2 o319] EXM2 Ohio State Teacher Efficacy
Scale(OSTES)2 &8510] OH|ROtWAl WAESZ
M (PS-TES)E EfFst sh=ti| Ut 0IF 25t &2
= GRIZO| AXfst 39| CHSE RO0fweat
35Hd ThehY 428HS CHAMCZ HEXIE AN
. Aol EiFEel MERTE SRISH| 2ol
SN QoML ME|=(Cronbach's  a)Als,
AEEAN 9l SO QOIRM(CRAS MBI &2
Gito| NS SIEMIE SACOZ MMEH CiZt
AW, OHIROMA  WAlRSZ AT
(PS-TES)?| SIRIRQls AMHT| 2ol EHAX 0l
At 39| SIIRQlurtE &5, St
Mo a5, wAHE| esZ)e= LIEel =
22 122SC=Z O|FOXCt OHIROAL WA}
sZ AHZ(PS-TES)?| SIIRQ! ARlEE= W
2f o5 .82, SIME0 a5z 72, WAz
S 7692 LIEfton MA| A== 872
LIEt St =W, OHIROIA wAMESZ 2T
(PS-TES)2| EIFEE AWM= Q6 =0
QRIZM(CFAS HAEt Zut Y MEEe
CMIN/DF = 159, RMSEA = .05, SRMR =
.05, NNFI = 96, CAl = .972 LIEMLL OfH|
ROfIAt WAFeEZ M=(PS-TES)7t Xgist &4
10| SRIERACY,
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Scale for Preschool Teachers

0] | 3"
Chae Ho Lee

Syt 49 BAZS F7HHE0] 20099 49.3%°141
20179 52.7%% A&AHQ JF7HEAE Holal AuEikgo] Sl
o] 20189 3&7] FAEAHE] 0.95H 22 Y 94 19
o] A ¥ ALE AAEE o9 47t 19 vRteE U}
tHEA%, 2018). ol2gt A A2 o ol Audso] 9
ol ZHoARt AAS A= Ao] ol A3, ¥ yoprt 77t
AAAoF sh= AFOo R FiE o}, EIF L= 47 4HE
Folghe MER d2tds sk Aozt o o]3t 4
A AdEEE 20169 AABAEZRHANA S}H¢L HKlaus
Schwab)9] A4dg &l g dezon, wHAs: Al AE
JEY, 3D =™, 79 A5, 7MEA T 7€ gy
e g41AQl W7t drkg Aol FEsta ok ol wE
o NAZAEHL 20159~20200%E 1§ AY ARE B3 20
| ol <k 7005t GAE7E AR Aolgt A itsta AlA L
A7 F 63%7F 1 ol A4 ot St gt ol
g A Wske @A EHlet Sl 9 WeI FH 9
w3t 2 AALgo] AFTe ohE WFoR MlElojof T Aol
gt st Sl

MEL A9 Wzt RZsk= m|FRAA7F ZE5ojof & FF
o5 EANESE, FA4, LT 2L FEZ AAste 9
ot o3k UATY WIk: 7|9 AAI JHE wes] AG
4 Agshe Z&HT 50| AAE2 BAE AT 4+ Y=F
7138 AlFsty daddel AAAAE Sl FAde FHAAZ
& Y& n&oE HIlstolol & AL HYsta Qi ofof £
vt SFAA A AAZ ARk I e AW F
9A S3olA w-8olak= EOo STEAM(Science,
Technology, Engineering, Art, Mathematics)Z S-S B3 F
o 7 §EUES ol k8ot e sHer|eR, 2011).

