3454367,

nrep = 10000;

missing = yl-y4;
analysis:

estimator = ML;

process = 2;
model population:

is|yl@0y2@]! y3@2 y4@3;

[1*0 s*.2];

i*.5;

s*.1;

i with s@0;

yl-y4*.5;
model missing:

[y1*-15 y2*-2.20 y3*-1.39 y4*-.85]; !missing = 0,10,20,30%
model:

is|yl@0y2@]1 y3@2 y4@3;

[1*0 s*.2];

i*.5;

s*.1;

1 with s@0;

yl-y4*.5;
output:

tech9;
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Lo
title: GLM, Bayes, N=80, Missing = 0,10,20%
montecarlo:

names are yl-y3;

nobs = 80;
seed = 3454367,
nrep = 10000;

missing = yl-y3;
analysis:
estimator = BAYES;
process = 2;
fbiter = 1000;
model population:
is|yl@0y2@] y3@2;
[1*0 s*.2];
i*.5;
s*.1;
1 with s@0;
yl-y3*.5;
model missing:
[y1*-15 y2*-2.20 y3*-1.39];
model:
is|yl@0y2@1 y3@2;
[i*0 s*.2];
i*.5;
s*.1;
i with s@0;
yl-y3*.5;
output:
tech9;
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Abstract

The multidimensional Subjective Well-being Scale (SWS) had become one of the
most widely-used inventories for measuring the subjective well-being construct including
psychological well-being, social well-being, and emotional well-being. For economic
efficiency and widespread use, we developed a short form of the Subjective Well-being
Scale, the SWS-SF. There were two sets of sample: development sample and validation
sample, in which 1,046 and 1,180 teachers randomly selected according to the ratio of
the number of schools from cities around Taiwan. Through two-stage process of item
selection and model confirmation, the 39-item full scale was reduced to 15-item brief
version. The items in the brief version of Subjective Well-being Scale were selected
according to the rating scale model (RSM) and differential item functioning (DIF) of item
response theory. The structure of the brief version was tested by the confirmation factor
analysis (CFA). Results show that: The processes of parameter estimation, item selection,
cross-validation, and comparisons with the full scale and other construct (Taiwan
Depression Scale) are presented and discussed. The results show that the three-factor
model performed adequate goodness-of-fit in brief version, and the psychological, social,
and emotional well-beings all had significantly negative relationships with depression.
This indicates that the factor structure of the brief version of Subjective Well-being Scale
was the same as the full scale and also there was a good criterion-related validity in
teachers’ subjective well-being model. Finally, some suggestions for practice usage and
future research are proposed.

Keywords: subjective well-being, short form version, item response theory
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TR ~ REREE > 2015) - HIEMVOEEMRER - B2 M0 28 R O PR FR B B K
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I (Keyes, 2002; Ryff & Singer, 1998 ) -
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REAMCRy POl B O B (R FR RV B BT - B OB R E R LB EmE & -
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EET ~ I REGERE—HIESE T AU B RGIREE ~ LB it & B RE
UG - A AT BRI —IRRE ) CRIREE CBHEE ML -
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i~ R R 10 SRR AR T H (Lu & Lin, 1998; Lu, 2006) - [ilt;E 26558 RH
WO R B o BUAI B B B - IR AT E R B R ER S8 R 5w U] M 1 2 BB FH I I AU A
A CHIan R SR ) s BSERERLEE - M H oy U BT Gm 2 LUE & (reliability )
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FA i B S [ PR 7 8] ol 2 S B Lt L ] ) A T A P T o P s 288 > TR T v R R 9
FALEEEE T - SRS —FE RN A G S 520y B R E R BT - IR
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AFAEZ AR BIR R o BRI - (R E A OB R R A SRR - A (E R R ALE FRAVE
BEoE o UL R R — T IR A R T AR TE R REE IR B OF 82 HE (syndrome) | -
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FYEE RSO RE (Levy, 1968) o i BB B ER B B2 - RE A HEDURE 90 4
FERRAY - B2 H B E M A U B [ (R0 BEORTE I T — iR LR 9 (Smith,
McCarthy, & Anderson, 2000) - Smith Z A (2000) FiE—D5H > EEAANTT
RUFEANEE ~ LA LS IR SR 1 A 25 1ok 25 ol [ /N BRLAS FEE TR ~ DA R il = P vy v 5
FEWK - RRFEHEERE SR ESE - feERREG LA fEE BRI RE -

PRI BVE S EH GR I (8 I U B B 3% - DIBUE R Ui ok ez el &
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TE5S i -EFRASE j 53 j-1 3 rIf =R (odds) HU¥TELE, -

log (Ppnij > =0, — (6i + Tj)
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£ RSM 3t - ¢ R EIERCR - B2 B BGEER G ANEA > IRAIZ &7
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o T BRRE RS AT ICAY R N R R E R 0 NERUEED
SRIEREERABRTESEESE Y - A BRI I B i AR - IR
Bl ~ S REAE AN R A 53 Bl 07 DUBS 8 1 IR 3R 4 A HE 1T 28 X BgEg - R



34 HEFCE TS RAT] (B-F =% 0UH) 2017.12 Journal of Educational Research and Development

BRI B o R e B R ESMESRE R0 - AW RBt 2 2B B ERIER
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F—EEEREA (item selection sample) {Ffy " EBziEEER (REA) | HE
reE LS RE S 8 AT > 55 {2 XERRE AN (cross-validation sample ) [H BYRIFERTT
TR NERET B R E R (R | ZfE - WEER o &l e

(—) EEEA

AT F R ERARIR B E A A A 96 S2F E 2B S R (HEH 2R
BREENAE - 2007) - DLoy et fl A 07 =A% IR 25 T e B2 A T o FE R > il 500 fify
B - HR o R 25 RATH & BRI B3R R e 25 A T P B 25 lid & B2 B
H o itk FREBERNFZ E > SR ILE 8 (L HET (B2 4 60) - R
THHEABE A E 4000 A - @I HEGEiR - MECRATHIER 2 BRASREMR IR A6 RER RS 2 B2
B M - (HERACRE B BERF IR 2 AR - RERRR B
AIFEHATE I Z AR A SRy 1,046 A > HRAERAREITER Ty 26.2% - 1E1% A X
FITEDL T » R — iR A R ECR TG - —RRKIES 20% £ 30% i
E. (Connelly, Brown, & Decker, 2003; Newell, Rosenfeld, Harris, & Hindelang, 2004;
Sheehan, 2002 ) -
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BRI B AR A (BE A = BRE RN > 2013) - Lloy T B il
T A IR TR R T 5 FER > il /)N 348 FT ~ BT 121 Fr ~ & 45 F ~ Sl
20 Fir » 4t 534 A ERA > AEERRCHhAR 4 GLFHT - FEETHHI 2,136 42T > L H
SR AERy 1,180 A > [BIR 55.2% - FEFREIR{ER - ARG ASEET 1180
T > kA2 R 645 N (54.7%) - HIERZEE 534 N (45.3%) -~ EEE
TR EE % > Ry 611 A (51.8%) » H A RfEE (FLLE) % > 3551
A (46.7%) -

Ny R =}

(—) FBlEmEER

AAFRATEE R T EEEREERER ) - RERARRESE A (2011) FriEHrY
BE - Heh TLHESERRR ) B R EA DIEESHE A NTERY B B IR B A
TEEBAE > Tt ERE ) S ERRDATER A R it & HE R AR E R H R4
TEHERE - TTE TSR EIER o ERAEREHE A A TG B IRIE AR & A
EHER(

FEFREE 39 KT EESENEE BB NAEE - A FEERIFEE
B ohlfaE 1 ~ 5 5 G0 R RAER A% (RhESE 16 E) >
Hig o fmEREZHABEZ A E C TE SRR E R R - AR ER A
Witk » %4> &5 Cronbach’ s a 43Rk 1 .72~ .70 ~ .87 » ¥53% .70 DL I > Afa&
RNE—BEEEER 84 B RAERE TE=EEAH =(ETrENE L 3
EAEMRE SRR M —2E -

(=) ZEEREHER

KA R RE - IEWEZ(T5 (2008) Fifmdlc A b " Z2EERE
f& &, (Taiwan Depression Scale, TDS) » {'F sl 552 5l & Lo FR PRI AL L 2 K32 -
2R E R ER B BIAITERE > 53 AFGE 0 2 3 /0155 > Fom Ttk , 2 "4
B ) FRIREREENIE - SBEE AR EEE R E -

AERNEFEEUEAERSE - SRR -~ G - S8 - BLABRREERE -
AERDIBEEEAR (I X ERERA) #ETo % » WEAE NS —SEEE
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REREFBEHZ L ENUETREZNE o EEHE RS 0RE e el — 3k -
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AR > ARE IR AR Bl X /N ER AT 8 S g R B R A U R A
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=~ MERFEEHI

AFCEEHRIER] » 5H—KIEFT o EEEL DIF 7347 - Ryt B SCF 1Y — 2

AIHFEHEITER —RIERT - WETTERRE R R REH 5 - BB Ml H Wi (E =

Bh o H— RS o s SR TTEE - H T AREEARNE - EHEE -

AWHFE A ConQuest ~ Amos i st ik ES > AGETTHHBARTE BT 4T -

(—) BB—RIEET ARG RE T BT
A FE LA — BE 22 B 2 1 R B 2 FLEE T RE 7 i > S Rasch YRR

EERIER (B RSM) 73 Al e sl RE HE R (At ~ i e B o o Bl ol P B FEESEE T T 04T

RSM R e B Fh 25 5V E B8 BI{E (threshold parameter) FH[A] - H AR EEAL

ZABEME - HBREEER » FIH#EH R AT FrE 8 H & AR SRR

&Rl (fBEEE - 32 > 2006) -

B o STELOEE it g B s R = A R E T IR AR S A A ET

O A S B R B R T - HLO BT AR P BRLHIRE U5 iR A0 T Ak

1. SRFEEE R LS EEHHEEEEN -3 ~ 3HE > BEA AR RS ERRE
HEA/ MOERZEE R (CGRERE - 2009) -

2. 5EfCE (model-data fit) Agfa @ 5 HC B 5 Ba (R DUk i A5 =X B R an s RHBL 22 (H 2
MEdGEE - DIERMERNZ2S1EIE - EEbdfeiE L > ConQuest ¥ fSH2 HEINt#E

