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FOREWORD
Since 1991, when the discussion between Ministry of Education and Training and Save the
Children Sweden about Inclusive Education began, training of teachers has been a central
issue. In the beginning short in-service training courses was given to teachers to equip them
with knowledge and skills to receive children with special needs.
I

The too short and scattered in-service training caused some misinterpretation of the concept of
inclusion which led to negative experiences of the teachers and children sometimes faced
rejection. A more long-term and sustainable strategy resulted in developing a 1-year pre-service
teacher training package. The training was pilot tested during 3 years in seven teachers training
colleges in Vietnam with the support from National Institute for Education and Science (NIES).
This training was also seen as one possibility for primary school teachers to be up-graded.
This Special Needs Teachers Training pilot is in focus of this report. It looks into the outcome of the
pilot training in four provinces and assesses the new methodology for teaching and analyses issues
related to teacher training in the light of recent development in education in Vietnam. A number of
specific recommendations are made in relation to training of teachers serving within in an inclusive
environment. It is our hope that the Ministry of Education and Training will get support from these
recommendations in the further discussion around teachers training now and in the future.
This report is complementary to a previous report, On the Road to Education for All: Lessons
learnt from inclusive education in Vietnam (Lindskog/Nguyen Xuan Hai 2002). If the reader
wants to have a comprehensive understanding of the Save the Children supported program to
promote rights for girls and boys with disabilities both reports should be studied. The two reports
will inform about strength and weaknesses at present but also give guidance how improvements
can be achieved to continue on the road to education for all.
We want to take the opportunity to thank NIES, staff of the colleges in Vinh Phuc, Phu Tho, Hue
and Tien Giang and all the teachers who have been involved in the work with the pilot and this
evaluation. We would like to send out sincere thanks to Michael Etherton and the team who
made this evaluation and finally thank the National Political Publishing House for co-operation in
printing this report. You are all part of the inclusive education movement in Vietnam.

Hanoi, December 2003
BRITTA OSTROM
Representative
Save the Children Sweden
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ACRONYMS

CBR

Community-Based Rehabilitation

cso

Civil Society Organisation

C/YP

Children and Young People [up to the age of 18 years]

DflD

Department for International Development [UK Government]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Save the Children Sweden-sponsored Report, On The Road To Education for

All: Lessons Learnt from Inclusive Education in Vietnam by Eva Lindskog and
Nguyen Xuan Hai comprehensivelyI surveys and analyses the development of the
concepts of Inclusion and Inclusive Education (IE). These concepts were developed in
Vietnam by the National Institute for Education Sciences (NIES) in Ministry of
Education and Training (MoET). The work has been supported by Save the Children
Sweden over the past 10 years.
Save the Children Sweden is sponsoring this Evaluation into the Teacher Training
aspects of the Inclusive Education Program which comprises two projects: Inclusive
education/CSR and the Special Needs Teachers Training Pilot of the Research Center
for Special Education (RCSE) in NIES. This NIES Pilot Project includes an Up-grading
Course for those Primary School teachers who have 12 years of formal schooling plus
two years of teacher training.
The Special Needs Teachers Training Pilot of this optional upgrading route for Primary
School teachers is the focus of this Report. It does not repeat the background to
Inclusion and IE, or the Vietnamese context for this process, presented in the Lindskog
Report. Jt is necessary, therefore, to read both Reports for the wider IE Evaluation
frame. This Report is on the specific aspects of the professional implications for Primary
School teacher training and the ITCs.
The Report
., assesses a new methodology for teaching and learning, in order to be an
effective Inclusive Education for children with disability. It assesses what characterizes
this new pedagogy and to what extent do these changes coincide with those of other
pedagogical developments in Vietnam in Primary Education. It explores what teachers
themselves see as the difference between the established Vietnam Primary Schools
teaching methodology and a new individual-child-cantered learning. A Child's Rights
perspective underpins a general understanding of what is meant by IE, within the
family, the community and the school.
The Evaluation T earn defined a number of groups of stakeholders:
•

The teachers who have been through the Pilot training already and are now back
teaching their schools.

•

The groups of teacher-trainees who are presently being trained in Cycle 3 (Year 3

I
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intake for Vinh Phuc and Tien Giang Provinces and Year 2 Intake for Thua Thien
Hue and Phu Tho Provinces).

•

Some 12 + 2 Primary School teachers who have not been trained in basic IE .

