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Stupidity does not consist in being without ideas...Human Stupidity
consists in having lots of ideas, but stupid ones.
Henry de Montherlant  Notebooks

INTRODUCTION

A traditional blessing given by the Chinese is, 'Live in peaceful times’, a curse
'Live in changing times.' Teachers and teacher educators in England and Wales1
would seem to have been cursed by the Chinese, for over the last decade or so
there has been one change after another introduced to the field of education, with
inevitable implications for those involved with teacher education. It is almost as
if the future has arrived in the present, for the changes are so radical that they
have quite altered the way in which teacher education is offered in England and
Wales and offer at least one possible description of how teacher education might
develop in the future. In fact these changes to the way in which teachers are
prepared for their profession have now begun to attract attention from a number
of other governments who wish to see the future in the present (see Chadbourne
1993, p.1), though whether they fully understand their implications is another
matter. In order to help gain some understanding of such radical change this
paper will first trace the developments that have occurred in initial teacher

education in England and Wales. Having identified the t'ai fung of change the
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paper will then examine what has resulted and also the new developments that
are promised in the near future, concluding that such changes are not worthy for

export.

1848-1969: FROM UNDER-QUALIFIED TO QUALIFIED
PROFESSIONALS

Up until 1848 there was little or no formal teacher education in Britain. In fact
at the elementary schools the older pupils themselves acted as teachers. A very
small number of these 'pupil-teachers' moved on to religious colleges to study
for a teacher's certificate, a qualification that was introduced in 1848. However,
the vast majority of teachers simply learned almost as apprentices how to teach ,
in effect 'learning on the job'. In 1861 a government enquiry into this state of
affairs (the Newcastle Commission) concluded that this system was failing both
the teachers and their pupils and eventually it was recommended by the government
that universities should be involved with teacher education (see Patrick et al.,
1982). By 1947 colleges of education provided much of initial teacher education,
with university departments of education supervising the quality of these college-
based courses. This system seemed to work well, in that it 'had the effect of both
strengthening and broadening the professional and academic aspects of training'
(Gosden 1989, p.2), a role that even Her Majesty's Inspectorate (HMI) identified
as 'significant’ (DES 1988a, p.1).

The complex work of educating trainee teachers being carried out by the colleges
required them to extend their courses from two, to three, to four years, with the
fourth year being introduced in 1963 so as to allow the colleges to offer a B.Ed.
qualification to their student teachers. By the beginning of the 1970s it would
have been difficult to find a new teacher who was not also a graduate. The
government's Department of Education and Science (DES2) have recently published
statistics which show the growth of the graduate profession very clearly (DES
1991, p.38). According to these figures there was a six-fold increase in elementary
school teacher graduates between 1972 and 1988 (from 5% to 30%) and almost a
doubling of secondary school teacher graduates in the same period (from 37% to
63%). The important point to note from these figures and the developments
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outlined above is that the idea that teachers could in some strange way acquire
their professional knowledge simply be working in schools and somehow picking
up the complex skills of teaching without a major contribution from universities

and colleges was something that belonged in the dim and distant Victorian past.

1970-1991: THE RISING STORM

The government began to turn its attention to initial teacher education in 1970
with the publication of the James Report (DES 1972). Only one of the report's
recommendations, the introduction of an induction programme for new teachers
in their probationary year, was implemented, but with hindsight it can be seen
as the first time that a late twentieth century British government felt able to
dictate policy and practice to teacher educators. There followed a whole forest of
reports from the DES and HMI. In the main these were very complimentary about
the way in which initial teacher education was being organised, with one report
for example pointing out that schools were only dissatisfied with a mere 4% of
new teachers (DES 1988b, p.59). However, it was as a result of these reports (in
particular the report which examined the nature of initial teacher education -
DES 1983) that in 1984 the government created a new body, the Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education (CATE), whose role was to approve courses of

teacher education.

For the universities in particular this was a double shock. First the autonomy of
university education departments was clearly threatened. Previously, like any
department in a British university, education departments had been masters of
their own destiny. They had the freedom to create course, validate courses in
other institutions and keep outsiders, such as the government, at arm's length.
Now, however, if they continued in this way and refused to allow CATE to inspect
their initial teacher education courses then the courses would not be approved
and so students would not be accepted as qualified teachers. Inevitably the

courses would not be able to recruit students and would close down.

Secondly, it gradually became clear that the government, not the universities,
now controlled initial teacher education. Membership of the all-important CATE
9



was solely in the hands of the education minister and it soon became clear that
professional educators would be very much in the minority. Despite the very
positive reports on teacher education from the government's own professional
advisors (see above, DES 1988b) the government, in particular the minister
responsible for education, seemed to view those responsible for teacher education

with a 'lack of trust, even suspicion' (Gosden 1989, p.9).
1991-1995: THE STORM BREAKS

In January of 1992 the then minister for education, Mr Clarke, gave a speech at
the North of England Annual Education Conference. In it his rejection of university-
based teacher education, even that supervised by CATE, became clear. He laid
out plans to hand over the one-year secondary initial teacher education course to
schools3, to the extent that at least 80% of a student's time would be school-based
(four days a week), which would require a 'considerable shift of funds' from
universities and colleges to the schools (Clarke 1992, p.13). Other types of
initial teacher education course would eventually follow this school-based pattern,
but the one year secondary course would have to change with effect from September
1992.

[t became quite clear that these changes to initial teacher education had been
created with little or no understanding of their implications, other than the fact
that universities and colleges would have their contact with students drastically
reduced. There were two kinds of criticism to be levelled against these changes.
The first pointed out that the only real justification for implementing such
radical and rapid change would be to show that existing forms of initial teacher
education were in some sense failing adequately to prepare students for the
profession. Self-appointed right-wing think tanks did attempt to argue this
case. For example, one of this group presented a series of assertions which
claimed that higher education courses of teacher education provide 'spurious and
questionable studies' with 'no solid grounding in the real world' (O'Hear 1988,
p.6), culminating in the slur that, by implication, all those involved with teaching
such courses were neo-Marxists (ibid., p.23). In direct contradiction, the minister's
own professional advisors had reported that, although there was always room for
10



BEKEME7+—F 4 No3

improvement, much of the work carried out by those concerned with initial
teacher education was more than satisfactory (DES 1991). Where was the rational
justification for these changes which appeared to be turning the clock back to the
1800s?