(weighted) K Ahnf#E (unweighted ) FifEsEAIFERE MNSQ (mean squares) {H °
¥ Linacre (2006) ¥f MNSQ & H i E AR - MNSQ > 2 SRRz ki ak
MR B R 5 MNSQ 71 1.5 ~ 2 7 i R % B Eny a2 i e~ B A 14
{EH BB S MNSQ 71 0.5 ~ 1.5 7 RIS R % Al B AR M S MNSQ < 0.5
ForazE SRR AENE - A - A DL HEHIETE H B SR S 12U IR
#e o FIRREAIREE R IORE t{H - HEHAREE Y £2 2/ -

3. PEEREERE -#T © PEER EE R (E e/ B R 2 BRI ERY - BERRFRRZ
B AR ZEFRZPERAIITYE - HEI{EHZE A2 1.4 f logits LLE ~ /)N
A 5 {f logits (4% > 2009 ; Linacre, 2004 ) -

R MEREEE @R N AR S ~ @ ERER - E TR =R
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Thaesrtfr (DIF) - & E H %R {E 2 W (i Al Y 72 855 0.5logits 1 - LIRFAY DIF
RO Zim (Wang > 2008) - #4T LUHEREZE
(=) BBRfERT

FEAYCREERETIE [~ BFTEEATRYER =05 fIa0 « Rt & £ @i
BFRg o EA TitE , —FMEYc Tit® Gitd - it L 5 e A R TR
B AAEAN FEIR AR E 1 - EHTE T EhE ki - SN L - it G B SR
sEmREE R - DL CFA fg i RE AR RN SR As i B A ZUE ECRE > I DL RSM SET T
A (hET A ROE R R A B - BR EAPIPV (GRS B ERIVEE - EREE
FL 701 - ERERZAE—EIEE R RIF - &tk - IEEERFHEERETIUE
BRABRSUE 3AT » WL DUERE A E Ry B T B A TP -

FERE 2 GE O FE IR R SR A B 2 B (55T | - AHEFE/E DL Amos R BTG 6 FH i R
LAMEFHEETT S H 2 BERI T [FIRFERAN Hu 71 Bentler (1998) HYEER - Fri
R RITESS > BAOFERLER] (BIFEEHEECEIR - AHEHEEERS ) F bR
1 e Ll EREFCTERR - M EHE R AUERC R HER] £ > ARRF5E275 Hu B Bentler

(1999) -~ Vandenberg #1 Lance (2000) FY# 3% > DL GFI ~ CFI ~ NFI ~ NNFI ( D4
AR RN .90) K RMSEA (FE/INik .08) FEVUIEFER - MUR BRI 2 HHE
e -

2~ R ELE G

— » REBAEAIEEE

(—) HEREAhET R B B

VI oAt IR > R AN SR P ) AT e ok & i RE > 39 RE R RO R ETH(E T
2 -1.000 ~ 0.722 2 - /1A -3 ~ 3By S EIE - HE#EEARK S5 (19
) o RrHZHBAMS - REAGERE ZE T o el (L5 = # E
/N 0.024 ZE 7 RHY 0.107 FRREU] - RELLI=[A ARG DB SRR E R
(REEA) HFEIETE - 20K 1R »

FEEFCREFEAR G - 26 15 ~ 17 B2 MNSQ > 1.5 » FRIREZ G AT REHIE] 23
F H ML A ERFE > 55 34 ~ 35~ 36 .2 MNSQ < 0.5 HIIZRIR;E 3 BB HoAth5lRE
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FEOME S - DLE 5 REEHAI &2 5 = 1Y E 8 i = - K268 MNSQ #7112
0.5 ~ 1.5 Zf] - EECIE RAF - Tl TEKE » HBEF A EE e TE
—&IME  TAERYFEEHELE 2 523 LN EHBHERY » 2R AR Linacre (2006 ) FyEEE
W15 MNSQ (B2 T2 G » Rl T (B AT LA: 20 -

21 2EFEREEA (R4A) BLcB40r RN EEHE

Pl ) ﬁ " Outfit Infit
oE AEEERE HE 1ZER
EiZ MNSQ T MNSQ T
OL. i fi A 245155 B 8% () 0722 0025 111 24 110 26
02. =
ST HHCHERRAGE0 BRI 0005 091 21 088 30
535 /\uﬂ?ﬂf‘ﬂ}i*
03 HIRH ORISR MATRBANE (00) 0026 001 20 080 -24
{HER
04. e
fﬁﬁﬁﬁ RESLIE AR — 0479 0027 075 -64 075 -58
=i CHE A Sp=E =SS ER N EK:
. 05. IR EHHUBIRHAIRENLR ) o0 0025 009 02 099 03
HE )"
L 37 2 ALz 21 =
06. REERZMMABEETAWER (10 0027 066 -89 065 -81
EET
07. FIFTEY T NMEEEEERT
L ?Z)’E“E{ﬂi‘ P MERETARA a1 0025 136 74 132 77
H
=08 A [
E FEATRBEEIHRM B (00 0007 097 07 098 04
© HEm TE*
=)

&% 09 HERARAACIRERTN (405 0025 137 75 136 85
NEPATERZMEIE ()

10. ‘EEIFEILH)— IR - IRE R EE

5

-0.352 0.026 1.06 1.3 1.05 1.2

. ~Z
;? 11, IREE I AN R ELER 2 (i -0.347 0026 094 -14 093 -15
i A , \@M\ S S
12. EIRDTTE > Tl HECHRBE 0641 0025 106 14 106 15
L (-)*
13 zggﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁg{%%—#@ﬁ 0588 0.025 017 37 017 42
e 14. FEEACR B BRI - BIAGERE
T '{'j;‘:uj‘““ W 0470 0027 192 -1.9 190 -2.1
i 12 o -
15. R ERARAML RN ET 0.374 0025 181 149 183 17.1
FIRER (0)*
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21 2ABFABREE (RHEA) EX2TFHEF BATESHEL (5)
HIZE ) ﬁ o Outfit Infit
aE HEEERE #HE 1ZER
Ei=1ed MNSQ T MNSQ T
R 16. HeA HricER - MEMPRERE ¥R i i
;E . 0876 0028 098 -05 097 -0.6
- EA 17 )\EIEED%ET%%@ VORI gss 0028 269 268 238 202
e B M E R
& 18. ﬁ;ﬁéﬁﬂ@a BRIEESABR es6 0107 117 36 115 38
19. RE AL —3 1 (-)* -0.066 0.025 1.18 3.8 118 45
. 20. ?E%?%ﬁiéﬂﬁi@tpﬂ’ﬂ{)\ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ 0236 0024 078 55 077 -6.8
g T
2L ?;E"Wi@%_{é\)\@%ﬁ@%% 0406 0025 080 -50 079 -56
22 PR AR IRARE. o0 0005 104 10 101 03
e A
M s = 1, WS A7 FLE B L Y 7S
gy 2O HEERMABMANWEBERZRET 0 0024 087 -30 086 -39
BRI (-)
" 24, — s \ R FL > -1.000 0026 079 -53 078 -49
25 GEEHEEESGEEE >  -0654 0026 094 -15 094 -1.3
T g 2O HETRBEMEHMEEEET 000 0004 086 -35 085 41
& =i =k ()
B 20 ?;ﬁ{ﬂﬂi%é@%ﬁﬂuaré’kﬁ@ 0055 0025 125 54 125 6.1

28. B A E > 05 (RO AL 81
il FELARTsE 4T
B 29 BEHEOREFFES T ()* 0.181 0.024 1.00 03 1.00 01
30. #HFeskEn - AL EWES% () 0380 0024 105 11 1.04 11

0.588 0.024 1.18 39 117 4.3

31 #FAER  SEE KR T () 0.289 0024 122 47 120 52
g 32 SAHE R FREAE RS () 0111 0025 124 51 125 6.1

— 3k R 25 5 2 TE I B
UL 33 HRERESEHMLGAMNELE (o0 0003 092 -20 090 -27

g
B4 BMSHECERTE R 0.086 0.027 043 -17.0 041 -18.1
5 @;Zf 35. FIFEE H ORI 0.196 0.027 043 -168 041 -18.7
i PF w6 e o 0326 0027 049 -145 047 -162
?é . 37, IR IR VLR A -0.368 0.028 055 -123 056 -11.8
R E/%TE = 38 TUBELEATE DA - -0.167 0028 065 -91 064 -96
39. BFH YA TER S * -0.073 0.061 057 -11.5 057 -11.8

D (-) REAR R Y AR BT A
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— [ F =R R Y 4 (E RS B G S THE - PRI R PR - IR
Fy 1 -2.025 (step 1) ~-0.363 (step 2) ~-0.023 (step 3) ~2.410 (step 4) - fR4E
Linacre (2004 ) %<5l & RpI(E RS © BIE TR 2B HEMER - HECHED
FH7E 1.4 | logits LL_E ~ Sifi/[NG 5 ([ logits » fIANHT SR &R - 25 M B R{EHT 2
HFETE - HAGERR A/ - FOREEHAERAEHE - HEE T - =PEELRIEE /R 1.4
{i&l logits » HJFAREEFRESE & R T EAR 2 - FRoRPEEBIERE & s - W3R
2 Ffis o (I - FEFREARY RS By 2 B e L o K5 ik Ry 3 (el B R 22 85 )
EI

22 iptimREE (R4EA) BHEREA T EEEER

. Outfit Infit
B3I 1EER
MNSQ T MNSQ T
0 3.32 22.9 2.20 10.6
1 -2.025 0.021 1.59 7.8 1.43 7.2
2 -0.363 0.017 1.97 11.8 2.09 18.0
3 -0.023 0.015 2.60 17.5 2.61 25.4
4 2.410% 2.78 18.9 2.83 24.8

(=) MRS e (DIF analysis)

FEMER AT E > AEREEAS 39 fEH A a3 0.5 {# logits DLE A HFAE > It
HPFRG A RARY DIF SRR AFAE > AN13% 3 Al » fetk - i EEREhET  EECE AR
BB DIF 3 AT G - 2 WU LR E AR AR5 - (B 25 Bk T JARE (it
& (it ki) A EERNE ) PROEEAN T NEZET E B R E L
AR A Likert VO EFR GEEFE ~ FAE - FFREE - JEEAFRE) - DIEET
BB R BB (S SR S AT

23 ERAR A PN LB RSN A R

REER HEHE (551%) HEHE (21%) DIF TRRIER
01 -0.019 0.019 0.038 L
02 -0.110 0.110 0.220 i

(8 NED
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13 EAAR AP L BRSNS (H)