o AAE FE5H7] A 289 H3k= Fol7|HH AR E 9
of gt fob7]19] A2 o|F Ao Udo] Fa3 FFZ 1A
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2ol fotwAre] AEA QT2 fof AR AR
o] 2 932 vA+= gRlojzt & & JHFaSE,
2007; Shaffer & Kipp, 2014). 289 Z& FALS
4g 9A F3rhe= g9o] 2 FEE 189 dF 5
Hol| SlojA AR F8/42 obFE AXRE AHA
A Gty WAL 7HA A Qe A3 WAREA S A=F
< W& AFoE ARA7|A S Ene I
o ¥} uE&E olF 5 JIHIEH, L&A,
2018). ol HAsiA wAF A9 AHY A=
o £2 A3 ojF0 ¥ & ot At FH
Al Algo]l Qg ol wAMRFH(teacher
efficacy)o]lgt tch(Berman, McLaughlin, Bass,
Pauly, & Zelleman, 1977). °o|83 wAIRSHS <
79| P53 JHFFol T iy HE JfPoR o]
3t 85742 Bandura?d #A7]8%5(self-efficacy)ol
7125 T3 9YHTschannen-Moran & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2001).

IANESHL AR wE ggstA FoEx
t}. Ashton¥} Webb(1986)2 AR SHS WA}
BEY d5S £E § Ut A AS-54F
2kl F9519 1, Gibson¥} Dembo(1984)= HALR
S &40 disf 2APE SA7 hssitta W A
Ty AHostAt. 183 Guskey9 Passaro(1994)

5o oEeE AL YAY 77 S SdEAE

ko)l WA 22427 FAHAR IS vEH 5 9
T W33} olo] tigt g4loz wALESHHE A9

23t I RS2 IS Y A B4
Hrd7, 2006; A8, ol2dl, 2005 FE%,
ul&, Ze-A|, 2004; A 193], 2003; Armor et
al., 1976, Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore &
Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992; Woolfolk Hoy &
Davis, 2006; )1°H S7|(Midgley, Feldlaufer, &

N, 30,

flo ok 3

Eccles, 1989) %9 3HIE9] &d57H(Anderson,
Greene, & Loewen, 1988)3} #go| Qlcta FA 5}
I Qi

aAEsdol B e SuAA7 @ e =4
Holx BPAA AN gAY BHAA g
Alo] AZSE HEAE Fgow o] U 7
AHoln =AH BEE AdstI(dold, A,
2004) Bt ohjel YS9 TAHA Bg BEH T
%9] o] He LAY WeolE FFL WAL B
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I Jok(Horg, AL, 2008). & HAIRFAHO] =2
IANELS 289 Hig @Fo| E=i(Allinder, 1994;
Guskey, 1984; Hall, Burley, Villeme, &
Brockmeier, 1992) SHIEA B} Y42 2833 S
Ast71¢lel gsto] PSS FHo I8AA FF
S Atk (Woolfolk Hoy & Davis, 2006). 184 o
AtBEF0] W AR 39 F7]9 disiA HEHE
A #AHE Azsty, dF3L HHE 2y FEEES
A, &0 FHOIEE 5] fof RAHA
HS AMEStH(Bandura, 1997). ©]¢ Zo] ¥AIRSZ
TS w&Y 9 AFH F83% IFE WA

< WG Z ojFEoZ nFHAAE SAH] feiA+=
A wAE 7ML YlE RARRSHE FaSHARE &
o7 WAL 8 dujgotuate a5dE $93tt 9
H|folw AN 9] WAL S ilo] 7HA 2 e 7HS]
2 Aol tigtol A wieA Hi= ot o84 A4
I Ag 9 ot S ol FF aAEN A4l
A5 33A "9eE A4 oA EhAEA, <A,
2018). 1 BZ ou|{oluAre] wAMREHE Tt
& Attd AR AL AEE FHFeE W
Z 5 YEE AHst {58 IAR 4FTE &
YEE =& F S Aot

AR THEHS AHET] 5 fEuetilA o]FojA
gk 9152 Gibson® Dembo(1984)7F 7fst
AR SHE HEZ(teacher efficacy scale: TES)E At
45tAY olF 7|Hte g sto] EFPe] g0 s
% Riggs®t Enochs(1990)9 3t ¥4 &57 H:
(science teaching efficacy belief instrument:
STEBDE AMEsto] mAIRSHS FAot:s 2o U
ERgtHAY, o]3<L, 2005 ZA9Ast, AF2, 2008).
ojget @42 dH|FotRANY] WAIRTHE ATWEE

o SoME FdsHA yeda ok Gibsont
Dembo(1984)7F 7|3t WAESH  FHXE(teacher
efficacy scale)= Bandura(1977)9 A7|&85%