Secondly, a whole host of practical problems were identified (see Gilroy 1992).
Perhaps the most important to a government very aware of the need to control
expenditure was the fact that on their own figures the cost of such a change were
prohibitive. A two-year school-based course (the Articled Teacher scheme) had
recently been introduced as a pilot and it seemed that the minister wanted all
courses to develop in this way. Yet government costings showed that this was
impossible without considerable expense. The official costs at 1991/92 prices

per student were as follows (Parliamentary Answer 1991):
4-year B.Ed./B.A. £25,000
1-year PGCE £ 6,000

2-year Articled Teacher £19,000

The numbers on course in the academic year 1990/91 were (DES 1990):

4-year B.Ed./B.A. 11,838
1-year PGCE 11,956
2-year Articled Teacher 403

On these figures the total cost of bringing both the B.Ed. and the PGCE courses
within the Articled Teacher Scheme would be more than £452 million, an increase
of more than £80 million over the 1990/91 initial teacher education budget. If
this extra money were not found then initial teacher education would be seriously
underfunded and in fact no more than £6 million was actually made available for
the transition (THES4 15.6.93).

Then there were the practical problems. How would more than 24,000 student
teachers be easily fitted into schools for four days per week without seriously
disrupting the schools’' own work? A survey of head teachers in schools found
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that not one agreed with these proposals (TESS 31.1.92), with another head
teacher quoted as saying that she was deeply concerned that school-based initial
teacher education would 'degenerate into an uncoordinated series of experiences
within schools’ (TES 21.2.92). Finally, the universities themselves were opposed
to the scheme as they did not see how they could validate a course which was
organised in such a way that they could only see students for at most one day per
week (CVCP6 1992). Moreover, it seemed extraordinarily wasteful to require the
university teacher educators to train school teachers (CATE 1992) in order that
the school teachers could then do the job that had previously been carried out by

the university teacher educators.

None of these criticisms were answered. After the General Election of 1992 the
only major change in this area implemented by the new Minster for education, Mr
Patten, was a reduction of the requirement for 80% of school-based work to 66%
(that is, students on the one-year PGCE course would be in schools for 24 weeks
out of 36). It was clear that with Patten's principle that 'money should follow
the student’ into school (Patten 1992, p.2) university departments of education
would be hard pressed financially. In fact the director of one well known
existing school-based course offered by Sussex university explained that it was
likely that for financial reasons the course would have to close down (TES 3.7.92).
This became even more of an issue when head teachers were reported as requiring
universities to pay £2,000 for each of the students to be located in their schools,
although it was well known that with the best will in the world few universities
could afford to pay more than £600 per student, and even then this would
require significant cuts in their staffing (TES 18.12.92).

One year later Mr Patten announced the way in which he was going to resolve the
funding issue. He would create a new Teacher Training Agency, which would
replace CATE. It would draw its funds from money that had previously been
allocated directly to the universities' funding body. It was originally proposed
that not only would this new Agency be responsible for initial teacher education,
it would also control research higher degrees in education and research in
education. In this way the government, through the Agency, would control virtually
all aspects of teacher education, especially as the Agency would be responsible
12
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for inspecting teacher education courses through a body that was responsible for
school inspections, the Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED).

The criticism of these proposals was virtually unanimous, with the powerful
Committee of Vice-chancellors and Principals threatening to withdraw from initial
teacher education and pointing out that these changes were a 'serious threat to
quality and would lead to an increase in political control’, as well as damaging
the independence and quality of educational research (TES 5.11.93). Just as
significant was the publication of a response by the retiring chair of CATE,
Professor Taylor. He argued that there were three principles that any change in
teacher education should be measured against, namely, as compared to what

already exists, will the new system:

1. attract good candidates?
2. produce better educated and more competent teachers?
3. provide a sound basis for continued professional development?

He concluded that the new proposals failed 'on all three counts' (THES 22.10.93).

1995-1998: APOCALYPSE NOW

What has been the result of these moves towards school-based and government
controlled initial teacher education? To begin with it is quite clear that government
targets for recruiting teachers will not be met. Although this might well have
been a problem that the earlier system would have had to face the uncertainty
that resulted in the rapid change from one system to another is unlikely to have
helped this situation. For example, in 1993 the government had announced that
it wished to increase science teacher numbers by 415, but only 52 places were
on offer in 1993. Mathematics teacher numbers were supposed to be increased to
220, but only 110 places were on offer. Two universities intended to close their
four-year B.Ed. courses and another would no longer train teachers of Russian,
Spanish and Italian (Independent 2.12.93). Most recently it has been reported
that recruitment to shortage subjects continues to be a problem, with 18 out of

57 universities being unable to recruit to their target numbers in mathematics,
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21 in Modern Languages, 15 in Science and more than 50 on the B.Ed. (TES
20.1.95). In June of 1998 Greenwich University decided to cut eight of its
teacher education courses because 'of problems finding suitable placements in
schools', a move that was reported as possibly being 'the start of the long-threatened
pull-out by vice-chancellors' from initial teacher education (TES 5.6.98). It is
now accepted by the new Labour government that teacher recruitment is a major
problem that it will have somehow to address, with at least 5,000 fewer graduates
applying for secondary teacher training courses this year and class sizes rising
inexorably (TES 29.5.98).

It may well be that there are reasons other than the new system of school-based
training to account for these dramatic shortages. However, even if there were, a
recent survey has revealed that teachers were understandably concerned that too
much of their time was being spent away from their school children while they
worked with the school-based student teachers, so much so that 'it is...possible
that quality of training will be diluted because of pressures of workload and
resources' (TES 7.7.95). The result is the withdrawal of schools from partnerships
with their universities, on the grounds that 'the difficult business of training
new teachers is detracting from the schools' main purpose of teaching children’
(TES 19.5.95), though it remains to be shown whether or not more schools are
withdrawing from partnerships than are remaining with or joining them afresh.
However the fluidity of partnership provision is a major problem and a direct
result of the new arrangements which is not helped by its chronic underfunding
(see Gilroy, Price, Stones and Thornton 1994, p.293). The hew system has
created a ridiculous situation that even if students do apply to courses they
might not be accepted because there could be no schools in which to place them
for the school-based element of their training. Worse, there could be a situation
where a student is accepted, but the school they would have been placed in
withdraws from the partnership, leaving the student with no school in which to
carry out their school-based work and so forcing the university to withdraw
their offer to the student.