R mEtE (B11) mETE (1) DIF TERIFESR
03 -0.092 0.092 0.184 fie
04 -0.054 0.054 0.108 £l
05 -0.025 0.025 0.050 £
06 -0.012 0.012 0.024 £l
07 0.049 -0.049 0.098 fie
08 -0.024 0.024 0.048 fiiia
09 0.002 -0.002 0.004 fie
10 0.079 -0.079 0.158 i3
11 0.064 -0.064 0.128 fie
12 0.052 -0.052 0.104 fiiia
13 -0.009 0.009 0.018 Eiliz
14 0.033 -0.033 0.033 i
15 -0.006 0.006 0.012 Eiliz
16 0.060 -0.060 0.120 i
17 0.136 -0.136 0.272 fite
18 0.064 -0.064 0.128 i3
19 -0.011 0.011 0.022 Eiliz
20 -0.089 0.089 0.178 i
21 -0.013 0.013 0.026 Eiliz
22 0.027 0.027 0.054 Eiiia
23 -0.059 -0.059 0.118 Eiliz
24 -0.037 -0.037 0.074 £l
25 -0.006 0.006 0.012 Eiliz
26 0.006 -0.006 0.012 fie
27 0.008 -0.008 0.016 i
28 -0.055 0.055 0.110 Ei
29 -0.031 0.031 0.062 Eiliz
30 0.031 -0.031 0.062 i
31 0.030 -0.030 0.060 fie

~
=P
y
.
\
/
—
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23 EMARAPENLIBRESLAFRE ()

B hETE (Bif) hETE (2ht) DIF TRRIFESR
32 -0.006 0.006 0.012 9
33 -0.112 0.112 0.224 #i%
34 -0.004 0.004 0.008 #E
35 -0.007 0.007 0.014 #E
36 -0.004 0.004 0.008 i3
37 -0.017 0.017 0.034 i3
38 0.019 -0.019 0.038 fiE
39 0.004 -0.004 0.008 i

(=) EEEEET

BESR FHESETRRE R (REA) 39 EAH 2R IEEREMAE 5-8 58 LLIA -
{EEfd Eiabasg il - G EH I REHES EARE (2015~ 17 ) - HrEHE
HC AR S (4034 ~35 ~36 ) - [Ah - REARRHAAEENE 5 HpE— -
—FEEERAEARZE /NG 1.4 1 logits - [ B BRI (ELHY 58 & BER 2 » AT IE 38 356 1T
THEERER (REAR) ZLEEET -

R B A P R RS AR B A R e FUE SRR
TR PEE CERZRERE R K —RERR - B8 PR R A R
CIRRF M EEE - B ERYE (Costa & McCrae, 1992) -« Ry [ fife (R AT RE A EL
ARG HFIRIRZEAGTE > Smith ~ McCarthy B Anderson (2009 ) 542 RE HHif
B RERRETE - 43 Al DA— PSR R R A 5% - RS REET R 2 EN - &
v AR T B RS RERRBA R BB 0 28 14 B MINSQ /1A 1.5 ~ 2.0 2 [H
TEAFENREE - LB 13 B 15 2 % - BRI RMEARE 13 EE B4 E
PERR - HEES TR T B AERER R R — IR E () &
Ty a8 B Bt A AT Y T 1 TR AR R (R R B R B A B AR - RIS N
E& o EIGH 16 7 AR R R A\ ERRRESUSERIBIGR () | Bkt -
LA > & B b/ N2 SRR S A E A AT AR S > NI B R =S
RET R E B AR B I (278 » TAE " AFEREE ) X - RUREE 35 Ry
MNSQ<0.5 V&A= MR - HE S Rl " ISR H iR <ZalE
WA Z i - RIS SEa4RE - 2 AL 34 B 36 R -
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Rt AWtFebisR RESF A (2011) A E8 = A E TR
ER—FENFR A - (R o sl (A5 - EEC ey - b B e Bl U T
RETMTHUAEIR » RGP " EEl=iREE R, —NEHENA (& 0H - itd
EREREE=RNE) CGREZEEA > 2011) T FolSHRNIPHEREA 15 3E -
Bk (B =mdER ) (EE AR 1R -

— BB TR ERRER (FEES) HARER

(—) BEEg Rzt

Dlgsg kR o trteE T =N/ N2 R sEig R E & R UE R -
FERAITNZ 4 i o thig—PE = R T [ =R A R B - =
PRI SRR A B O SRR T 252 > (EL I m] G AR S S0 I B A 1 T (A i 2 S S m I
—[E =R REAREE R - FR-RITEZEZESN » SRMR - RMSEA #EESHIES]
Hu F1 Bentler (1999) #3#1Y .08 ~ .06 HyEEI K - iAHEHEEIfEIZE NNFI = .875
Eil CFI = .897 #5537 .90 7Kk ¥ o

AT E— S R S I EEENEE LR Z AR ER R - SBEECETH
FKHEE Ko BERRNFAFEBESMEZAT £ T OHEERER, o8EFRF
B item1 [RIZR & A &Ry .33 8RS0 - HERIIAALE 49~.67 2 5 7F " it & iR
SEFRT o e/ N 45~ iKY 69 5 fE TERE RS SERT ot/ Y 72~
KA .83 B EAE N ke (2R 1 FR) o Bhh - DB il & BE
SEMREEE R BB REB AR @p=91 ¢13=81 ¢,,=.65> EEEHE
TEAHRA o FOREAERRE 14 K32 5 A S SR KSR Keys ~ Shmotkin Eil Ryff (2002) [
J2 Keys (2005) Frfe HAYRIZR SRS —2 > B EREARESHERSF (GRREEA
2011) -

24 @AY EREFALABRTIARRE R OBGVERAERER

BN df x° SRMR RMSEA NNFI CFI
— s = R 87 583.517 .0506 076 875 .897

=R 87 817.882 .0638 .086 .840 .867
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1

ury

2
w
N )
#EMBR

A7
8 F;Qs $¥Eﬁ082
T w0 |e—()
;
%ﬁﬁﬂR

69
'31_72 ﬁ?E%SS
78 ﬁﬁmme
ZRB5

Bl F7 ) ERFLIRTAER = FF 50 B

() (bt B i A B

L RE A S EE R S A S R B R RE - 15 A EERE (R TE /T AL -1.543 ~ 0.842
ZIE D AT -3 ~ 3R E > HEEEAES R (8F) » RoREEH
HIE - EEAGENE S T o HlRE R (R s fE e f /] ) 0.038 K
[190.086 R i3t/ » Fon DAL= [l FERS S F T REASARE B T 1 A A e Z0R S Fs
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FEEFCREFEAR T - R REAR AT B MNSQ #R7T /R 0.59 ~ 1.46 Z ] > SEfC
BRIy - HEBEREIEFEEESCR - Tl TERE > R E
W EHY T {H > fR#2 Linacre (2006) FyAEER - 1% MNSQ (E/E nl #22#UE5 > AT

(B AT DA 2

TEFE BCEE (LR B T TR > — (I B e s o (B 2 IR B SRR HEY ) - k7 Ry - -2.775
(step1l) ~-0.575 (step2) ~3.350 (step 3) - F{EHZEtHZ=ZE A 1.4 logits DL |- ~
Wi /NFA 5 ([ logits » B g REATER Likert PUBLE 23195 Bl B IEIE « EY

R AR B (G E A R R TE (2R 6)

o

%25 Hi¢ BrEF3iaRER (BRIEA) B2 IRREF BA TR

5 4 &
=AEEN

L HERERE Outfit Infit
HE RS MNSQ T MNSQ T
01 HECHEEBERG L - BB HN 0456 0.038 128 64 129 6.1
02 HEAEFIHEEREREENEE (- 0771 0.037 1.08 19 107 17
03 FHLEAFEEEHREEE BRI -0.391 0039 109 22 110 23
04 FERZ 5 - WEHEHCHIEREILE () -0.009 0.038 1.04 1.1 107 1.6
05 frkieF B BhE s \HERFRBE S ERIfR (<)  -1.543 0.039 132 73 136 86
06 EARBEEE R ARSI EE B () 0.715* 0.086 146 101 142 88
07 SHSTEAARLE (it - itEf) Fiy—HF (-) -0.814 0.040 112 28 117 40
08 HHE—MAEZRT -0.201 0.040 105 1.3 1.07 17
09 #hEfditE Citer - ibEf) f—LfHE%rysE 0151 0.040 078 -58 080 -49
10 SRSt & ORI EES T () 0.842 0039 129 67 129 6.3
11 kB R RS (EE (-) 0.324* 0.080 1.02 04 1.03 08
12 HORFRFEiE R 0.018 0.038 059 -120 061 -10.6
13 HoEERErA 0.669 0038 067 -92 068 -89
14 R HATH A4S -0.377 0.039 070 -84 074 -6.8
15 HOATRREE -0.310* 0.066 0.67 -9.3 070 -7.9

2o (- KAL) o
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26 HiY I EKFIBEEL (BAA) AR EA TSR

. Outfit Infit
BB 1R
MNSQ T MNSQ T
0 45.63 192.1 3.28 17.4
1 -2.775 0.021 1.54 11.6 1.33 6.5
2 -0.575 0.016 2.10 21.0 211 21.4
3 3.350* 2.25 23.2 1.86 15.1

(=) EHBSGEABE L 20

FHE 2 R e/l ARG ER OB~ Tibd - BT SRR
=1 R 32 ot B R BB AT o FHEBRR o A RIRE I AR e LB SE TR
S~ i SE R B S S = A R RO EE A E R B
FHH LB EiE R A E N HUEE R S 2Ry - AE—EAR T i/ NS
T REER ) EEEARSHAETEEDERENZHE - HlEEE2 M
FHERIEEE RS =1 {1 logits E[E] AT o AN RS 523t & U RE T 0 AR B AR Sl RE
FEAERIIAR > a2l &R Bl b/ NE N 2 - FEl— B R — B
M B Ry g B LR IGERE -

W2 SFFeimp oigs



RRE AR BEME BRI TR R R BR] 4

(PY) 53l B RAHR

L2 RSM 43477 5 B SERR A = (5 B » A2 7SR BT L SET -
Tk S R e S TR = () 55 LR A5 15 43 7 0.82 ~ 0.77 ~ 078 » EAPIPV (5
QBB 70 - SRS B N — R RF - 1A - LIRERL G
AR R .86 + L ER B [ 4 SE TR AR R 77 - L B 4 S TR A MRy .61 -
S{ES R B Ry AT -

£7 24 R R G Y

nE 1 2 3
100 (.82)

2 jitEr .86 (0.77)