(self-efficacy)e HR57]|H(efficacy expectation)®}
A3}7|Y(outcome expectation)Z FAE0] Yot=
AL Zoksto] AR w4 asgT vty @4 5%
o F Jhog 35S AAstd mARSHE 5

Aotk 7MQA w4 B5FH(personal teaching



efficacy)E ‘WALZA 9 s8] gt A4 Z oot
1 G¥td w4 a%57H(general teaching efficacy)2
TYEY Pso] WFOE Qlsto] At WHIHE £
PE7H] g BEE 9ugith. 18y wAESH
Aol 7HE @o] &8 e Hxdol= Est
1 Gibson®} Dembo(1984)9] Ax+= T 51% 89l
ol g34gol Wizt Hus w3 9t (Bandura,
2006; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
olo] A{AEL 7|29 FAHLA| gt 4=k el g
Fro] g &S A7|stHA RARTHS Aok
AL E Adst=t o8e< F1 JdFHAY, ALF,
2010; A9s}, 7A%F2, 2008; Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

FUoME wAIRTHE HE9 B3 A7t o
o|foixtt. AAY, A42H(2010)2 7|29 APA+
2 HRCeE {AYF ofFHolHo] 7 Fl WAE
fgog AR AEE Jfdcte BHidE AHE
ok, A9Ast, 7AF2(2008)2 Bandura(2006)9] mAt
71857 HX(teacher self-efficacy scale)E fof
WALSL dH|folRARE Bl BEIE AWHESIT o
Log FdA, dFA(2018)2 Riggs? Enochs
(1990)9) st w4 857 Hk(science teaching
efficacy belief instrument)S 47330 du]-gol XA}
£ WeE wAR TR X e AASIH

I8y ¥4 7]’ A Zo] Gibson¥} Dembo
(1984) Hx o FRIEFEZo] FA7} AFEYS 8t
olyzl Riggs®t Enochs(1990)9] Hx9| 739 stn
FESH ALE foluArY AR SHE S35 9
g EFoE A5t ARESHL Qo] wAREERY
M SZEF9] HAGo oA ZARl A71=
(AAY, A4F, 2010; FAY, °1FS, 2005 AA
sk, gL, 2008). 7|29 HAIRTH FHLAl o
g EAAZIS AR SRS FEN Al W AAHE 9
P9 X4(Henson, Bennett, Sienty & Chambers,
2000; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy,
1998; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) welt 4857
ZAok=d Qo] tA ARl S Adtety FHEHO
2 A4g "8/do] Ar|H St

ol & dFoAE Tschannen-Moran £(1998)7}
Aokt oAYd  wAlaTHE RES HEPoR
Tschannen-Moran¥} Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} 7H&st

Ohio State teacher efficacy scale(OSTES) B9 =
£ AR 1R 3 o] F3 folEY s 9 A
g Ao FAHARA FFE "AE= AR THE HH
A Hdg 3o AnEy FAPH A4LE ol A5
2H AR THE F © oty AEEA EA5fof
g Fgrt . w2 AF9)AE Tschannen-
Moran¥} Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} 7f&st mAtasZ
A g ot dHfoluA AR TH HE
(Pre-Service Teacher Efficacy Scale: PS-TES)<
Bt 9 AFEE FAFotuA gk o3 HFS
24517] 9o AR AFEAE o2 2k

ALEA 1. dulfotuA AR S H=(PS-TES)
9] et ojudr}?

ALEA 2. dulfotwAt AR S H=(PS-TES)
9] AFrE ojudr}?

