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106 年度教育部委託國立嘉義大學辦理大專校院特殊教育專責單位輔導人員 

特殊教育研習：「生涯轉銜與輔導：特教生生活自理、自主、自決輔導策略」 

實施計畫 

壹、依據 

104 年 12 月 23 日臺教學(四)字第 1040154069G 號及 105 年 12 月 28 日臺教學(四)字第

1050170123G 號 106 年度嘉義鑑輔分區推動特殊教育工作實施計畫。 

貳、目的  

透過大專校院心智障礙類學生的身心特質、需求與輔導研習，提升嘉義鑑輔分區大專校

院特教專責單位輔導人員，基於融合教育理念規劃身心障礙學生所需支持與服務之專業

知能，協助身心障礙學生提升大專院校階段生活與學習適應能力。 

參、辦理單位 

  一、主辦單位：教育部（學生事務及特殊教育司）。 

  二、承辦單位：國立嘉義大學(特殊教育中心)。 

肆、時間、地點及參加對象 

  一、時間：106年 6月 29日（星期四）09：00～16：10。 

  二、地點：國立嘉義大學民雄校區行政大樓 3樓 A301教室 

           （地址：嘉義縣民雄鄉文隆村 85號）。 

  三、對象：全國大專校院資源教室輔導人員，由嘉義鑑輔分區大專校院特殊教育輔導人員

優先錄取，報名未滿名額開放跨區報名，依先後次序錄取，合計 20人。 

伍、報名方式 

一、請於 106年 6月 20日前至特教通報網 (http://www.set.edu.tw/教師研習/大專特教研

習)報名。 

  二、報名經審核錄取後，因故無法參加時請於 3天前電：(05)2263411分機 2321江雪碧助

理辦理請假。 

陸、 注意事項 

一、參加人員請由所屬單位給予公（差）假，差旅費由原單位依規定支給。 

  二、為尊重講師，請準時入場，研習開始逾 20 分鐘後恕不予入場。 

  三、本研習須簽到、退；全程參加者，將核發 6 小時研習時數，請於研習結束 15 日後至        

教育部特教通報網檢閱時數。 

  四、研習當天備有午餐，請研習人員自備環保杯、環保筷。 

  五、本校區禁止機車進入，汽車請持研習公文進出校區。 

  六、考量因突發狀況導致研習需臨時變動，請學員們於活動前一天務必至本校特殊教育中

心首頁/最新消息(http://www.ncyu.edu.tw/spedc/)或特教通報網原報名介面之/緊

急公告/詳閱，以了解研習變動相關最新訊息，如有未盡事宜，得隨時補充修正之。 

  

http://www.set.edu.tw/


柒、 講師簡介 

研習講師:中原大學特殊教育學系趙本強主任 

專長:輕度障礙、測驗與評量、轉銜教育、教育統計 

捌、 課程表 

大專校院特殊教育專責單位輔導人員特殊教育研習： 

「生涯轉銜與輔導：特教生生活自理、自主、自決輔導策略」 

 

課程表 

時  間 主  題 

08：40～09：00 報到、領取研習資料 

09：00～10：30 身心障礙學生生涯規劃與自我決策 

10：40～12：10 實證本位之自我決策輔導策略 

12：10～13：00 午    餐 

13：00～14：30 大專校院身心障礙學生自我決策與學習適應 

14：40～16：10 大專校院身心障礙學生生涯轉銜結果與生活品質 

16:10 填寫回饋單 ＆ 賦 歸 
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Career Transition and Self-Determination 
for College Students with disabilities
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MI
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2010 10204 39074 22846 17143 10659
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Donald E. Super (1910-1994)
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Correlation and Predictive Relationship between Self determination
Instruction and Academic Performance of Students with Disabilities 12_Correlation
and Predictive Relationship.pdf

2017
Differences in Teaching Self Determination between General and
Special Education Teachers in Elementary Schools 13_Differences in Teaching Self
Determination.pdf