3 B4 77 0.61 (0.78)

i

= BN RHEN T B =R ERESEE B BEER ZIUEH
U=

IEFANLE IR - SEig BB E A E RN OHEERC — @ W B8 L
5 (Sin & Lyubomirsky, 2009; Snyder & Lopez, 2002, 2007 ) o . FH i 5 HA{[E #S Fr
FH BN R > NMEFEZ TERE - WmERERRYZ - e T EEEE
B~ AMERFIEREE T R LAY S E IR R BERE - JRED - WA - (ERS R E A O
HHERE - B BEE AT E M - sER AR B Sy B Fe ~ LUK 58 FE R i {2
NGRS 5 B0 - (883 IEmAnt & HaE - LA EIEBRILEN—55F » B8
ezt & m R A M B E A E it IR RRELEE - R - SEMmERE  SENE
Bl R 2 B A £ E I (productive) - AIFHETEEHA - AEEEER CGRR
B~ IFEESE - BAIEE 0 2010 5 Sin & Lyubomirsky, 2009) 5 it SRR E 0 B
sEmREH B B - SR LN A BEE R EHR (Keyes & Waterman, 2003) -
Rl - AT RS A (2008) fifmdle " 2EEEEEEL ) ”RIUTE - 7
HERE =0 AR/ N T s nE R E R Y ME SRR R 2 55 4 -

DL =0/ N2 B - R e R R = R 22 g B =X - T B T
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PR RBR 7 > 1 S UBRRE G SR ANSE 8 Fk  SRMR Bl RMSEA 7 RERT & Vandenberg
Al Lance (2000) Frfdag < fe{f EIRARYE .10 1 .08 » (HAH¥EEACTSEE NNFI = .807
Bil CFI = .836 AllfmAf il #2522 ISR (E .90 » B E A - =N igSREE 802 5%
TERHE AR BC IR M R B2 2 - SE— 2 R It = K 3R s g Sk B B B T 2 VB
FEFERA PR E 3 B Ry -.74 ~ -.65 B -.69 > EFE A A BHE /KEE (2 RE 3 Fr) » #n
DA NEBET R T SRR AT T iR R - AR IER A B AR
JREN T EE R RS R - R AKX, > ;58 Ryff Al Keyes (1995) -
Keyes (2005a) HIBFFE AR —2 > JREANT SR =T/ N2 AT E 8 iR & &
FARME T UBVRAR R L R

28 BFEEFHELEHNY B KRFLIBRTAE E & T2 M
AT A&
B df x2 SRMR RMSEA  NNFI CFI
— i =R S e
R RITRRRE

102 1011.200 .0979 .095 807 .836

Aptgee TP/ NERE EEERERER ) BRE o RRERAEE I
(theoretical approach) - 223 Keyes (2002, 2005a) - Keyes #{] Waterman (2003 )
=R CLHE - g~ 15 B FERA R RE - BES - R0
BRAOFR ~ RsE (2011) Ffmdls 39/ " FBiEREE R ) #EITXFERT - Wik
fifiplc ks 15 /8 T R/ AT e R E R, o DI SR PR E BB B ot
B A R MR OR - AR REE DO ERE, (6) ~ ik EE
&, (5/) B SRR, (47) =(E58EF - £ Likert PUBEFFEIES - LA
FPEEFMAEI (RSM) H#EFTEESHT » FREAGEEE (L5 HE T 5L -1.543 ~ 0.842
LI EESE R - (REACREERREE ST H 0 T RUE MNSQ #7712 0.59 ~ 1.46 (2 f#] -
HERET BAF o B SRR E B A EESCR - RS REHESEHE T - =
1] %5 B S 2 B (B 45 52 B B AR IR G R &1 AR P & ¢ -2.775 (step 1)~ -0.575 (step
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55

DR

B3 BEHEEENe ] R mEiamp 2 BB B

2) ~3.350 (step3) - RIE.ZMIFHZEZED 1.4 {H logits DL E ~ /MR 5 fi logits -
FONFHREAER A Likert PUBLE LG 2 G HAEEE - FEEEED - —EDEERA
{EREEGRE B - 0.823 ~ 0.770 ~ 0.777 - EAPIPV FEEfREUER =L .70 » RRE o7
BERINH—HEEE R - 80D > BRag kR o330 - AHEHE RS
NNFI = .875 il CFl = .897 $3/T .90 7k #& » SRMR = .0506 ( < .08) Ei RMSEA
=.076 (< .08) - BEURILEBIAEAA A2 2 BUEECE (Hu &Bentler, 1999) -
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Abstract

Total 368 G5 pupils were sampled for analyzing the direct effects of positive
emotion, creativity tendency, and creative self-efficacy on creativity, the indirect effects
of positive emotion on creativity with the mediating effects of creativity tendency and
creative self-efficacy, as well as the indirect effects of positive emotion on creativity
through the mediating effects of creative self-efficacy and then creativity tendency in
this study. Structural Equation Model was further utilized for the verification. After the
statistical test through Structural Equation Model, the acquired overall model index
shows the model being acceptable. The analysis of the overall effect reveals direct effects
of creativity tendency on creativity, no direct effect of positive emotion and creative
self-efficacy on creativity, but indirect effects of positive emotion on creativity through
creativity tendency, as well as indirect effects of positive emotion on creativity through
creative self-efficacy and then creativity tendency. Finally, relevant discussions and

suggestions aiming at the analyses are proposed in this study.
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Abstract

Few studies deal with how the gap between artifacts and task in terms of members’
cognition distributed (Halverson & Clifford, 2006) in the field of teaching practice.
The present study explored how the teachers’ cognition evolved with a close look at
the artifact, and the processes adopted by “Two-Way Specification Table” (TWST) for
teachers-made assessments as an artifact designed for nine students’ tests in “SiSi”
Elementary School. Participatory observation, interviews, and documents were employed.
The following conclusions were drawn: Firstly, after the implementation of TWST in SiSi
Elementary School, teachers had produced 13 kinds of cognitive systems respectively.
Secondly, during the process of implementing TWST, teachers gradually presented
different stages of cognitive systems such as questioning, reflection, transformation, and
creativity. Moreover, continuous discussions and sharing, the need for experts’ assistance,
developing the technological systems, and the positive attitude of principal were key
elements in the functioning of the TWST. Lastly, after the implementation of TWST
in SiSi Elementary School, it was found that teachers’ cognitive systems were slightly
improved.

Keywords: artifact, cognitive process, distributed cognition, teachers-made assessment,
Two-Way Specification Table

Chin-Tu Liang’ s E-mail: lingjindu@gmail.com




BB e 2 R B T
- =2EEPUHY 20174212H E85-118

5 A HIBLEG R AU B AR -
LRl B i ¥ 5 2% 0t £ 8%

BB HHREREIMLR « BN P IE AR SE S AT T B 80

[

AHHSE SR PRAE ZE A TE I - HEI T PETE L BN (fbf) RebHgeE S
HUZHER " Sl 5 5% AEETBRmREFERTY) - EE T B EREES
PRt iik - 5 11 (U2 BB B R RrE A A 0 B R > DU T AR
I FIRIRERIERE - BeRANIFTIER T LA N idam © — ~ PAPSB/NE TSl H &k
AN BIEL T+ =HERERRAM - =~ Sl H RER - ZEiT K E2RE
e~ NE -~ wE s AP E A FRRRARE R - = FrtE AR 0 = - MEER
D ~ BHEGRIHG A ~ MR BIRIREES - 52 % e wil H R D serI B #2
RIZR = VU ~ pePe /N i S el H 2% > BT MR8 AR R 2 B A BT
FEF -

B © NG ~ BRAIERE ~ S AEERAT ~ Al E MR ~ Bl H 2R

RHUEFELE ¢ lingjindu@gmail.com




Chin-Tu Liang Teachers’ Cognitive Processes from the Perspective of Distributed Cognition 87

Introduction

The transform and development of teachers’ thinking, especially about their teaching
activities, is closely related to the students’ learning outcomes in the day-to-day running
of school (Firestone & Riehl, 2005). Liang and Hung (2011) point out that teachers’
thinking and behaviors are transformed or evolved and even make more consistent with
each other by way of continuous sharing and discussing about teaching issues among
them in the school. With it, when teachers converse and discuss with other colleagues
about teaching practice, they can not only collaborate with each other but also achieve the
teaching tasks in school (Allison, 1996; Catano & Stronge, 2006). From the perspectives
of school leadership, for upgrading the qualities of students’ learning, principals should
understand various cognitions about teaching issues among teachers and provide more
and more opportunities for their professional learning activities in teachers’ professional
learning communities through continuous interactive processes for teaching skills and
professional knowledge (Liang & Lin, 2013).

Individuals’ cognitions are distributed in situations and contexts of the organization
from the perspective of distributed cognition. Such this, we are able to analyze the
cognitive systems of actors (i.e., the thoughts and actions of actors) by way of the
interactive processes between them and school working contexts as “artifacts” (e.g.,
checklists, teaching program) (Halverson & Clifford, 2006, p. 583-586). Furthermore,
we have to consider the possibility that, while cognition can be distributed, they need a
few “sources” for this distribution such that can operate conjointly. And we also have
to consider the possibilities that each of these so-called sources, or intellectual partners
(actors), can also grow such that each subsequent joining of partners will become more
intelligent (Salomon, 1993, p. 111). As Perkins (1993, p. 90) also notes, the surrounding-
the immediate physical and social resources outside the persons, which participates in
cognition, not just act as a source of input and a receiver of output, but as a vehicle of
thinking. In other words, the theory of distributed cognition maintains that teaching
practices wherein communicative artifacts are put can naturally create the interaction

between teachers and artifacts, and the teachers’ cognition could be analyzed and



88 G HFeHL R AT (=% PulH) 2017.12 Journal of Educational Research and Development

understood further. And then it even can transform teachers’ cognitions and thus become
more intelligent. In brief, the theory of distributed cognition can analyze teachers’
cognitions and their developmental processes when principal or instructional leader
adopts school working contexts as artifacts (i.e., checklist or teaching program) and
interacts with teachers over and over.

Most research studies investigating distributed cognition issues focused on school
and instructional leadership (e. g., Halverson & Clifford, 2006; Liang, 2011; Liang &
Hung, 2011). Relatively few studies deal with how the gap between artifacts and tasks
in terms of members’ cognition distributed (Halverson & Clifford, 2006) in the field
of teaching practice, especially the analysis of the developmental processes of teachers’
cognitions through the checklist for “Two-Way Specification Table” (TWST) on teachers-
made assessments as an artifact. Consequently, the findings of the present case study,
which examined and analyzed teachers’ cognitive systems by means of the interaction
between teachers and TWST in contexts of “SiSi Elementary School”, should contribute
to the development of future innovative strategies for teachers’ teaching and their

professional knowledge.