1. 794

2 QA7olME GAFol AXZ 39A gt fotuS
I 38hdo] At 9 ofElfotat 5448004 1342
314%, 242 23079 HEAE AN olF 14
AN ded AR oEForRA wAEsH A=
(PS-TES)Y 391aQl& AHE7] A3 244 2
e sl ARSI, 23R dgdE AmE dHlfot
WA BAESE HZ(PS-TES)Q EHEEE AmRr
I3 eld adEAd] AHgstTh

2. =T

B2 dFoAE Tschannen-Moran 2J(1998)7} A|gt
3t A eSS 29 ulE O & Tschannen-Morand
Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} 7§t Ohio State teacher
efficacy scale(OSTES) B Atet @R IALE T4t
oz /gy Hx 2 24Ego g FAE] k. FAE
4 &9 stYgRleRE AT SZH1H~8H),
VAR B FHOH~16Y), R ARTH(17H~24
H)og Fg=o] 9lon 7+ 9Rlo E2 747t 8
o7 FA=Ho ot ¥ H&9 24F3FS 279 {ot
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AZ7PE S 5t sl A AHEHI Ole &
# 2EEs Fastel fUE 4l AHsH
Fgotgnt. Wete 248¥e ez 339
(ot sdgas 29 % obgshat 19)7F 2
ofulgotiAl wAEGE HER HAsirty Azt
FF2 AAES sto] olF 2% oY A&
goiota A=A 2470 2 APsnt. 4EA £
2 Likert 54 H=2 7As90H 4 £ st

A 234 4o 14N e 284 sHe=
FAT.

4 el for Ho
=L o off
Jo -

o B4 N D B 22 R
Jo

9 o

[e]

3. A7+EX
1) B RA

1A or YEEHIGE HES AX 240 &3 7t
A3 2018¢ 10 15%°0A 10€ 19¥¢7HA] df=|f-of
TA aAasd HE(PS-TES)Y =HAZ 2984
(Exploratory Factor Analysis: EFA)& I3t vz
AE AT olE A GAGo YX|g 3dA o
g fotw &t 33hdo] A F<l v fotwAl 3147
oA AEA RAFE st wjzd AEAF I+HA
AAY AEA SFo] B4AT 4055 A3t 218%
9 A& 7H £4Z Stk AU FotuA HAR
8 AZ(PS-TES)Y 247K w30l oIt W32 E A
HE 23 ZFHAL AYUAA FAY AFEHE B
ol Ego] gl AoF AEHIh thoz 9%
2 FAEEAH(principal component analysis)O.&
[RA3AGA = AZFA(varimax)= 53 BHH 9
AEAZ AT 8% 4= AFo o] ATHHA
E(scree test)& B9 99 & #H13g ZF 379
agQlo] FH3t Ao Yyttt 8219 #AFL #
skEgo] 5001401 270 o4 aglo| FEEA g
¢S AR 23 HF 127 B0l AFEAU.

2 a9 A7 £32 20189 11¥€ 5% 11€
9U7HA AAstAT. AufotuA wARETH HE
(PS-TES)Q] HPEE AFHE7] 3 1 QRAEA
(Confirmatory Factor Analysis: CFA)E AA|oHtt
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ol sl cfulRAtIAN Fojet disks A<t GAY
of #A3 3dA wigh fotwst 3shdo] Ast
offH]frot A} 2307g00A AEA £AME SHAT EFA
o AFHFZ dulRAL] o]F IrHA FAY E4
Aot SHI AR 2075 A 21089 A=E 7t

AL 24& AT
4. AREH

FE 749 dHlFotuAr BAME S HE(PS-TES)
EFEY MRIEHTEE AScH| Ad) g8 9d7A
(EFAZ AH]gotuAl IARESH B39 AFEx
(Cronbach's )& AHE7] s SPSS programe
A ST TR o R AH|fotuAl WAIR S H:
(PS-TES) Zd9] AU g AHH7] o &3 a3l
BA(CFAS AAste 299 HJEE= CMIN/DF
(x*/dh, RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation), CFKComparative Fit Index),
SRMR(Standardized Root Mean Square Residual),
TLKTucker-Lewis Index)?t< Z3 FAsI4ct olf
gt 242 AMOS programe 2-835t0] AAStH L.