In fact another phenomenon has added to the complexities of running partnership
systems. When OFSTED inspects an education department it also inspects the
14
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schools that are part of the partnership system of that education department.
OESTED inspectors may criticise the teacher training they see taking place in
some of those schools, but make no criticism of the teacher training taking place
in the university education department. The natural reaction of a busy school is
not to spend valuable time correcting whatever the inspectors have criticised,
but rather to withdraw from the partnership and return to their original task,
teaching children as opposed to teaching students how to be teachers. The result
is a steady trickle of schools withdrawing from partnerships with education

departments.

The move to this chaotic situation has never been properly justified. What is
particularly worrying is that countries such as America, Australia and Canada
are reported as moving towards a similar system for training their teachers (see
Chadbourne 1993). Yet this is something which has been rejected by, for example,
Scotland and which, as this paper has argued, is riddled with problems, both
practical and professional. Perhaps the previous Conservative government was
aware of some of these difficulties, because it prevented a report being published
by its own school inspectors which pointed out that France was moving away from
school-based initial teacher education towards the kind of initial teacher education
provision that once existed in Britain. The report states 'The French government's
explicit concerns to anchor primary training firmly within the universities are
interesting in the context of the current discussion in Britain of the contribution
of higher education to training' (TES, 20.1.95). In context this can be seen as a
disguised warning to those flirting with the idea of moving towards some form of
school-based initial teacher education that they should think twice before
abandoning their current provision. The French, however, have, in direct contrast
with the reforms being enforced in England and Wales, 'created new (teacher-
training) institutions and have increased the length and breadth of professional

training at all levels' (Holyoake 1993, p.215).

It seems likely that, as with many of the current government's educational reforms,
the new system of teacher education is only able to operate because of the
immense goodwill and professionalism of school teachers and teacher educators.
The partnerships between schools and university education departments were
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well in place long before 1992 and were based not so much on financial
considerations as on the shared desire to prepare students as effectively as
possible for their profession (see Barber 1993). It is these partnerships that
seem to be the key to making school-based initial teacher education effective
and, for the reasons already touched upon, yet it is these partnerships that are
most under strain. The cracks are beginning to appear with, on the one hand
universities preparing to withdraw altogether from teacher education (see Gilroy,
Price, Stones and Thornton 1994, pp.287-288 and TES, 27.12.94, p.5) and on the
other hand schools too rethinking their commitment to this form of teacher
education (TES 19.5.95).

If one adds to this bleak picture the fact that applications for the current
teacher education courses had, by comparison with applications for the 1996-97
cohort, again fallen (the four-year B.Ed. courses are down by 15%, secondary
PGCE courses by 10.85% and primary courses by 4.66% - TES 6.2.98) then the
true results of the unjustified 'reform' of initial teacher education can be seen.
The politicians' attacks on teachers and teacher educators, supported by what
have been termed 'the fanatics' of the ill-informed New Right (Whitty 1993,
p.274), have created a situation whereby the present and future forms of initial
teacher education seem to echo the systems of the past. The inevitable result has
been the rupturing of the delicate links between higher education and the schools,
links that both of these contributors to teacher education clearly find both
valuable and absolutely necessary to a proper preparation for the profession of
teaching. The new Labour government has yet to do anything which shows that it
recognises the devastating impact that such ill-considered reforms have had

upon the teaching profession and, ultimately, our children.

1998 AND BEYOND: NOW I SEE THROUGH A GLASS DARKLY

Most English university education departments have three elements to their

work. It is the future developments of the first, initial teacher education, which

I'have so far described here. However the other two elements (in-service education

for experienced teachers - INSET - and educational research) are also under

threat. The Teacher Training Agency was in 1997 allowed by the new government
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to turn its attention to INSET provision. Because universities have in the main
offered various post-graduate qualifications (such as advanced diplomas and
masters degrees) to teachers who successfully complete their university INSET
studies a substantial amount of funding (approximately thirty million pounds)
was provided by the Higher Education Funding Council (HEFCE), in exactly the
same way that HEFCE provided funding for other university work. In the summer
of 1997 the Agency attempted with some success to take over that funding from
HEFCE on the grounds that it was the Agency and not HEFCE that was responsible
for teacher training. It identified eight areas that would receive INSET funding
and required university education departments to bid for those funds. Those
bids were then judged by a panel appointed by the Agency, with the results
being released in February of this year. It was also announced that those
university departments of education which had refused to hand over their HEFCE
INSET funding to the Agency would have to suffer the indignity of being audited
so as to confirm their claim that the work they were doing was not part of the

Agency's conception of INSET.

This vision of the future in the present is not a pretty one. To begin with
university education departments have lost their ability to work with experienced
teachers so as to identify their professional needs and offer graduate level
programmes of continued professional development. Instead they must follow
whatever the Agency has identified as being worthy of funding. In addition
education departments must meet criteria for being accepted for funding Agency
INSET or receive no funding whatsoever. The result has been catastrophic. 36
education departments did not have their bids accepted, so large areas of the
country which they serve will have no INSET whatsoever and the Open University,
for example, who serve the country as a whole will lose almost one and a half
million pounds of INSET funds. Staff who taught on both INSET and initial
teacher education courses might have to be made redundant, with further negative

effects on initial teacher education courses.

However, it is not merely the autonomy of universities, the effect on local INSET

provision for teachers or the way in which initial teacher education courses will

be affected by this development of a centralisation of initial and post-experience
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teacher education that should concern us as we gaze into the future. There is
another implication of this development that needs to be examined, namely the
career pattern of teachers that is implied by the Agency's policy of centralised

control of all aspects of teachers' professional development.