Literature Review

The design of the present study was based on a review of the existing literature on
the analytical approach for distributed cognition, the features of “Two-Way Specification
Table”, and the relationship between them.

The Analytical Approach for Distributed Cognition

The theory of distributed cognition stresses that individuals’ cognitions are
distributed in the social situation (Perkins, 1993). It could analyze the individuals’
cognitions by way of the interactive processes between actors and the artifacts (e.g.,
teaching program, checklist) (Halverson & Clifford, 2006). Distributed cognition also
suggests that owing to the interactive processes among members, situation, and the

artifact it could bring up the transform and development on individual cognitions (Liang
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& Hung, 2011). Moreover, Salomon (1993) further argues that individuals’ inputs could
affect the nature of the joint, distributed system through their collaborative activities (i.e.,
artifacts), so as to affects their cognitions, then their subsequent participation is altered,
leading to subsequent altered joint performances and products. As a result, based on the
perspective of such theory it could analyze the individuals’ cognitions and understand
how they acquire the new knowledge and abilities through collaborative activities as
artifacts, which causes the interactive processes among individuals’ cognitions, situation,
and artifacts (Gan & Zhu, 2007; Hands, 2010; Hutchins, 1990).

With respect to analyzing the dimensions on distributed cognition theory (see Figure
1), Halverson and Clifford (2006) point out that it analyzes the development and practice
of principals’ leadership and distinguishes the policies from instruments (i.e., artifacts)
based on the perspective of distributed cognition. Thus, the analyses on distributed
cognition theory are guided by three key questions: 1) What is task? 2) What are the
relevant artifacts? 3) How do tasks and artifacts link in the cognitive system? Briefly,
the artifacts are adopted as analytical objects in terms of the traits of school tasks (i.e.,
macro tasks or micro tasks), and second, cognitive systems of members (i.e., principal’s
cognitive systems and teachers’ cognitive systems) are understood by way of continuous
interactive processes between artifact and such members (Liang & Hung, 2011). Three

key questions are as follows:
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Figure 1 The Analyzing of Dimensions on Distributed Cognition Theory

Note 1. The circular dashed line means the actors’ cognitive system and will change as the actors interact with the
artifact continuously.

Note 2. Adapted from “Analysis of the cognitive process of a principal’s instructional leadership from distributed
cognition perspectives,” by C. T. Liang, & C. C. Hung, 2011, Educational Research Quarterly, 19(2), p.
51.

School tasks

From the perspective of distributed cognition, the traits of the actors’ cognitive
system are understood from what tasks (i.e., macro or micro tasks) they select in school
contexts, where macro tasks involve descriptions at the more abstract tasks or the large-
scale organizational level and micro tasks describe the specific behaviors derived from
the macro tasks (Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001). For example, from a school
leadership perspective, macro task such as “monitoring of instruction” is composed of
micro task such as “changing teachers’ attitudes” (Halverson & Clifford, 2006, p. 583).
van der Meij and Boersma (2002: 198) also argue that the choice of tasks should be as
clear as possible in order to facilitate analysis the traits of the cognitive system. Such
these, from the perspective of distributed cognition, for completing the macro tasks and

leadership purpose the choice of the micro tasks have to be as clear as it could be in order
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to analyze the actors’ cognitive systems.

Avrtifacts

Individual cognitions as an artifact are distributed in substance and culture
(Spillane et al., 2004). And an artifact is regarded as the vehicles of thinking on staff
members (Perkins, 1993) and it also has social functions for communicate understanding
(Hutchins, 1995). Furthermore, the artifact is penetrated within leading activities so as
to complete the setting tasks (Pea, 1993). And its design includes the features that reflect
the intentions of a designer (i.e., principal) on suggested uses or effects, and it is also
practiced by users (i.e., teachers) (Halverson & Clifford, 2006). Namely, the actors’ (i.e.,
principal or teachers) thoughts and actions are understood by way of the interaction
between artifact and them in the leading activities or tasks. In particular, the artifact may
be a language, technology, or physical space as observed cultural level on organization
(Schein, 1985), formal structure and rule, as well as all kinds of agreements (Spillane
et al., 2004), such as the policies or programs (Spillane et al., 2004), the checklists
(Halverson & Clifford, 2006), and the logs or buildings (Gagliardi, 1990).

Cognitive system

Cognitive system involves the artifacts (i.e., macro task or micro task) and actors
(i.e., principal or teachers) who are needed to complete micro and macro tasks. In other
words, the actors’ cognitive systems are presented in “Interaction between actors and
artifacts” and “The choice of actors for the features of the artifacts” for completing micro
and macro tasks (Halverson & Clifford, 2006, p. 586). In particular, how actors interact
with artifacts as well as what actors select the features of artifacts represent the actors’
thoughts and actions (i.e., cognitive systems) (Spillane et al, 2004, p. 23). Specifically,
principal’s cognitive systems are appeared when they select and interact with artifacts
to complete the tasks, and similarly teachers interact with such artifacts represent their
cognitive systems (Halverson & Clifford, 2006, p. 585-586).

The Features of “Two-Way Specification Table”

Concerning the features of TWST, we can firstly introduce the structure of Bloom’s

revised taxonomy, and then interpret its implementations in Taiwan.
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The structure of Bloom'’ s revised taxonomy

Generally speaking, to complete the teaching tasks TWST as a checklist (i.e., an
artifact) that include the knowledge dimension or teaching materials contents as well
as cognitive process dimension, and we use it within the teachers-made assessments on
students’ learning tests (Lee, 2011). Concerning the TWST, the structure of Bloom’s
revised taxonomy (see Table 1) called “Bloom 2001” is the most representative version
that is refinement and extension of original work named “Bloom 1956” which is an often
utilized tool for classifying six educational objects such as knowledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation based on what teachers expect their
students to learn (Spindler & Tech, 2015). In particular, the original taxonomy consisted
of only a cognitive process dimension; the revised version incorporates a knowledge
dimension as well. And second change for cognitive process dimension in terminology,
form in noun form (knowledge, comprehension, etc.) were written in verb form
(remember, understand, etc.) that emphasizes the active cognitive behavior desired from
a student (Seaman, 2011).

Table 1  The Structure of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy

knowledge Cognitive process dimension

dimension  Remember Understand Apply Analyze Evaluate Create
Factual

Conceptual

Procedural

Meta-cognitive

Note. Adapted from“Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching and Accessing: A Revision of Blooms’ Educational
Objectives (p. 29),” by W. Anderson, & D. R. Krathwohl, 2001, New York, NY: Longman; “A revision of
Bloom’s Taxonomy: An overview,” by D. R. Krathwohl, 2002, Theory into Practice, 41(4), p. 216.

Regarding the “Bloom 2001”, it includes two parts. On the one hand, there are four
categories and eleven items in knowledge dimension. The four categories of knowledge
are factual, conceptual, procedural, and meta-cognitive. Specifically, factual knowledge is

considered to be knowledge of terminology and fact (i. e., knowledge of specific details,
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and knowledge of terminology). Conceptual knowledge entails a deeper understanding
of contents (i. e., knowledge of classifications, knowledge of principles, and knowledge
of theories). Procedural knowledge maintains the knowledge of how to do something (i.
e., knowledge of subject-specific skills, and knowledge of criteria for determining the
timing to use appropriate procedure). Metacognitive knowledge signifies knowledge of
one own cognition (i. e., strategic knowledge, knowledge about cognitive tasks, and self-
knowledge) (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001; Spindler & Tech, 2015).

On the other, six categories and nineteen items are classified in the cognitive process
dimension listing additional verbs within each of six levels which more clearly delineate
their nature. They are as follows: Titled remember means recalling or remembering
the information (recognizing, and recalling), titled understand stresses explaining
ideas (translating, interpreting, exampling, classifying, summarizing, comparing, and
explaining), titled apply entails using the information in a new way (executing, and
implementing), titled analyze maintains distinguishing between the different parts
(differentiating, organizing, and attributing), titled evaluate entails justifying a stand or
decision (checking, and critiquing), and titled create signifies creating a new viewpoint
(generating, planning, and producing) (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001; Spindler & Tech,
2015).

Concerning above-mentioned, TWST not only defines the categories for such two
dimensions on teachers-made assessment for students’ learning tests but also helps
teachers know how the criteria of these categories differ. Moreover, it is important for
teachers to integrate the curriculum, teaching, and assessment at such tests for promoting
their teaching effectiveness (Yen & Lin, 2003).

The practice of “Two-Way Specification Table” in Taiwan

Concerning TWST on teachers-made assessments for students’ learning tests in
Taiwan (see Table 2). It integrates the curriculum, teaching, and assessment designed
by teachers, which usually uses extracting various knowledge categories (e. g., factual,
conceptual, etc.) and different cognitive levels (e. g., remember, understand, etc.) from
the units of teaching materials (e. g., first unit, second unit, etc.) on teachers-made
assessment for students’ learning tests. Due to the design of TWST, especially how one
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defines cognitive levels and what extracts knowledge categories based on materials units
at tests for upgrading students’ learning outcomes. They are very difficult for teachers
(Wang, Wang, Wang, & Huang, 2003). Thus, they try to use an alternative method as
TWST which adopts different types of questions (e.g., true or false, multiple choice
items, filling in the blanks, essay, etc.) standing for different knowledge categories and
various cognitive levels in the checklist for understanding their learning outcomes.

Besides, in this table “Subject” refers to mathematics, social science, etc., with
“Grade” referring to grade 1, grade 2, etc.; “Teacher” referring to Teacher A, Teacher B,
etc.; and with “Total” referring to total number of the questions. To summarize, after the
students’ learning tests teachers can schematically understand what knowledge categories
of teaching material units are needed and know which cognitive levels that the tested
students have achieved.

Table 2 ““Two- Way Specification Table” of Teachers-Made Assessment
for Students’ Test

Subject Grade Teacher

Cognitive process dimension
Knowledge dimension Total
Remember Understand Apply Analyze Evaluate Create

First unit

True

(knowledge

of factual, Choice
conceptual,
procedural, ~ Filling
and meta-

cognitive) ~ ESSay
second unit True
(knowledge

of factual, Choice
conceptual,
procedural,  Filling
and meta-

cognitive) Essay

( Continued on the next page )
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Table 2 ““Two- Way Specification Table” of Teachers-Made Assessment for
Students’ Test (continued)

Subject Grade Teacher

) ) Cognitive process dimension
Knowledge dimension Total
Remember Understand Apply Analyze Evaluate Create

Third unit True
(knowledge

of factual, Choice
conceptual,

procedural,  Filling

and meta-

cognitive) ~ ESS&Y

Total

Note 1. The true refers to true and false, with choice referring to multiple choice items, and filling referring
to filling in the blanks. Such true and false, etc. as questions teacher chooses standing for different
knowledge categories and various cognitive levels from units of materials on teachers-made assessments.