•

The Staff of the Teacher Training Colleges (TTCs) i~ the 4 Provinces of the
SC-S-supported Pilot. This group comprises the Lecturers/Trainers who have been
trained to teach the Pilot Units, and the College Managers, including the course
manager in each College.

•

The Provincial and District Departments of Education, especially those officers
involved in the provision of Primary Education.

The Evaluation Team observed teaching in the classrooms, and met with the various
stakeholder groups in the four Provinces. In Tien Giang and Vinh Phuc, the third intake
is just completing the course; in Phu Tho and Hue Provinces it is the second intake that
are now on their teaching practice.
If the pilot project runs its full course of 5 intakes, a further 300 plus 12 + 2 Primary
School Teachers could be upgraded to TTC Teaching Certificate standard in the four
Provinces. All four Provincial Education Departments and all four TTCs approve of the
NIES Pilot and expect this to happen.
NIES has proposed modifications to the original curriculum. This is an absolute
minimum in the whole IE process which is being spearheaded by NIES and financially
supported by Save the Children Sweden.
The 12 + 2 teachers who take this upgrading route do so primarily for the purpose of
up-grading their teaching qualification. Most of them do not take the course for the sake
of becoming competent to teach classes in which there are children with disability.
There are, of course, a few teachers who apply for the course in order to learn to work
with children with disability within their classes. But these are a small minority.
However, especially significant is the level of enthusiasm among all the teacher-trainees
for Inclusion, both in the school classroom and in the community, at the end of the
course.
The Report praises NIES and the TTCs for putting Inclusion in Primary Schools in the
forefront of education policy in the four Provinces. In terms of community social policy,
IE is also very much in the vanguard of community involvement in the process in Tien
Giang and Vinh Phuc. However, community involvement in IE is not very much in the
forefront in Phu Tho and Thua Thien Hue. In Phu Tho communities are involved only in
Thanh Ba district where there is an Inclusive Education Resource Center; and although
communities are involved in principle in Hue, there is some way to go in reality.
The Report criticizes the Teaching Practice component. Actual teaching on teaching
'
practice should be considerably
extended in all four Provinces, as the actual teaching
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-of classes by teacher-trainees is inadequate. The Report also recommends that the
present revisions of the NIES Teacher Training Manual are speedily co.ncluded and
copies sent to the four Provinces. Further revisions should be on the basis of
collaboration between NIES and the TTCs.
1
The group of TTC Primary Education lecturers with an IE-training capability needs to
be expanded. It would be logical to use those who have already been trained to train
other TTC lecturers. However, this cannot happen unless the existing trainers/lecturers
have a recognized status. All the Departments of Education in the 4 Provinces stated
clearly the need to award these IE-trained Lecturers a recognized post-graduate
certificate. This certification requires elxecutive action by the Ministry of Education. It is
not in the provenance of NIES.
The Ministry of Education and Training has taken the decision to include at least 50%
of all children with disability in local Primary Schools by 2005. This is an ambitious
target, and a significant Child Rights initiative.
The Report suggests that if children with disability are to be included in mainstream
classrooms, then logically some basic training in IE should be a compulsory component
in the future for all Primary School teacher-trainees.
If the logic is accepted, then the key issues are management ones concerning strategic
options, particularly when human and financial resources are presently limited. These
strategies concern:
•

Future role of the TICs and the Primary Education Certificate; Training of Trainers
in 13asic IE;

•

Resource Centers to support IE in the communities and the local schools;

•

Development of IE components in the Undergraduate Degree program in the
Universities.

Recommendations
Recommendation (1) is for the continuatio'! and extension of the NIES Special Needs
Teachers Training component supported by Save the Children Sweden. There are
some subsidiary recommendations.
Recommendations (2) - (7) concern the issues that arise if IE is extended within
Primary Education, in the four Provinces and also more widely in Vietnam.
•

The Report recommends that the Ministry of Education and Training approve
extending the NIES IE Units into the Pre-Service Certificate degree, in the form of a
basic compulsory componerit for all teacher-trainees as well as a further option in
Year 3 of the Certificate for some IE specialization.

9

•

This should be started in the four Provinces in the first instance; and makes
suggestions for further sequencing of basic IE Training of Primary School teachers.

•

The Report recommends a Training-of-Trainers strategy'jthat builds on capacities
already in place in NIES and the four Provinces. This strategy includes a strong
recommendation for the award of a post-graduate certificate in Basic IE Training.