In setting itself up as the sole arbiter of what is to count as meaningful INSET
the Agency has laid out a plan for teacher professional development that teachers
themselves have had little or no say in and which has a number of contradictions
and problems that have not as yet been resolved. This plan has the following
pattern, based around a series of proposed National Professional Qualifications
(NPQs). A student will pass through a government approved training programme
and achieve Qualified Teacher Status (QTS). They will then serve a probationary
period of one year in a school and, if successful, will be recognised as a teacher
(the distinction between being a qualified teacher and a recognised teacher has
yet to be made clear). After a few years they will be eligible to apply for a new
qualification, the National Professional Qualification for Expert Teachers (NPQET).
This is still in the process of having its appropriate standards identified. We do
know that it is linked to the government's desire to have a salary grade designed
to retain expert teachers in the classroom (what has been called the Advanced
Skills Teacher grade) and that the nature of this linkage was causing difficulty.
The govemmentfwanted these teachers to act as advisors to other teachers and
also to be a link to initial teacher education, so paradoxically a qualification/salary
grade designed to keep good teachers in the classroom is likely to take them out

of the classroom.

There will also be another qualification created, the National Professional
Qualification for Subject Leaders (NPQSL). This already has its appropriate
standards identified and a few education departments are currently using them
in conjunction with the Agency for a Diploma qualification. The government has
made it clear that it wants a Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator (SENCO) in
every school and it is likely that this would develop its own professional
qualification, especially as funding for this was already in the system. The
consultation procéss to examine the nature of this qualification has just been
completed.
18



BEEEFMR7+—F A No3

The final link in this chain of qualifications is the National Professional
Qualification for Headship (NPQH). This is a programme designed for serving
head teachers and the standards required have been identified, with the scheme
just beginning to come in to operation. The Agency seems to believe that there
will come a time when teachers applying for headships will be required to have
the NPQH, although quite how this will encourage already reluctant applicants to
apply for posts that are already proving difficult to fill has not been made clear.

In addition there will be Information and Communications Technology (ICT) training
for all teachers as well as some sort of Special and Inclusive Education (SEN)
training which will be linked in some way to the criteria for being an Expert
Teacher. Finally, running alongside all of this there will be a new scheme of
teacher appraisal which is likely to be a management tool linked to performance
(especially as the government has begun talking about paying teachers according

to their performance).

The Agency's plan for teachers' careers can best be summarised in the following

diagram:
Possible Teacher Career Progression 1998
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KEY:

QTS Qualified Teacher Status

NPQET National Professional Qualification for Expert Teachers
NPQSL National Professional Qualification for Subject Leaders
SENCO Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator

SEN Special Educational Needs

NPQH National Professioanl Qualification for Headship

The question that has to be asked of this vision of the future is whether or not
teachers want to hand over to the Agency the control they have of their own
professional development. Furthermore, is this in fact the way that teachers
want to develop professionally? Where is there opportunity for scholarly study
in depth of critical policy and practice issues that concern teachers? All that
the future seems to offer is initial and post-experience teacher education separated
from the university system that was once seen as so important in raising the
quality and standards of the profession with control passing in a rigidly centralised
way to a government organisation. Indeed the Agency's chief executive has
stated publicly that 'initial teacher education is not an academic study; and
therefore an intrinsic part of higher education' (THES 18.4.97). This might mean
that initial teacher education should not consist of purely theoretical academic
study and who could disagree with that? However the actual practice of that
Agency has shown that the future of teacher education (both initial and post-
experience) is not one that necessarily involves higher education, but rather a
tight, rigid and centralised control from an Agency that is now turning its sights
on the third element of education departments' work, research. There is no good
reason for this ominous present future to be exported to other countries' teacher

education systems.
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BIETHHHEAIMY (ateachers certificate) ~LoiF THMT 2 oD ICFHFAMBLI L v
JIEAT ., L LEFOHEAORSEIE., whid7 7Ly 54 R [EB4&, #H)
LT, o) [HBHEF] 2L T, VAREKZ DL EEARITT EL WV, 18614,
COBICHETIBEMORE (2—-HANERER) . COREIKMICEoTdAE
ICL o THREZLZVODTHL LEDFREM Lo FOER, BHFIIKFEH K
BEICHEDLLREELEIE L7 (seePatrick etal., 1982) o

1947 F T, HEBEH LV v VYPEEBEOKEST ZH, KEOHKEFERHT
BAERAVy VIER B I-AOHEET2 L) ko7, ZOBIEIR,
[FL—=Y 7OEPINERORAE LML, TLEKTEEVIHRER -]
(Gosden 1989, p.2) L T——Z NIIHH{EREE (Her Majesty's Inspectorate: HMI) T & x
[EHR] LBDOBEHTHLZ—, I F o) lBbh/,

ALy POa—Rid, KEEHL (trainee teachers) HEFT 5 L) HKELHFED
I 2ENS 3, AFLERSNDZIENLEL LD, 1963FIC 4 EHINBAS
Nak, AL v JIEES (student teachers) IHFF#¥ L (BEd) DEREBRST 3
ZENTEDL L) Ko7 1970EROMEA L TITIZ, FHEEMAKEFEETEL
TEDFINDT L L EoTWIAESL ), HFH¥EY (Department of Education and
Science: DES ) i3, BET DR TF R LELETIREOMEL L THHEICK T HKat
#AFE L7 (DES1991,p.38) o FOFMEIC X NIE, 19729 L 1988 DMIC, WMEER
BBOKFXELIZ6HICHE (5% 530%) . RILEBICPEERKBOKE
REEJILAL 2B 31%D563%N) o ThbHDOEMEE FIB~I B
PHORIPNBIBEELZSIZ, HiFIE, MOPOFYLRL N HTEOEMNMB L K
THELZNLFHTE, RERAILV Y YPLOIELBM R LICEBOERLHH%
EPRINT BT ENTEL LW EZHIZ, ELEFOEFRNE Y M) THAOE
KBITA3DE2EnwWH2LTH5b,

1970-19914F: D% Y

EAFIE. 19704E. BEBEEICHOCEMITHD, ¥ — s AHE® (DES 1972) #4
Hahi, BEHOHRBEHENS b, Iolz—2, FEXMOFIEERE (probationary
year) DIZOOFHET QT T AOBAINTHERMIND, BOLEXZTHLE, &

A0 EDREBHAFA, HMEFICRBTIELOBRBEERIIHLT. &

STELLBLIMODTOLELRAIENTED DD LIk, FRICFIEHE T,
DES B X U'HMI 2 5 #EHLO L H ici shi, KBd, ChoRSEBREOED
FEBLAEETHV0THY, AIRIZHETO—2IF, FKIZ, FEHEMENI b, o
P4 BIDODVTABRTHALICTELWEIERHKL /- (DES 1988b,p.59) o LA L&
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b, 19844, BV EMHRET I - A LRET LR L FHOH L VKR, BHOBFTRE
&4 (the Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education: CATE) % 83 L7-0it,
ThoDBEY (FICKBEROUBICOVTRE L-#ED — DES 1983) ORET
o,