L. dE|fotaAt A ESH AE B3t

o8]0l WA TAR S A Z(Pre-Service
Teacher Efficacy Scale: PS-TES)Q +#9 EHILE
ASsH] Aol S4F QRIEN(EFAZ AAsH|o &
A B2 FAYEE YEYE KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin)®} Bartlett's 737 ARZZ AAlsto] #34 #
27 QRAEA HYAY RS sttt ]9

£ B840 1 13 2

E1.
OflH|ROtuAt WAMESZ ME0| st KMO Battlett's A4S

Bartletts 784 AN

Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin
58 JPORE KRS foEE

.90 911.23 66 .000



® 19 Yehd A3} Zo] ou|RotuAt wARFF
AL (PS-TES)S ou|&EQl 2470 o] digh
Bartlettd 734 AA(p ( 001)& AAst KMOZ

=9] gho] 9002 yeht QIR Aol JHsditte RS
Ho31 Qlvy. &3 QRIEA(EFA)L otolZll(Eigen
valuses)@atg 12 FAEEH(principal component
analysis)& AAISFH L Varimax 434S Arg
slo] BASH A7 389102 yehgy AN Ayguzre

60.71%% et 821 Folgo] 5001449 E3d<
At 23 £ 248 F 12719 BEFoz 24HY
o gAY QQRAY Axe ® 29 Zrh
z 2
SN QOISA )
20 =2 1 2 3 h?
20N CHYst T
HYS AIRE 4 78 60
Q&L
20N THA MY Ee
e =2 =0 MHE A
PSET Oﬂg Eo'l =2o=2 T 76 63
s QELIR
O AYUA RotsuAl 22 20
222 o 4 Uk '
YO T A T o
AgE & ugUme -
HUSRIEVING
SHYSS SHE 4 85 62
Q&L
ARISIALE AT
ey,
ap  ROIE TEAY £ 73 59
oot QEUIR
T HIEEol QO 2 &
HSE 4 UaUm ' -
200 M2 AMetsH|
T oco=2 o=
O B 4 UBLIR 72 40
Q01S0] 7201 & x|
4 Q=2 Q09| JiEg 79 .65
2 4 sUp
sy OlBHETH &2 R0t
oy OIS FEAZ & 77 58
- Q&L
as¢
QOHS0] HIHH AlnS 77 g
SIEE T2 4 ELp SR
o0o] Ato|AHS ZRIAL
T o =2 O =
4 sLIR 63 .59
28HgHE 21.61 21.25 17.85
FHHHIZ 21.61 42.86 60.71

21.61%S Ag3t= 9907 47) E3o] 2gHY F
2 folE0] fotu 7oA Aokt ogeo] ¢

StAY Shgolet EeS o WSS st 9
2 ‘e a5 891oF YWystat. 89l 2
A4 W9 21.25%F AWst:= 8%12& 4749
£ o]0 Fr}. fobso] ¥holA AgsiAY 5
tedl Tzt =R EA A d¥oke W8e X
2 ‘nARY 853 QRle® Pysioirh
AA #Fo] 17.85%F Aol 2902 4
et fokE9 71u 71 9 olsf
F e W2 TIska Jermz Y
9910z YystAct. 7+ 9919 ¥y
Moran¥} Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} 7R
g OSTESY 31¢189S Iz ARgslAtt. 1 ol%
A HJx9 519 8%19 #Fo| B3 FFNNE o
Q9108 o|FsHA] &9ty wiEolrt.

X

|

rN

il

O, tlo ook
b of lo

lo ¢

N w
[RC Flo
=)

o > ot
)

o X o R oz #drr |o
0,
o
|
it

Q ol
fol
o

H
[72)
(@]
o
)
o]
)
o
5

e

2. oulgotrAr ZAFESH AE A

oulgotmat EAESE HE(PS-TES) $43 2
}9129F 7r9] ARWAL X 33 2ot

= 3.
OlH|RO0tA} WAESZ ME 5HQ0lute)
oS8 3 e (N = 218)
WMt wAMEe SR ss#
9z gsd et =5
wpMef s 1.00 60 53 84
waH g 1.00 56" 87"
SIS @s¢ 1.00 82
Cronbach's o .82 .76 72 .87
**p (. 01