2017
Elementary and Junior High School Teachers’ Promotion of Self
Determination in Taiwan 14_Elementary and Junior High School Teachers' Promotion of Self
Determination in Taiwan.pdf
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Ward (1988)

SD
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(3) (problem solving)
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(9) (positive

attributions of efficacy and outcome expectancy)

(10) (self-awareness) 
(11) (self-knowledge)
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25. (Functional Theory)
(Wehmeyer, 1999)
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SD

AIR Self-Determination Scale (Wolman, Campeau, DuBois, 

Mithaug, & Stolarski, 1994) N = 450 6~25
/ /

The ARC’s Self-Determination Scale (Wehmeyer, & 

Kelchner, 1995) N = 500 14~22

Self-Determination Assessment Battery (Hoffman, Field, & 

Sawilowksy, 1996) N = 416 14~22
/ / /SD /
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27.

(Ecological Theory Abery, 1994)

- ~ (N = 2115) 

37 (37~148 )
Cronbach  = .73~.91

Test-Retest = .66~.79
AIR Self-Determination Scale

(.62) The Arc's Self- Determination Scale (.66)

( , 2011)
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32. SD
( , 2013)

(1) ( ~ ) SD (t
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(2) SD
(Two-Way ANOVA)

(3) SD (M )
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(One-Way ANOVA)
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38.

n = 20 n = 20
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LD 10 12

ID 10 8

IQ III

72.5 73.8

IQ 62.5 64.3

IQ 65.6 60.9
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(Deci, 1992) (Field & 

Hoffman, 1994) (Wehmeyer, 1999)
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SD

(learning by doing) (Dewey, 1997)

(discovery learning) (Bruner, 1976) 

(scaffolding) (Vygotsky, 1978) 
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Autonomy

Self-Realization

Psychological 
Empowerment

Self-Regulation
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Introduction. Research have showed that students with 
disabilities, especially those with cognitive deficits, often 
do not have sufficient self-determination skills required 
for academic success or quality life (Carter, Lane, Pierson, & 
Glaeser, 2006; Stancliffe, Abery,  & Smith, 2000).  

Compared to their peers without disabilities, students 
with cognitive disabilities demonstrate a significant lower 
level of self-determination (Burstein, Bryan, & Chao, 2005; 
Palmer  & Wehmeyer, 1998). 

47.

It has been suggested, however, that self-
determination skills could be education outcomes 
(Agran, Cavin, Wehmeyer, & Palmer, 2006; Kelly & Shogren, 2014; 
Palmer & Wehmeyer, 2003)

Because Chinese idioms are metaphors implying 
the notion of self-determination, they might be 
promising materials for intervention. 
Purpose. Investigating the effects of a Chinese 
idioms-based instructional program on promoting 
self-determination skills of students with cognitive 
disabilities. Students’ improvement on        
understanding Chinese idioms learned was also 
examined. 

38



Subjects. 75 elementary and junior high school students 
(5th~9th grade) from resource room in Taiwan 

43 males and 32 females; between 10~16 years (M = 
13.1); including learning disabilities (n = 35), intellectual 
disabilities (n = 32), emotional and behavioral disorders 
(n = 3) and autism (n = 5)

Subjects were randomly assigned to an intervention group 
(n = 38) and a control group (n = 37). 

48.

The intervention group received instruction in Chinese
Idioms: I Learn, Therefore I Self-Determine (CI) program 
over 4-month period in 2 weekly classes. 

The CI program aimed at teaching self-determination 
skills in four domains: self-realization, psychological 
empowerment, self-regulation, and autonomy. 

Nine idioms were used in the program -A frog in a well, 
Trust to chance and windfalls, To kick against the pricks, 
Borrowing power to do evil, The third party benefits from 
the tussle, Better late than never, The blind men and the 
elephant, All tricks have been exhausted, and Paint the 
lily.
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Measures. Two standardized scales, The Arc’s Self-
Determination Scale (Arc’s SDS; Wehmeyer & Kelchner, 
1995) and School-Age     Students Self-Determination 
Scale (School-Age SDS; Chao, 2011) and a curriculum-
based measurement, Chinese Idioms Achievement Test 
(CIAT). 

Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 
analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) examining whether 
groups differed on posttest

49.A Frog in a Well

123

456
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50.Trust to chance and windfalls

123

456

Homogeneity-of-slopes analysis showed no significant 
interactions between pretest and group assignment on 
both scales, indicating that ANCOVAs were appropriate 
for group comparisons. 

The ANCOVA indicated significant group differences on 
both  Arc’s SDS, F (1, 72) = 4.88, p = .030, partial 2 = .06 
and School-Age SDS, F (1, 72) = 13.82, p < .001, partial 

2 = .16. Students in the intervention group significantly 
outscored their counterparts in the control group on both 
scales. 

51.
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CIAT results showed that after receiving CI program, 
students demonstrated an above average (i.e., 2.50) level 
on correctly reading out the idiom’s title (M = 3.48), 
writing its Chinese  characters (M = 3.01), and 
understanding its meaning (M =2.82). 

In summary, findings of the study suggested that the CI
program is effective in helping school-age students with 
cognitive disabilities promoting their self-determination 
skills. 

Experimental Group (n= 38) Control Group (n= 37)
Arc’s SDS Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Self-Realization 9.41 (2.36) 10.51 (1.99) 9.31 (2.71) 9.00 (2.33)

Psychological
Empowerment

12.15 (3.31) 13.17 (2.49) 11.77 (2.90) 11.48 (2.71)

Self-Regulation 6.92 (5.48) 10.51 (5.10) 6.92 (4.68) 7.51 (3.81)

Autonomy 51.02 (19.46) 58.00 (19.52) 50.49 (17.40) 50.23 (19.00)

Total 79.95 (24.40) 91.80 (23.48) 78.49 (19.14) 78.23 (21.80)

Experimental Group (n= 38) Control Group (n= 37)
School-Age SDS Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

Self-Realization 21.00 (4.23) 22.98 (2.98) 19.64 (3.96) 20.53 (2.87)

Psychological
Empowerment

19.85 (4.13) 22.68 (2.38) 20.46 (2.87) 20.13 (3.27)

Self-Regulation 21.88 (4.26) 25.27 (2.99) 22.43 (3.80) 23.56 (2.94)

Autonomy 40.98 (8.67) 44.95 (4.43) 41.26 (5.72) 39.90 (3.57)

Total 103.71 (16.81) 115.88 (9.33) 103.79 (11.79) 104.13 (8.04)
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Arc’s SDS Pretest

Arc’s SDS Posttest

School-Age SDS Pretest

School-Age SDS Posttest
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100
48.7% 2005

(25%) (Wagner, Newman, Cameto, Garza, & Levine, 2005)

9.09% ( 2008)

SD
(

2011) 445 (215 230 )

52. SD

(Field, Sarver, & Shaw, 2003)

(Brinkerhoff, McGuire, &

Shaw, 2002 Getzel & Thoma, 2006 Nuehring & Sitlington, 2003)

(Stodden, 2005 Wagner et al., 2005)

(Moore &McNaught, 2014)
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(Ankeny & Lehmann, 2011)

(executive function)

(Parker & Boutelle, 2009)

(Getzel & Thoma, 2008)

(Stoner, Angell, House, & Goins, 2006)

(Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003)

54.

45



(Self Determination Scale for

College Students, SDSCS)

48
48 240

(Learning Adjustment Scale for

College Students, LASCS)

24 24 120
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57. SD
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(r
= .77 p < .01)

(F(1, 400) = 587.26 p < .01 R2 = .59)

59%

58.SD QOL
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(WHOQOL BREF)

(r
= .53 p < .01)

(F(1,
73) = 29.20 p < .01 R2 = .28)

28%

59.SD

60.
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