EDDIFREZEILL ST, COZLR_EOHETH o7z, B—ICKEKFTO AN
BHEOPIEDIENT, TR, REOKEDOLOERTLE) THAH L H I,
BEFBRIBFOEGDEANTH oo T—A%BIH L. MBEEOI -2 2 AZL
(validate) . BUFD & 5 RHENE L2 FLEFILVEREFE TV, LA LENLS
Tit, b LESBVZOFEZHRFL CATEICL A2 HKEBRRI—AORBLEBLLS,
I—-ARBEEINT, o TREREBHIHEME LTIITARLONLZ W LIZR B,
VRIS, TNODOI—RIZEELXFERTHIEHNTET, ASZRLZ LIR30
THhb,

FIC, STRAETRECBHFEAREEREMT DLV ) T M, REIC
oMol FHICEEL CATED X Y N—HBROREMHE L, HEFKE
(Minister) DFHICH ). EFNHEFEEETICOBICL LT L. F04<H
LRIl o, BIFBRZOEFNT F)NAL F— bDEMBEFICOVTOFREICH
EW L HEE (see above, DES 1988b) ICb#Mb 6, HAF. L W DUIEFICHELZ D
DKEI}. EFEF @D THEEZRK-TELALE [EHET. BVEZXboT]
(Gosden 1989,p.9) Rk Thol,

1991-1995F: RET N S EHDOHP T
199246 1 B, &BFKREZ 77— K3, kWS V77 FEREBFRIBTHIL =
FI TR, KFICEBEZB(EMETICO>V TR, CATEDEBETICBrNbD
TEXHLTWAIEXHONIC L, HKiZ. 1 EMO PERFHRAER I — AL
BT, RERMOLLLLEH80% (1EMDS L4 RH) 2EBBBTHITLEIZ L.
TDTLRKRERLH VY VD LERAND [BEDDP LY OBIT] R LELTHEA)
EVETE 2 AK L7z (Clarke 1992,p.13) o D F 4 7OHBAER I - A b LA T
DX ICERICEBLE BIHICL D, —EHOPEHEKEREE 72— 13, 19924
SANPLTCIEDLLE T LRI LIl o7z,
HEBRBEOINODHER., KEEHL Y IYNEELOEMERENICROTI L
KB EVIBHEDSCIR, FIRETNIERLIILALNIIE(EBBETICH
CENLIENT o NHELIICR o/, TROEDBKZEITH L TiE, ZHEOHHH*
Hotl, BE—OHHI, TOX)LREMHTIB LWL L ELTS I L T HICEAL
T 5213, BITOHEERIMO P OBRTEES ZOBFKICHET THEYICHEMT 5
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CEIZERBLTVWAZ LR RERITMELR LRV ELEKTL b DTHE, BEOHHR

Yoy UriR, EBEILE) ERAL B, o Vv—TO— Ak, &K

FOREHEFI—AR., [MOHAEBRICERELEDLI 2] B0, 2L THED

H 5% (O'Hear 1988,p.6) ¥ L TR L T2 —HNOEREBHAL, 2iCi

CHODIA-RA%REZAZILICHDILTOIDRRFA=NV I AFEHELZLIZOD,
THHEEITo 4 (ibid, p.23) » ThE L HBHIC, KEBHOEMKNT K51 H—
i, BCRBOKBEDZ 00, HFERRICHDLIEIC Lo TiTbh T A 4E

DELTHBREVARNVUEDLDTHLLRELZDTHS (DES1991) , Batost

P1800EMRICEFTRIDPICRAAINO DU E L ELLT 2 8HNHERII—thL I

HHDOTHAHIH?

FEIT, EBLE, RIS SAOBBENRD b/: (see Gilroy 1992) , £4. R
HEHHT2LERZRALTVAEFICE o T, BROYBEL S0, HSBEN
HELLEIA, 20 L) BRI PLBRABENLZLEVIFEL 2759, K
ICHBTE( CEMDI— A (the Articled Teacher scheme) ASLAERERBIICEA S h,
KEIZETHI-RA2ZDEILHICBREEILVEFEHSs TV L) ThHolz, 1245,
BRFOWMBIE, ChAiPi ) oRRL2 L TRATRTHEZLERLL,

1991-92EFEDZE— ABH ) OLR LR, RO#EY TH o7 (Parliamentary
Answer 1991) :

4 EMOBE ST (BEL) /AXBEEE (BA) 25000 K> F

1 {E B DPGCE 6,000 K F

2 £ 7 Articled Teacher I — A 19,000 K> F
1990-914EBFIC I — A Wl o TWA 4D KL (DES 1990)

4 EMOEEFR¥ L (BEA) /AXHEET (BA) 11,838 A

1 4ER§ HPGCE 11,956 A

2 fE M ® Articled Teacher I — A 43 A

N6 OBHEIC X T, B.Ed. & PGCE I — A D 5% & Articled Teacher I — X |2
TR 48520058 FRLEICERZ iz b, 2 hid1990-914E 5 D #H *
BFHLD8000HFKRY FULED EEZDTHZ, b LIDORFOBENROLS Lho
726, BHEARRIZEALZBEARERDLDED, EBRICIZZOBITFIC600FEY FL»
RSN edo7:0TH o7 (THES 156.93) ,

FITERLOBENBI o7, £H)R2%62FH4TFALLOBFEEZLEN, %
BARDOAFRXVOELCRETAZ LIS, —AlDS b4 B ZRICESNB L
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WHIDEALIH? EROBEEZRNRE LATETIZ, —AL LTI ORFICHR L
bDIZBHF(TES 31.1.92) ERICEBL B CHARRIT [FRTORMD 2 VEER
YERDODOANEBELT] LEILAI L, HEIRBIRE(BEL TR LNV
ENFIHIh TV (TES21.292) » BEIC, KEHGDL Z0 L) REEICIIRAL
oo 26, REVPZEZEVEV—EAWIC—HLPREI LI TELVEI) 2R
DNHTEE SN —R%, EI)ILLORYLIDL VI EPFNohholh bl

(CVCP 1992) » 5T, FEREMAP O TR AZOBMHEBTZEIC Lo TEERTY
PHAEEEBIR)ITLATESL L), FREMEIET 2 L) KKZEOHMHKEE R
ICRDBZ LiE, FFHICERLZ LICRbNR: (CATE1992) .