Note 2. Adapted from “The Establishment of Chinese General Proficiency Indicator,” by Y. L. Cheng,
2006, Journal of Liberal Arts and Social Sciences, 2, p. 124-126; “Two-Way Specification Table as
mathematics,” by I. J. Lu, & G. |. Wu, 2011, In-service Education Bulletin, 28(5), p. 98.

Observe that, in Table 2 regarding the students’ tests teachers usually firstly analyze
and choose knowledge categories (i. e., factual or conceptual knowledge) of the units of
materials (e. g., first or second unit of material of Social Science subject), and secondly
edit the questions as the true or false, multiple choice items, as well as filling in the
blanks, which stand for simple cognitive levels (i. e., remember, understand, and apply),
respectively. In contrast, for achieving higher cognitive levels (i. e., analyze, evaluate,
and create), teachers might adopt the procedural or meta-cognitive knowledge of units
of materials (e. g., second or third unit of material of Social Science subject) and use as
types of essay for editing questions that makes the students try to interpret and explain at
tests (Chien, 2009).

Overall, it is an important process for teachers to conduct the remedial teaching
plans and improve the teaching activities when they understand the knowledge categories

of teaching materials’ units and the students' cognitive process during such period
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(Lu & Wu, 2011). Therefore, to enhance teaching effectiveness and completing their
teaching tasks, teachers should make their way to integrate the curriculum, teaching, and
evaluation through designing the teachers-made assessments for students’ learning test
based on TWST.

The Relation between Distributed Cognition and “Two- Way Spec-
ification Table”

According to the above-mentioned reasons, researcher can analyze teachers’
cognitive systems through the interaction between teachers and TWST based on the
theory of distributed cognition. In other words, teachers’ cognitive systems and their
developmental processes are understood when they extract what knowledge categories
of materials’ units are needed and define how various cognitive levels are reached for
students by proposing the types of questions at students’ tests in the light of TWST.
That is, as an artifact, TWST is adopted as an analytical object in terms of micro school
task of changing teachers’ attitudes and macro school task of instruction monitoring. In
particular, teachers can complete the teaching tasks effectively and upgrade the students’
learning outcomes based on the TWST at students’ tests, and further improve their
professional abilities in the teaching activities or the remedial teaching strategies.

However, at the same time teachers should face the difficulties and challenges
including editing the types of questions that can extract the knowledge categories of
teaching materials' units and define the cognitive levels for students' learning. Therefore,
it becomes a very important issue to edit teachers-made assessments at students’ learning

tests for upgrading the learning outcomes of students.

Study Approach

The design of this study was based on the discussion presented in the introduction

and literature review section.

Study Framework and Methods
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Case studies investigated “why” and “how” in real-life contexts (Yin, 2002). For
distributed cognition theory, the present study employed the artifact as “TWST” on
teachers-made assessments for students’ tests, which was chosen as a micro task for
changing teachers’ attitudes derived from the macro task for monitoring of instruction
in school contexts. In particular, the TWST was interacted with teachers to analyze their
thoughts and actions (i.e., cognitive systems) at the “SiSi” Elementary School. The “how”
was provided by identifying teachers’ cognitive systems when they interacted with
TWST. And the “why” was provided by analyzing the teachers’ cognitive systems and

their possible developmental processes at their school (see Figure 2).

Figure 2 Teachers’ Cognitive Systems and Their Developmental Processes
at SiSi Elementary School

Note 1. The light spots and their shining lights entailed the teachers’ cognitive systems and their possible
developmental processes, respectively, when they interacted with TWST in the school contexts over and
over.

Note 2. Adapted from: Author drew

Participants and Contexts

In present case study, the data were obtained from “Principal P” and ten teachers at
“SiSi” Elementary School. In 2014, principal P selected TWST as an artifact asked policy
by “W” county Government in Taiwan to interact with teachers in order to promote
their teaching effectiveness. In SiSi Elementary School, ten teachers were recruited as
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participators to practice TWST. In this study, they exhibited differences traits in gender,

levels of seniority, and individual characteristics (see Table 3).

Table 3 Characteristics of the Eleven Participants at “SiSi”” Elementary

School
Name Sex  Seniority Members’ characteristics and commitment to the school

Enjoys good interpersonal relationships, exhibits concern for
Principal P M 28 member needs as well as a focus on student learning, motivating

teacher enthusiasm, and improving teacher professional abilities

. Plans the curriculum and teaching, emphasizes the spirit of the law,

Director A F 20 o o .

and exhibits a conscientious attitude toward work
Teacher A F 15 Team leader for teaching affairs, and responsible for TWST

6th grade teacher who emphasizes professional autonomy and
Teacher B F 24 ) o o .

continually expresses contrary opinions on administrative matters

6th grade teacher with a straightforward personality who is good at
Teacher C F 15 ) . .

helping students visualize information in the textbook

5th grade teacher who has excellent teaching skills and a
Teacher D F 16 o . .

conscientious attitude toward teaching

5th grade teacher with excellent class management skills who
Teacher E F 7 . , .

emphasizes teachers’ professional autonomy

4th grade teacher who exhibits proficient teaching skill but rarely
Teacher F M 19 . i

interacts with colleagues

3th grade who exhibits few interactions with staff, unstable
Teacher G M 7 ] . .

emotions, and mediocre teaching performance

2nd grade teacher who supports the school administration and enjoys
Teacher H F 4 . i . ]

good interpersonal relationships with colleagues

1st grade teacher who focuses on classroom teaching and values
Teacher | F 21

professional development and others’  opinions

The recruited eleven participants were mainly considered in line with the ecological

distribution of the school. We try our best to look for the members with different
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backgrounds to meet their job categories (i. e., school leader, executive administrators,
and teachers), gender (i. e., three male and seven female staff members V. S. twelve
male staff and twenty- eight female staff members), age of service (10 years or less, 11
to 20 years, and 21 to 30 years), teaching field (from first to sixth grade teachers), and
the degree (personal characteristics and commitment to the school ) so as to facilitate
the collection of information on the interaction between teachers and TWST. In brief,
the characteristics of the recruited eleven participants at “SiSi” Elementary School were
chosen such that they could stand for the whole school.

“SiSi” Elementary School is located in the countryside of the “W” County
Government, Taiwan. There are twenty classes and approximately forty teachers in
this school. “Principal P had been serving as principal for fifteen years, and had good
interpersonal relationships with teachers, exhibiting concerns for teachers’ needs, setting
up the professional learning communities, and constantly successful experiences at
the school. In particular, he focused on creating a positive culture that had emphasized
student learning, promoting teacher enthusiasm, and enhancing teacher professional
expertise, etc.

Although the backgrounds of most students were from working-class families in
this school, most teachers in this school possess excellent teaching skills and enthusiasm.
The teachers can have sufficient support of equipment (e. g., transparency projectors
and DVDs) when they need in their teaching environment. In practical, the teachers
constantly discussed the teaching issues with other teachers; e.g., on how teaching
strategies could be used and which kind of teaching skill should be applied. Occasionally,
they also discussed about teachers-made assessments at students’ tests, which involved
teachers’ cognitions and teaching technology ... etc.

Methods

Participatory observations, interviews, and documents were employed in the present
case study to analyze and interpret the interactions between TWST and teachers. The
study was conducted within the duration of four periods (i. e., commencing stage, initial
stage, medial-term stage, and final stage) from January 2014 to April 2015 (see Figure 3).
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Months 2014 2015
Periods 1 ‘2|3‘4‘5‘6‘7‘8‘9‘10‘11‘12 1 ‘2‘3'4
commencement First and second tests
initial stage Third and fourth tests
medial-term Fifth and sixth tests
final stage Seventh to ninth tests

Figure 3 The Timing of Data Collection for the Four Periods from
January 2014 to April 2015

Participatory observations primarily occurred in the offices of school staff members
and classrooms. The beginning of the first test of the entry, the time was about 1-2 hours;
mid-term (4-12 months) observed the frequency was more frequent and longer (about
2-3 hours), and as far as possible in the distribution the different time of the week to
obtain a comprehensive and diverse information; the number of the final stage gradually
reduced, and slowly out of the field, the main collection of previously not received the
main information (see Table 4). The data coding were identified with respect to the date
of observation (“Observation Year-Date”, e.g., Ob14-1205, Ob15-0103).

Table 4 Timing of Participatory Observations

Month (during 2014-2015) Times Time (hours) Total (hours)

01 4 1~2 6

02 6 1~2 8

03 6 1~-2 10
04 9 2~3 18
05 11 2~3 20
06 10 2~3 24
07 7 2~3 15
08 9 2~3 20
09 11 2~3 22

( Continued on the next page )
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Table 4 Timing of Participatory Observations (continued)

Month (during 2014-2015) Times Time (hours) Total (hours)

10 8 2~3 11
11 8 2~3 11
12 7 2~3 10
01 7 1~2 10
02 5 1~2 8
03 4 1~-2 6
04 2 1-2 5

Total 204

Moreover, interviews were primarily based on interview outlines that were reviewed
from the professional opinions of three professors and two elementary school principals
(see Table 5). And the coding that were identified with respect to the participant and date
of the interview (“Interview participant Year-Date”, e.g., Ipp14-0103, 1tal5-1212, with
“pp” referring to “principal p” , “with “ta” referring to “teacher a”). The interviews toke
a semi-structured approach, allowing respondents to express their views more freely and
to delineate the activities and their meanings in various contexts. For unclear interviews,
researcher tried to seek more explicit and in-depth interviews with questioning. For
example, in the interview, one of the teachers pointed out that “it was not necessary
to think about these problems in the past, now | find the TWST bring a lot of teaching
changes so that | would have noticed the ability of students to analyze and evaluate [higher
cognitive level]” (I1tb14-0410), she argued that “ compared to the TWST, although
teachers’ experience will lead to changes in teaching activities, it will not pay attention
to the analysis and evaluation of higher-level ability” (I1tb14-0410). This means that the
TWST than the teaching experience, can bring the teaching changes faster.