B 30 yepd A3 Zo] ou|gotuAl wAMRSZ
A= (PS-TES) ¥4I o918 ‘wedF a6 (r
= 84, p € .01, ‘WA B ( = .87, p (
.01), B &8 (r = .82, p .07t BAA
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AZb Qe ACE Yeyth 183 oH|fotuAb
57 HL9 SHA8RIE 7 AHHAE ARE
o 7t st 8%lE ZME BALIIA( = 53 ~
60, p €07} Q= ZALE Uegt thFo& o]
frotuAl WAMRSE HEO AlF|%(Cronbach's )&
ARE A3 AX AFee 87128z Yyege
o 591 aQlo gk A ‘weAHE a5 8204
23, ‘wA# 857 76(4EF), T a5
724832 Yebgh

Bl o
o

3. dHlfotaAt ZAESH JERDY BPE

Au]RotnAl WIARSH HFZ(PS-TES)Y EHIEE
AmE7] A3 94 QAERA(CFAE AAlste] g
AZS XS geld QolEAS B3 nd 3
FEg ANEY] g5 AAEHE FFE AFe BY9
o dWtFoE olgnFo] Ar duht & HIEH=
A AgFoz Freke AAHFASGE, G,
AGFI, SRMR, RMSEA)S}t #ot9] Eg o] u[s}o]
o2 o] duiyp ARE F AP F1 J=AE
HoiFE= ANAAAS(NFI, NNFI, CF)E &3t
(B9 2009; EA13], 2000). £ 2dg sy
AliME BEO 7] S ©A gor g F
BEdA, SA0] 7t 2dS FrleFE A4S
Adeisjop @tk olo]  Hu®  Bentler(1999)%%
McDonald®} Ho(2002)= SEM E4ZAF o] Z 43
RMSEA, CFI, NNFI, SRMR 5& R 1st= Ao] 4
Stal CMIN/DFE 299 Ak ALEZ A4bst=d|
7 AAAQ 840]7] fEo] Fasor & FJEE A
SRR A [olu AL AR S HE(PS-TES) B
9 Y=g AHEy] 3 2y HAPx AZde
CMIN/DF, RMSEA, SRMR, TLI, CFI A& Z1st
of gdsith 2 A9 oH|RotuA RAIRSH &
T(PS-TES) ZdS AZsH] A%t HIL A+E§ o}
B A9 1 49 2}

B 49 Yepd A} Fo] B AF9 ofu]fotmAt
FAESE HZ(PS-TES) =299 HIx 5L
CMIN/DF = 1.59, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05, TLI
= .96, CFI = 9708 R%E JZAYE 4$22 224
e AR Yehyd B oufotuAt AR ST Y
o] Hgst melglo] EAIF It

122

4
EER (PN (N = 210)
RISEA(053)

98 CMINDF ————"" SpMR  TLI  CFI
LO%0 HI90
=¥gu 159 03 07 05 .96 .97
HSE CMIN/DF < SAMR ( TLI'Y CFI)

<
w3 MSEASO8 Tyt g0 9o

4 QARHN AFEAST FTsH et
el fotiAt WA HE(PS-TES) Zde Wl
e BAE AEs) 98 waA 24T A
32 AXsE 19 13 2

H ol e

70 63

73 6 63

03 oM olr ot
RS oM ofr ot
™ oY olr ot
B oNolr ot

oN ofr fot
= oY olr fot

oY olr ot
o oY olr ot
&~ oN ol Bt
w oY o|r fot
ro oY oolr ot
— oY o|r fot

—
v
-y
=

7 1. OH[R0tAF HAIESH M DH(HEESS)

a9 19 e ofulgolmd wAESE HE
(PS-TES) 29| w3} a9l Hojde adw Axd
Qo] 248 A4S 9 wokE 4 9t ®
SRY asael 43k 7 B9 waFe 63 ~
8302 uehgth ‘AR aswel &3t £¥S
o Bsle 57 ~ 83, WPl aHA 2] 43
299 Balke 55 ~ 758 Uepdeh

7 a8 ABIAE Aune @sdd A%
297 ‘wAR asd ad ol 639 Aol 1}
Bt theow ‘RAAE ARAH A A%
# 29 7] 639 Aol uepgr). mgez ‘m