IROOBHNITH LT, BHFE—2 L LTRE L d o, 1992EDHEEIAIC,
FHEKRKESY P VRIEE o TE/BENCOFHICBII 2T ELHEIL. $RICE
BEBECEBL80%0566% (0Fh 14EMD PGCET — R IC\V 54413, 3685248
ZRICWAIEILRS) KO L ETHol, [£IBZEIIOVTVE] 2RKIC
Vb3 NBEWV) )Ny by DEHK (Patten 1992, p.2) 13, KEOHKEFEE 2 MBI
VECHEBETEILIIBLPTHoz, EBE, v JAKFIIRBEN - HRLF¥
KRESI-ADHELEIL, HEMBHPSFOI—-ANBEH SN EITHH LHBAL
7z (TES3.7.92) o DI kid, XN/ TH—F4EHA V600K FLUEIX B K
FRIBEAELEL, L2V INTEX2 LY OBEHIESLEL 222D {6
NTWVBIdPrbod . REALLINKREL, ZRICHY L TORLEE—AILDWV
T2000R Y FEIL) T EZERLZLBEONARE, SHIC—BRHEL o7 (TES
18.12.92) ,

—EHNy PRI, MBMEEBRL LS LT HELAE LR, #Kid. CATE
(2% % H L V> Teacher Training Agency (TTA) %M 5, TTAIZ, DENZEERSE
HEEECTFRRIMBEINTVIBENLCZNEE2[BAI LI 2, ZOH LWV
BIZZE b D HBEBICHELFH ORI TL L, HER DM (research higher degrees
in education) EBEMEZ IFENTLINE LTREE N, 2D XS IZL T, I
TTA ASERARERICFAE % 7D the Office for Standards in Education: OFSTED % & L T#
MBE I - AORBICHEEZ L2100, BFRTTAR2 B L TEMEFTOHEELLT
DRE2HEFNT A LI BDTH A,

INODORKISHT 28I, FELBR B THolz. FHLEHETHS [K
#ERE - #KRZH%] (the Committee of Vice-chancellors and Principals) (33 H %5,
POFEFICLEHL, THODUENKEHROMUM L AR EL ) 2T TR,
THI T 2RA B TH D, BUENEHOMAEEZ S -6TTHA) | LigHLL
(TES5.11.93) o MUMEELMDIZ, CATE DEBRMENERE., 71 7 -8RI FD
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FIE L2 ETH B, ik, BEMEFOVILEHREIICOVTH, KD 32D
FHPEMIIFMINLINELEERLE, Thbb, BRICHAHBLEBL THL
WHIEEL :

L. VWWEHEEREEOITAH,?

2. XpFEFINA, LHDERLBEMEELAHTH?

3. BlASMEEMMBELR LETL-00RELEBELRMUT 20 ?

Wi, HFLOREIL, (3L EBVT] RBLTWS EHRDT TS (THES
22.10.93),

1995-1998%: MENKEH (BRR)

ERICEBERE . L TERICEH SN KB OB & 12, AEERELT
2o L7zDTHAH9H? I3, HAFLOBFEENER I W LIBEDTH
LHTHb, Chid, DETOBESET L2 TREOZVEETH o2 b L
VS, HIENRA ERBICEDLEI DL D6 ENALTAHEERI RN UFELES
EixBbhlv, FIZIT1993FIC, BAFRBEESMORE SR L ERK LI,
19934E1C13 72 o RS20 BT B FERE I N Tz, BEKMOBIE, 2203 CHX B1ET
PRotzht, TolzNN0DBIEFHELEENT, Z2DKEN4EH D BELIT—ADH
HETEL. BO—KZETIRIRRPO I TR, ANRS VEE 45 TEOHKM % XK
LZwWwZ kT L7 (Independent2.12.93) o B Tid, STREPIBDKENKET. 12
ARAET, ISHPEBT, SOULABELT, AZZENFEAERICES T, HHH
RO ZVEBNOEEIFIEHREMBETH LI EFMES N (TES 20.1.95) o 1998
F6H. V= YKRED, [BUERTANEDERER D15 LTCORME] »6 8
DOHERK I — ADHBLEREL, COHEEZ BV LENLTE, KERR
BbLIZL 2 (BEARE,OD) BBOKEN] THE0b Lk ERBEIN:

(TES 5.6.98) o £ TRFLVHBREAFICL - T, HEDEENTELRETHL
&, LHdZoOMER, ARTHEZERR I - ANGETIAEEI P LD
5000 NIZBA L. ZFRBEVFBEB LS KE( Lo TWARROPT, MLh L THD
HMERTRETEORVIDTHEILHFEDLNATWVS (TES 29.5.98)

ORI HEBAROFREICIE, FRICERELE (EBR LV FLVHEUNOR
Hbdo0b Lz, LALEX6, bLEILLLTHREOHEIX. M
P, ERICERLTE(CHETEGEEZHFICLTWEDIC, HAO&EL L L HISE
TYRMAL LT ELI L, #oT [BEOEIZ. £HOABLAFE»S OEMET,
HOLNLHbDELRNIB] Ev), bot bR lLEELTVWAIEEHELMIZL
7z (TES7.7.95) o EDHER. [HLVHEMZIHT L) BLVHEEY, ZROX
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EKOERTHLT L DEELAL > TS (TES 19.595) & OBEMH 5. 2iid
KEL OB HEH (partnership) »OHMBTHI LIk 2, bok b, BhHfkHICLY

5, HEIVEFAICNDLEERLY, HBTI2ZRELIVZVDE) PR 48ER
ZUIINEDPOLRVDOTIIHEH, LrLEd 6, BHEHESOREMIIKE M
MTHY, HFLOEHIMBENLEEEFRICELATVL I LDEENERTHS
(see Gilroy, Price, Stones and Thornton 1994, p.293) o FH L WHIEIX, X LAEELEN -
AIBEL7ZELTYH, S0 bERCEBRYB (BT 2RI 2ERIRON6 %
WA D 72HIZ, I—ARXFTARTLS 2 2whd Lhhwniwn) BET KRR
FHEAM LT, Do L ELTEHL, BENI-ALRITFTANL NI B TRITANED
EEABHER D SRGE L, RENSHIC AR E (B LET DROLKE RO
BT, o TAZRPLURBTEEDI—ADRFLEMY DL EVI KRG B
N)BDTH5,