In addition to active data collection, the contents of document as official documents
or meeting documents involved in school daily life and were identified with respect to the

document and orders (“Document Order”, e.g., D-05).
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Table 5 Interview Outlines

1. Do you like using the TWST for teachers-made assessment at students’ tests and why?

2. What are your opinions for implementing TWST for teachers-made assessment at students’ tests and
why?

3. How does TWST affect your teaching activities?

4. Could you tell me what knowledge categories of materials’ units you choose based on TWST and
how use the types of questions (i. e., true or false, multiple choice items, filling in the blanks, and
essay) to reach such categories?

5. What knowledge categories of materials’ units you choose based on the features of TWST with the
colleagues? How do you do if you face the difficult problems?

6. Could you tell me how you define the various cognitive levels such as titled for remember,
understand, apply, analyze, and create and how use the types of questions (i. e., true or false, multiple
choice items, filling in the blanks, and essay) to reach such cognitive levels?

7. What problems of cognitive levels you define with the colleagues? How do you do if you face the
difficult problems?

8. How you or your colleagues take the right things for teachers-made assessment at students’ tests
and what?

9. Could you implement TWST for teachers-made assessment at students’ tests again and again after
pushing forward this plan and why?

10. Could you think the implementation of TWST is better for learning outcomes of students and
improving teachers’ expertise and why?

Research Credibility

In the field data obtained by the study, the researcher will correct the reliability
of the information by participatory observations, interview and document as collection
methods. Secondly, interviews with different respondents for the same theme, as well as
the collection of positive and negative views on them, to benefit the authenticity of the
gathering information. For example: “for teachers, it [implementing TWST] is not just an
obligation for teaching, but also to pay attention to whether we care about our rights and
interests, such as enriching teaching equipment, etc. (I1tb14-0315)”; “Only for pushing
forward the TWST for teachers-made assessment at students’ tests and not to know what
teachers need, this action is not fair. (1tg14-0313)” The above statements confirm that the
principal push forward the practice of TWST is very difficult work due to teachers doubt
it.
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In addition, the original data and coding information collected by the researcher
further allowed the participant to review and submit to the research peer (Teacher Z) for
checking to minimize the subjectivity of the researcher and improve the reliability of data

analysis.
Findings

Based on the data for implementing TWST from four periods at “SiSi” Elementary
School (e. g., commencing stage, initial stage, medial-term, and final stage), we obtained
the following findings regarding the teachers’ cognitive systems and their possible

development processes.
Commencement of Implementation for TWST: First and Second Tests

The teachers-made assessments for students’ tests needed to be reviewed by TWST
for ensuring their professional qualities due to the teachers in elementary schools were
asked by “W” County Government in this semester (i.e., February 2014-July 2014). This
requirement was to learn more teaching techniques (i. e., teachers-made assessments)
for promoting teachers’ professional abilities by way of delivering and sharing with
artifact (TWST) in organization (Cook & Yanow, 1993). Relatively, the teachers at
SiSi Elementary School did not believe that this could promote their professional
skills, because such a requirement was a top-down bureaucratic system. Namely,
the communications concerning teaching techniques and activities between school
administration (i.e., principal) and teachers might not happen (Lieberman & Grolnick,
1996). In other words, it was a boring policy and bought up the negative efforts in
school. As were expressed by one teacher and an observed note at the first test separately:
“I thought I just made such assessments based on common senses as my teaching
experiences in the past, ...... , SO nhow the implementation of this plan [TWST] is boring
for us”. (I1tg14-0103) “For completing such requirement, some teachers casually filled
the checklist [TWST] on their made assessments......, so it is a superficiality behavior”.
(Ob14-0116)
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These negative voices were spread everywhere in the school at the commencement
of implementation for TWST. However, the actors’ (teachers’) various cognitive
systems were understood when they constantly interacted with artifact (TWST) which
was derived from the macro-tasks (i.e., monitoring of instruction) and micro-tasks
(i.e., changing teachers’ attitudes) (Liang & Hung, 2011). For example, relative to such
negative voices one teacher had been identified as a professional teacher vocalized a
positive view: “The tests [TWST] for improving teachers’ teaching planning can help
teachers to understand the actual situations of students’ learning outcomes (1td14-0212)”.
Moreover, other teachers, after the first test, started to review the problems and find
the reminder function by TWST for their made assessments, although they endured the
pressure from authority asking such policy. It also created a more impartial opinion to
them, as views were explained by two teachers: “We could easily hold the focal point
about the teaching materials through TWST checking to promote the effectiveness of
teaching activities”. (Idal4-0305) “Principal always checks it [TWST] again and again
so that | should make it carefully on such assessments . . . .; it is a reminder which is
important thing for me, especially for a novice”. (1th14-0313)

Furthermore, at second test the participative teachers shared and discussed with
each other about their made assessments which were reviewed by TWST once again. It
could gradually adjust the cognitive systems of actors (participative teachers) when they
continually interacted with artifact (TWST) (Halverson & Clifford, 2006). Meanwhile,
some teachers, professional attitudes, appeared different thoughts and behaviors. For
examples: “For teachers teachers-made assessment based on TWST is a professional
affair, but it, asking by school administration, is not a proper thing”. (I1tb14-0331) “These
[teachers-made assessments in the past] are unfair for students and need to be corrected

by way of reviewing with TWST......, so such policy is needed”. (I1ti14-0408)

Some [teachers] proposition teachers-made assessments directly take sampling
questions from DVD [question bank for students” tests] on computer. It is
unfair to low social status students because they have few chances to practice

such questions [relative to some students who high social status have many
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times to practice such questions over and over due to their parents may print
them from DVD]. (1tf14-0402)

Consequently, it [TWST} contributed the sharing and exchange among members
[teachers] (Salomon, 1993). The negative opinions of some teachers appeared on campus
when TWST prior to the implementation, and other teachers turned around gradually
to the fair and positive opinions after the first test. Moreover, after the second test
teachers started thinking about their professional attitudes which created the different
thoughts and behaviors. That is to say, during the commencement of implementation for
TWST, teachers presented cognitive systems such as negative opinions, fair and positive
opinions, and thinking about their professional attitudes.

Initial Stage for TWST: Third and Fourth Tests

Although the foregoing self-professional issues most of the teachers faced, a few
teachers adopted the perfunctory attitudes that written assignments they casually filled
the checklist [TWST] in reaction to this policy in school. At the same situation, a few
teachers thought such reviewing TWST for teachers-made assessments as a bad thing
which violated the professional autonomy of teachers. And they insisted they had rich
professional competences for completing the teaching tasks and thus didn’t like to
be suspected and challenged about their professional abilities (Hargreaves, 2001), as
expressed by one teacher at third test: “I believe | have excellent teaching abilities, but
for me such requirement [filled checklist of TWST] from school is a suspect behavior......
, for us the perfunctory filling checklist means a resistant attitude to such school policy”.
(Itg14-0515)

In this stage a resistant attitude the teachers showed and their professional abilities
were questioned. However, after reviewing the made TWST, some teachers found the
situations that students’ performances in tests centered on the lower cognitive level as
remembering level and understanding level and only even in the single level (e.g., in
remembering or understanding level) . These highlighted the problems and myths about

teachers’ teaching strategies and processes. By such doing, teachers examined and
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reflected such problems by employing the opportunities of sharing and discussing with
others, and gradually found the more available teaching activities or strategies to resolve
them. Namely, members (teachers) were able to create more intelligent, reflective,
and applicative actions and outcomes when they deeply understood the related issues
and contents (teachers-made assessments) (Meyer, 2007), as was explained by two
teachers: “We find out our problems [teaching activities and focuses] in favor in level
of remembering and understanding or only in remembering level after checking the
checklist [TWST] ......” (1tc14-0513)

If we are able to discuss the details and content of TWST more often, we trust
we could design more flexible cooperative learning activities for students and
more suitable teaching materials for upgrading the students’ learning outcomes,
such as upgrading the cognitive level from remembering to the analysis by the

strategies of cooperating learning. (1td14-0603)

Since practicing TWST at SiSi Elementary School many times, some teachers were
gradually familiar with its connotations and significances. For example, several teachers
could make distinctions for their assessments with each other on the basis of TWST and
thus attract interesting and discussing in it for other teachers. Such artifact (i.e., TWST)
as a vehicle for communicating understanding could advance the opinions for sharing
and exchange among the members (i.e., teachers) so that they grew more intelligent
(Hutchins, 1995; Salomon, 1993). As were explained by one teacher and the principal:
“The all-inclusive contents of teachers- made assessments are showed according to the
checklist (TWST), which include the all teaching units, all knowledge categories, and
multiple cognitive levels”. (Ippl14-0626) “The opinions of sharing and discussing on
TWST among teachers can distinguish the outcomes among students and provide a little
strategies of remedial teaching for them”. (Ite14-0630)

Based on such situations, some teachers still adopted the attitudes of resistance and
doubt in initial stage for TWST. And then some started to reflect the teaching questions

at the same time after constant interacting and contacting with it, and even rose up the
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more teachers to make differentiated for assessments. In other words, they could create
more new knowledge due to the facilitation of the reciprocities and cooperation among
teachers when the artifacts intervened (Liang, 2011). In sum, the attitudes of resistance
and doubt, reflecting their teaching problems, and make differentiated for assessments
teachers presented such cognitive systems in initial stage for TWST.

The Medial Stage for TWST: Fifth and Sixth Tests

Teachers had been regarded TWST as a part of teachers-made assessments after
practicing the fourth tests, and they started to mind its connotations such as how material
contents or units distributed, what types of questions adopted, and even how cognitive
levels defined or distinguished. In fact, such difficulties of skills on TWST got more

passive for some teachers, as was expressed by one teacher:

We [same grade teachers] have to discuss and compare the connotations and
the types of questions about teachers-made assessments so that can understand
the differences about cognitive levels on them......; this is a routine in every
student tests, but it is difficult for us. For other teachers the proportion of
each material unit on the teachers-made assessments is emphasized than the
cognitive levels. (Itc14-0919)

However, most teachers gradually considered and discussed the cognitive levels and
the teaching materials on TWST. Namely, artifacts could promote their influence due to
the functions of sharing and discussing about them among members (Louis & Marks,
1998). More specially, evaluating how cognitive levels of questions were diagnosed
functions and adjusting how teaching activities practiced were needed when some
teachers designed the teachers-made assessments for students’ tests at school. And even
a few teachers as same grade or same subject teachers got together to complete on each
teachers-made assessment and shared and discussed the qualities of such assessments. As

was said by one teacher:
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I think I have been considered the various types and contents of questions on
teachers-made assessments, for example, after filling repeat the table [TWST]
type of essay as evaluation cognitive level and conceptual knowledge of third
unit of mathematics material we show many times on assessments, especially

through talking and discussing with other teachers...... (Ite14-1112)

Such this, the practice of TWST embodied the traits of “teachers as professional
leaders” (Lima, 2008) over time, as was explained one meeting. “At a faculty meeting,
Teacher F expresses he is gradually able to take into account the teaching actions to reach
various cognitive levels (e.g., understanding and analysis) on teachers-made assessments”
(D-04). In other words, it naturally stimulated the several teaching strategies for teachers.