A sy SHARY Zsd 29l 7 709
ol eyt

B A& Tschannen-Moran 9)(1998)7F Akt
IAESE 29 HEOoZ  Tschannen-Morand
Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} 7§t OSTESE ofu]-f-oli
AE dideR wAaTH FHZ(PS-TES)S Ed=%
AZ TS gotwr] 9sf 14, 24 AN Bof Yehd
A3E EYE o33} Zo] =95t} gt

A, dulFotuAE HdeE wARTHE X
(PS-TES) HBEE ASSH] fo] B4% Q&4
(EFAS AANT 23, 3709 8Rle® w4d=k aF
Z, AR a5, nATE ZsHoE IRIFHe
3709 gglo] AA WP 60.71%F ABst= A
o8 Yeygh 382108 Uyt asHEE:
Tschannen-Moran¥} Woolfolk Hoy(2001)9
OSTES HZ9| 9|2y FUsHA F2=HUY, %
Fo YoM 2470 EFoIA 127 £EFLoE Fhske
AR Ueigt. A& 7 stgacle] 747 8EF
oz FA=o] JJout B Ao 74 ot 8%ld 4
TToE Zast:s AR Yyt olEd Ai:
Tschannen-Moran¥} Woolfolk Hoy(2001)7} ZALS
SAAZ(0OSTES) M Al 2453 HZ(long form)%}
128% FA%(short form: 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12,
17, 18, 19, 20) & 7IA HACE HYLE A¥i
Aol B AFAE 7HH HZ(short form)e 70|
128381, 2, 3, 4, 9, 11, 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 23)
o8 Yyt I8y ‘WA as Y A8 ¢ 3
Z(short form)® FLsHA Uehgoy ‘wA#e 85
I e a5 Y £ AL oA HEA Y
Elgtt oldt Adt:= wARE T Y g &
313 QA9 FolE yehd AHolzt AlEELh o= 3
AL E o] ©<s] HGsto] ARGt =W A+
Ao JFS HH F IS HoFE ZAZ HL 9
BT H3o] H93t AL HoFE Zig & £ 9
o}

4, AvlfotuAl AR SH HE(PS-TES)Y Al
FEg ANE7] 8 EF 7+ ¥ A=

(Cronbach's «)& Ak st aQd A=
‘WA a5 84, TYFq asF 87, ‘AT
g &5 828 uEgom AA HEo Az
8702 uehygth a8Eg E JoA gYIgr 9
v QolwAl wALRSZ HL(PS-TES)E= AlFET &
& ot} dulRotuAl BARE ST HE B39 HYE
£ Anry] A3 BF QJAEAN(CFAE AAs1
nd A¥wo] it EXF3 CMIN/DF = 1.59,
RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05, TLI = .96, CFI = .97
2 eyt 2d JFeX|50] Grpr|Ed dis) A
YW CMIN/DFEE 30l5tY o £2 Azt & ¢
AtHKline, 2005). ¥ A9 dH|foluAl AR S
7 A% (PS-TES)S] CMIN/DFgrol 1.592 ueht <
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The Validation of Pre—service Teacher Efficacy Scale for Preschool Teachers

Chae Ho Lee
Lecturer, Dept. of Child and Family Welfare, Ulsan University

Abstract

Objective: The purpose of this study was a teacher efficacy scale for pre-service teacher and to examine the
reliability and validity of the scale.

Methods: Participants for this study were 428 pre-service teachers from G region. the data were analyzed
using correlation, Cronbach's «, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
Results: The pre-service teacher efficacy scale was consisted of 3 factors, ‘efficacy for instructional strategies’,
‘efficacy for student engagement’ and ‘efficacy for classroom management’ with 12 items. Cronbach's o was
ranged from .72 to .82. The confirmatory factor analysis revealed that CMIN/DF = 1.59, RMSEA = .05,
SRMR = .05, TLI = .96, CFI = .97.

Conclusion/Implications: In conclusion, all these results show that the pre-service teacher efficacy scale is quite

a reliability and validity.
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