ERICIE, BAOGHEERT LV IBREICL ) —20HRIFMb o7z, BHEF
% $152Y 50 OFSTEDIX, ZDHFEML B HHH 2 MU ER T LHRET 5,
OFSTEDOHE B bid, FRTHDPA TV 2HKERREHHL TS, KEOHKFE¥
BTITORTVAEKEER PRI L 2vA b Lhk v, ZULEROBREKIEGIE,
EECHEEZHABENHH LAEE2RET A1) CoOVE L, BHKHDS#
BL, BEICE)Ro THMICE 2D ERRXBDTRESFLILLEHRIH LV
AROHEIIRD EWV) ., ZOMR. HFFEBE OBHEH D O BB T 5 ¥48K
BikEEVWI EILR S,

ORI E LREADOBITICOWTOEYSLIX, L THDIZET2bATIIW
T, ENDITLEEDIE, TAVH, F—AIF )T, AFFewvolzE4 A &
BREO:-DICEUOHEIIBIT L2 LHE SN TS Z L7 (see Chadbourne
1993) , LALohid, BIIERay bS5V FTRIBESNZFHIETH ), XBHIH
LCi7-80, EBREOLEFAMICLAMELSTDIDLDTHS, FFEDVRFRE
iz, choolEBEOEOAEEEL TV, 2L 6 RTFRBAFIZ. ETOREE
A, TIVATHERICEBZBVAHKERRERLD, RETHI2THo L) HK
BEBHEABIT L5 LaiglL - HET R HRT I L2 L,
HEHRE [77 ABMFHERREZEEA L L TRKENTIT) J EICHLG»IZHKE
boTWa W) HL, BEFEFOKBRBEANDERICOWT, EETHEST DN
TVBHBOXIRD? S &5 L BKREW] LaB_Tv23 (TES, 20.1.95) . XRLID#H
Bl ZRICEBYE (BEABRRL VI FERNOBITEELTWVSLEIL, HTOHE
PELTAMICEETREFLBIIBELTVRLERAIELTES, LLENS,
A7 FET2— VA THESNAHEL IS B, 77 VAT [HL
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WV O(HEEK) BEZARL, H5WB LAVICBITAEFNIIORYE & NAEDIE
FIKRL] OTHAH (Holyoake 1993, p.215) o
BEMOBETREDNEZ DN EITHE L)L, ZMETOHHED ., FREML K
MEEED VAN VWHFELHMARI A EIIKIONT, ERTREZ 2 TWVASIC
BEEVE)CBDNE, FREREHZFEROMOBHEENL, 1992E L h ok
BIPLHFELLDOTHY), BENEERDPOEVI L, FAEZTELETHENIC
FORECUCITTHELAVEW) FERLEWICET VTV (see Barber
1993) o ZRICEB LB (KBEBRLHENICTI2RL 250 o hkHITHY,
LA LEECBRLEAP»ORLERERBICH20L 0B HEHLZOTH S, B
DRLIZ, —FTRHEARE,O—DHBL L) LEBLTVIREL LTHR (see
Gilroy, Price, Stones and Thornton 1994, pp.287-288 and TES, 27.12.94,p.5) . ¥7%—54T
BFERDIFLIDL) LB TOKBARBICHEDIZIL2EELTWAI LIZHERT
v»% (TES 19.5.95) o

COFA L LIHEIL, BITOHBER I — ANDIGHEH1996-97EE IS HBUR
PULIEE (4EMDBEDI—Ri315%. PEHEPGCET — RX1310.85%. %3 — R it
4.66% A L7z - TES 6.2.98) 2{HIMA 5% 61, COELLE LV EBER &
E| DRDBRYBRZB7EH9, wbwa, £/ 2HIb%FWw_a2—54 b [BIEE]
(Whitty 1993, p.274) 12X X b NBIER B IS & 2 800 & KT E~ ORI,
HELRROBABRBOHRIBEOHEL R ET LI ICRIB LW RIREED
Bl BIORRZWERE LT, BEHE L2ROMICH 28 788, KEEHN
CREKT 5 NOWEN, B DLV BANBYICHEBET 5 22010130 & 2l
Y FHMEILEREER 28I, RELODH 5, HFLOHHEBAIL. =
DEFCBREDORY B VHEFZBELRBHICRFEL4OFLO b RESEL LN
IREBRLTVE L, MOPDOHETRERILZL VDT B,

1998F % L TE D& I 2B/NTRB &

BLALDA X)) ADKREHFERBIR, TOAFL LT=Z00EX *H-oTV2,
INETHBRTEZDR, F—DEH, HERRORROERTH S, LrLadb,
MOZODEFK (BBRE A 12~ DB in-service education for experienced
teachers—INSET— L HEHFE) b FHBIP SR TS, TTAIR. 1997EFERFIC L -
T, INSETORFITRLEIL) S ENFUMREL & o720 EBIIKENKETO INSET
DRIEE RIFRIET L7 4 2 KREXERBE (L7 1 7o+ 8h
E) EGRTELLDIZ, PRYVOEDVES (BXEF3THEYF) US%SHEES
iFi#% (the Higher Education Funding Council: HEFCE) 2 & T, KZEDnHEC

30



BEBFHME7+—FA No3

HEFCEFX# ) DEELFE LR N FTEXUbNRTE L, 19974 EICTTAIR, HEEH
WCEERZRHODIIHEFCETId % { TTATH % & DA 5, HEFCE 25 4B L %
TTAICRREE D L2 RA. W OPBIEBEDz, TTAIL, INSETEL %152
CEHFTEL8DHEHEL. RENHFEBICCALDBERM2BAFATL LK
Wizo TNHLDOHFHE, TTAYMES LAFEEAMICL > TEESK, $EN2HICE
DERVPAFKEINDZ LIl o7 HEFCE @ INSETHRE X TTAICTFIE T = L 2364
THREOHEZEMIZ, O L TV HHEHATTAD INSET SO —HTid v b wn
D FREPMIAT HOICEREISARITRIEZL 2V EV D BENEAEEL STRIEES
LTI EHRREINI,