For example:

Some teachers feel more related to the understanding level from the
perspectives of teaching subjects (e.g., calculation questions in mathematics),
and relatively few stress the higher cognitive levels such as evaluation and
creation deriving from adopting the posted teaching method......, we decide to

change the flexible teaching strategies” .(Iti14-1219)

Thus, teachers started to adjust their teaching strategies and available tried to fill
the gaps between their teaching and students’ learning due to TWST facilitating practice
attitudes. Based on above-mentioned points, in the medial phase of implementation for
TWST, the teachers of SiSi Elementary School firstly encountered the skills difficulties
that they couldn’t define the cognitive levels about teachers-made assessments.
Moreover, for promoting students’ learning outcomes the teachers shared and discussed
with each other about the teachers-made assessments in order to start up the opportunities
for facilitating the teaching strategies. In other words, teachers showed their agencies in
the routine activities [TWST] by making relevant work programs and injecting new ideas
(Chen, 2007). In brief, encountering skills difficulties, sharing and discussing with each

other about assessments, and facilitating their teaching strategies were three cognitive
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systems in this stage.
Final Stage for TWST: Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Tests

For teachers TWST launched a chance for facilitating their teaching strategies due
to gradually understanding the traits about various cognitive levels in terms of teachers-
made assessments. Furthermore, in this case, it was necessary for expert teachers to help
other teachers to get more external resources, during the transformational processes of
their teaching strategies in order to understand how cognitive levels on such assessments
were identified. And the teachers’ teaching experiences also was the key factors for
promoting such skills. Namely, the interaction among individual cognitions, individual
abilities, collective culture, and collective resources in organization were also able to
upgrade the organizational competitiveness (Kupers, 2007). As was explained by one

observation note:

In a discussing meeting, Teacher E expresses the action on TWST to discuss
with other teachers that can review the students’ outcomes and understand the
students’ learning problems after the tests......; she also suggests teachers adopt
it [TWST] and further use the remedial teaching system [collective resources]
in school to supplement the relevant knowledge categories or materials units
for students...... (Ob15-0106)

In addition, during the implementation of TWST, experts’ participating and giving
professional opinions could can contribute and refine the teachers’ professional abilities
and further promote the collective effectiveness in the organization (Kolikant, McKenna,
& Yalvac, 2006). And constant discussing and sharing in teachers’ professional learning
communities also were to bring up their mutual understanding and develop the common

knowledge (Cook &Yanow, 1993), as was expressed by one teacher and one document:

I use the TWST on assessments by way of discussing with other teachers,

especially expert teacher [Teacher D] concerning the ‘reading comprehension’,
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in ‘Curriculum Learning Community’ formed from the professors’ opinions,
expert teachers’ views, and actual situations......, for me, the use of TWST is a

professional development processes” (1td15-0312).

Hiring professors to explain the importance of the TWST on the assessment
for teachers, including the content and types of the questions, not only explain
the meaning of each level, but also take one by one for example......, especially
teachers how to edit the various types of questions. (D-7)

General speaking, most of the teachers had invested time in the investigation
and development about their teaching practice with TWST; Relatively other teachers
who had no more time to interact with it were also influenced. Especially, the pushing
teachers’ professional development attitudes principals intended actively, which could
further strengthen the function of artifact in order to contribute teachers’ actual teaching
outcomes (Liang & Hung, 2011). Two teachers pinpointed his opinions: “Most of the
teachers always discuss with same grade teachers about the problems on teachers-made
assessments regarding TWST that can strengthen the [professional] abilities......; in other
words, this will put a lot of pressure on me”. (I1tc15-0325) “The principal actively push
TWST and continue discusses with teachers over and over......, that should help us have a
clearer concept on it” (Iti15-0326).

Namely, organizational learning could deliver the artifact to staff members so as to
they obtained collectively the technologies and abilities about it (Cook &Yanow, 1993).
That is, in the past teachers only discussed the contents of TWST during the tests period,
and recently they continually triangulated their teaching thoughts and actions with
teaching practice and assessments of TWST as an artifact and kept on discussing and
sharing with their team or communities members so that they promoted their teaching
outcomes after the year and a half after implementation of TWST.

Surprisingly, the school had been researched and developed the information system
to TWST that could give teaching reminder messages when the user [teachers] signed
students’ scores of tests in this system, and even suggested the effective teaching topics
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and strategies to teachers such as what the proportions of teaching material were provided
and how cognitive levels were needed. Scilicet, the use of information technology could
avoid the abuse of human and material resources, and made teachers-made assessments
based on standard process improved their teaching and students’ learning outcomes (Wang
et al., 2003), as was explained by two teacher. “From system-reminder messages in this
test | know the several problems on understanding [cognitive] level, so | decide to adopt
the multiple instructional media to improve the students’ understanding abilities”. (Ith15-
0410)

I found that the questions on assessments | edited that inclined to analyze
level, but the students seem to be unable to get high scores. Therefore, | will
especially emphasize adopting the teaching strategy for actual comparison,
such as the use of experimental way to understand the different factors, there
will be different effects, and let the students themselves to see. This may
enhance the ability of students to analyze. (1ti15-0407)

For these reasons, the school integrated the human and material resources and
adopted the expert opinions to break through the existing boundaries and limitations
during the final stage of implementation of TWST. And the principal’s pushing attitudes
and teachers’ triangulation used on their thoughts with teaching practice and assessments
of TWST could help the teachers adopt more effective teaching activities. In sum, the
integration of human and material resources, the needs of experts’ opinions, principal’s
positive attitudes, and the triangulation used on teachers’ thoughts with teaching practice
and assessments of TWST were four cognitive systems in this stage.

Briefly, teachers’ cognitive systems slightly inclined toward the rising trend in the

year and a half after implementation of TWST (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The Processes of Teachers’ Cognitive Systems for Implementation
of TWST at SiSi Elementary School

Note. The arrows indicate the development direction of teachers’ cognitive systems at four stages.

Conclusions and Suggestions

The present study explored how the teachers’ cognition evolved with a close look
at the artifact, the processes adopted by TWST on teachers-made assessments as an
artifact at nine students’ tests in SiSi Elementary School. The following conclusions and

suggestions were drawn:

After the Implementation of TWST in SiSi Elementary School,
at Least Thirteen Types of Teachers’ Cognitive Systems were
Identified

Based on the data at nine tests, after the implementation of TWST in SiSi
Elementary School, thirteen types of teachers’ cognitive systems were found. Firstly,
during the commencement of implementation for TWST, teachers presented cognitive

systems such as negative opinions, fair and positive opinions, and thinking about their
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professional attitudes. Secondly, the attitudes of resistance and suspicious, reflecting their
teaching problems, and making differentiated for assessments teachers presented such
cognitive systems in the initial stage on TWST. Thirdly, we analyzed the encountering
the skills difficulties, sharing and discussing about assessments, and facilitating
teachers’ teaching strategies, which were three cognitive systems in the medial stage.
Lastly, integrating the human and material resources, the needs for experts’ assistances,
developing the technological systems, and the positive attitudes of principals, and
triangulating teachers’ thoughts with teaching practice and assessments of TWST

teachers presented in the final stage.

During the Process of Implementing TWST, Teachers Gradually
Presented Different Stages of Cognitive Systems Such As
Questioning, Reflection, Transforming, and Creativities

After the implementation of TWST, negative opinions, fair and positive opinions,
and thinking about teachers’ professional attitudes leaned slightly a stage of questioning.
In the initial stage, the reflective significance was created from the attitudes of resistance
and suspicion, reflecting their teaching problems, and making differentiated for
assessments. Moreover, the transformational period in the medial stage represented
teachers appeared encountering the skills difficulties, sharing and discussing about
assessments, and facilitating their teaching strategies. Lastly, the creativity period was
found at the final stage, which appeared from the integrating the human and material
resources into triangulating teachers’ thoughts with teaching practice and assessments of
TWST.

Continuous Discussions and Sharing, the Needs for Experts’
Assistances, Developing the Technological Systems, and
the Positive Attitudes of Principal Were Key Elements in the
Functioning of the TWST

In the light of the findings, teachers presented negative opinions or attitudes of

resistance and suspicion in commencement and initial stages, and thus facilitating
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teachers’ teaching strategies or triangulating teachers’ thoughts with teaching practice and
assessments of TWST by way of the actions of continuous discussing and sharing when
they contacted and encountered the skills difficulties concerning proportion of materials
contents and topics of cognitive levels. Moreover, teachers understood the features about
TWST, how the cognitive levels were discriminated and how students’ outcomes were
defined, due to experts’ assistances. In addition, the technological systems, remedial
teaching system and reminder- messages, were pulled into TWST for students’ tests
identified the various cognitive levels and knowledge categories of materials’ units to
stir up teachers adopting the available teaching strategies. Finally, principal’s positive
attitudes strengthened the functions of TWST and teachers’ professional abilities in order
to promote the teachers’ teaching outcomes. In sum, the four factors were the critical
factors for exerting the functions of TWST.

After the Implementation of TWST in SiSi Elementary School,
Teachers’ Cognitive Systems Were Slightly Moving Toward the
Rising Trend

After implementation of TWST, owing to constantly interaction with TWST
teachers gradually developed the thirteen cognitive systems and experienced the periods
of questioning, reflectivity, transformation, and creativity, especially the critical factors
of continuous discussions and sharing, experts’ assistances, developing the technological
systems, and principal’s positive attitudes. In brief, such these cognitive systems were
slightly moving toward the rising trend after implementation of TWST.

In result, we could point out the following suggestions: 1) The schools could use the
existing artifacts such as checklists, teaching plans, remedial teaching system to facilitate
the discussing and sharing among teachers in order to create more and more cognitive
systems development for them. 2) Principals can promote the teachers’ professional
development by way of encouraging the discussing and sharing among teachers, grasping
the experts’ assistances, pulling into technological systems, and actively pushing
attitudes. 3) Continuously pushing relevant artifacts based on the educational values are

required that could extend and promote the educational or teaching outcomes.
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