BRLEICBITHID L) ZRREE. BOINELIOTIELZV, T, KEOKEF
i3, BRLPBMOEMIW=——XEHEAL. EFNBEERITELDOFE L~
D7UT 5 h2REETEHIIICHMbIIHET 2D EER- . FORDYICKE
2. TTAPTHNESE T L HEIDH 2 LHBT L2 DIciEbhRiZ e o 2 wv
NDTHbB, M THEEFEEIX. TTAD INSETEE ZRITANE-DOREICFELS L
Thid%ebhv, b RVE—YEEEZIOALEVOTH S, ERIIBRNHTH 2,
DHEEXBIIHFLRITANONT, ZhODKEFFBEBT MR L TE 5L
DR T, biERL INSETHE—-T b il b5, 8612, HzIZE
ERICBHETEIF—T V=22 N—F 113, H1505 K> FO INSETES¥%H T ¢k
25D THB, INSETEHERRI-AOWME*HKLTELKBIIRMAR LD,
CHOZEDPEARBI-ANOELDBENFHREIALSTrI LAk,

L LA oRK4PIRERBED S ETEERT &R0, KEOBHEN. #HIRK
% INSETOHEICH T 2 BM~NDHE. H2VIEKBREROD ) FH. ZOHEEK
RUBBBEORELOEBIIL > TEIRBINIP LT LLEVEVIZ LTS
o COERBISOVTRHENERED ) —D2DFEKRDH D, THbL, HMOEPM
REEDD HW 5 R % PREER KD TS LI TTAOBRIC K > TRIRENT
Wb, BEDRHE/NY — > (career pattern) T b,

AIASERDSH B INSETPIC OV TOME—DREZ L LTRLENALT LICEHTTA
2, B bHEOREENTLA LD L VIILCEL, TXEBREATV VS
POFELLBEBRERRATIO. ZMOHEMNRED-DDFE ZER L2 &
DEtEIZ. [£EHEMBRER] (National Professional Qualifications: NPQs) D —3E D}
FKIZEDWT, RDEIGNI—hbb, B4, BRFPSARLICIBE O ST A
IAHTAILICE- T, [BXHLIEMOML] (Qualified Teacher Status: QTS) %
i3T5, FhD S, FRTIEMORBVIMZED, b U Igeme LT
BilmEhs (BERHIHMME. RBINTHMLOXIIZ, SEPREICENEDO%HE
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D) o BEDH., ROBEBKTH S [MHEHMN 72O NEEHMIBREE]  (the National
Qualification for Expert Teachers: NPQET) IZIC¥ET 5 Z AT & %, TNICDWTIZ,
B R ABEIIRESN TRV, ERANHEBEEEZHE ISR FT57-0IRET
AN 5%EK (LBRILMEIMAR 5% the Advanced Skills Teacher grade & FRiIZI T
2:30) #BLVEVIBHOBRVEHUTHFVTWS I E, 0L 2lgs
ERREDEREL VI UBFEEL L L TWEI LR, S<ALGhTVS, BHF
. 20X BEIBAMOBMISH LTT FNAF—L LTIHBTAHI L, $HA
BRIV I ER2ZARDOT, BHHICH, BREMZHEEISRVFITHLDI
HEL ENIBE/RBEERD, B bERZEL LR ETLIENTFRENRLEDOTH
5o

ZFADHND ) —o0ER, [HEBEEDVOOLEHFIRER]  (the National
Professional Qualification for Subject Leaders: NPQSL) b5, T NICDOWTIIBEIC
WO BAEFBLPICERTBY, BEZ. ZOHFERBIENL LT 1 TuvEBT—
U x » ¥ — (the Agency for a Diploma qualification) & DRJETIRA L TV 5%, BUFiZ.
ETOERIC [HNEHKFH=——XNDa—74%—%—] (aSpecial Educational Needs
Co-ordinator: SENCO) %#BE-WVEWVIZEZLRHLAMICLTBY, HFICEDDHOH
EHECHEOTTHEBIIOATVREI LV 5T, £4 SENCON =D DEFIR
BEPBESND LSS OBEEROUKE R T 2HMBEIZ, PVBEETLL
) Ths,

ZO—EDBEKOBRERIT, [BREBROZ-OHEEEMBERK] (the National
Professional Qualification for Headship: NPQH) T# 5%, Zhid, REDLHICFKE S h
7e7a7 AT, BEREINBKEOFRERRT L, SFEHRECETIIBEh22H %,
TTAWL, BEHARERICIGET 5B NPQHE o TV 5 T EHER SN BRI RS
ERBLTWVR LI THEHN, TOZEHR—FELIRoT, §TEEDLI LML
WEHIBBLTWARA MCRETAIEFRICBEL TV L) 2EHELER I
BT EIlhBDONE. FEBLNITE > TRV,

MET, eCoHEMERRE L [HHEEEOHMN] (Information and
Communications Technology: ICT) g & . ##EA (ET) OREEIML POFTHEY
HrohsTHsd ) HHHED [§EHESEFE]  (Special and Inclusive Education: SEN)
WHEDNBASNDIEA ), BB, ThoE2TLHETLT, BEL {ERICHET S
BREFBRELRHLTHA) EKEMFM (teacher appraisal) NFLWVEIE (ZHZ ki, &
D OITBHPEEICEDERIIE L TREETIN) S LIZOVWTHELMBD I 2D
FREIND) BT ebhbEs,

TTAIL X 2 HMADOREHE L, RORD LI ICEHTED . (p.198H)
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CORRBIZOVTRBRONEREMVIE, K- bHFEF-LHEOEMMRE
NN b= %, TTAKFELLZWEELRE I 2 TH D, BicEl, ThidH
EHEMBLOVEFIRICRELWERZGTRLEOTHA 52 ? EEHBECE b 2#tH
BBOR & ERMMBIC OV TORVERNMENBRIE, YIIH20THAH ? X
ROPRETHEIICRZBETIE, BEOHLEKEL LITA DI o TiEHIEE
BRELRONI-KREHE,L, THEIN-EEBRERUVABKELROTH), 20#
HIEBCEBEIN AR ) FTHRFEBICEZoNTLE)DTH B, BE, TTA
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