Recommendations (8) and (9) are concerned with networking and advocacy around the
University-based Primary Education vision of MoET. The long-term vision for IE is for a
I

broad basic IE training for all P'rimary School teachers, with some options to further
specialize. The Report recommends effective collaboration of NIES, the Universities,
the TTCs, the Ministry and Departments of Education and Training to work towards
achieving this vision.
The Conclusions summarize some of the wider issues in Education philosophy,
pertinent to Vietnam that the process of the Evaluation raised, particularly in the area of
Teacher Education.
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Thanks
}.
I take the opportunity here to thank everybody who gave up the time to meet with me
and with the Evaluation Team. In particular, I am deeply grateful to the following
people:
•

To the three Primary School Teachers who were our Co-Evaluators. They truly
helped me see Inclusive Education
through the eyes of 12 + 2 Teachers. They
I
have upgraded their teaching qualification; and in addition they have required a
further purpose and commitment in their Primary School teaching careers.

•

To the Teachers and the Teacher-Trainees who were greatly inconvenienced by
the Evaluation Team as we went about our tasks, but who were nevertheless
always forthcoming, co-operative and communicative.

•

To all the Officials of the Provincial Departments of Education and the
Teacher Training Colleges in the 4 Provinces who so ably coped with the
Team's evaluation requirements and logistics. I am also grateful for their
enthusiasm to continue the discussions with us after the meetings had ended - over
meals and on journeys.

•

To NIES and the RCSE Team for their collaboration in providing the
documentation, particularly Dr. Trinh Due Duy and M.A Le Van Tac, who organized
the Review Meeting at NIES at the end of the Evaluation process, so that I had
feedback on my Recommendations.

•

My sincere thanks is also due to my tireless Interpreter, Vu Lan Anh, for whom
this was the most difficult of jobs, and who was always engaged with the pu(pose of
the Evaluation with the deepest commitment.

•

And finally, grateful thanks to Ta Thuy Hanh and Britta Ostrom in the Save the
Children Sweden Office who set up the Evaluation process in such a thorough
and professional way; and to Bui Thi Cay for her continuous logistical support to
me, the outsider.
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1. Introduction

l
In 2002 Save the Children Sweden began an evaluation process of their commitment
to supporting Inclusion and Inclusive Education in Vietnam over the past 12 years.
Their main institutional partner has been the National Institute of Education Sciences
(NIES). This evaluation process resulted in the publication, in 2002, of the Report of
Eva Lindskog and Nguyen Xuan Hai into project activities from 1991 - 2002. This
I

Report comprehensively surveys and analyses the development of the Inclusion idea
and Inclusive Education (IE) concepts developed in Vietnam by the Ministry of
Education and Training (MoET) and supported by Save the Children Sweden over the
past 10 years.
The other part of Save the Children Sweden's evaluation process is this Evaluation into
the Teacher Trai9ing aspects of the Inclusive Education program of the Research
Center for Special Education (RCSE in NIES)- that Save the Children, Sweden
supported. The teacher training in Inclusive Education is part of an Up-grading Course
for those Primary School teachers who have 12 years of formal schooling plus two
years of teacher training.
The policy and ultimate aim of MoET is to have a university-qualified Primary School
teaching cadre. All Primary School teachers will have been trained as undergraduates
in the universities and will have graduated after 4 years with a university Education
Degree. This is presently not the case: the Teacher Training Colleges (TTCs) in the
Provinces provide a Primary School Teacher Training that results in an Education
Certificate. They receive this after only 3 years of pre-service training.
Both the 4-year university Degree and the 3-year TTC Certificate are referred to in
Vietnam as the "formal" training, that is, the pre-service teacher training (usually
abbreviated to PreSerTT). This training happens before the trainee becomes a teacher.
PreSerTT, or "formal" teacher training, is in contradistinction to in-service teacher training
(lnSerTT) which, in Vietnam, is generally referred to as "upgrading". This is because inservice training is used to up-grade the teacher's formal qualification. The upgrading is
usually from TTC Certificate to University Degree.
However, part of the Primary School teaching cadre in Vietnam has a lower qualification than
the 12 years of schooling plus 3 years of teacher training (referred to in Vietnam as the 12+3
teachers). These other teachers have 12 years of schooling plus only 2 years of formal
teacher training; and so they do not receive a TTC Certificate. These are referred to as the
12+2 teachers. They are now required to do a further year of teacher training in order to

become certificated and enter the 12+3 category of teachers. They are still some way off
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achieving an Education Degree; they will need further lnSerTT upgrading to achieve this.
In some economically developed countries lnSerTT is an integral part of the dynamic
...
and evolving pedagogy that enables the Primary School teaching cadre to develop,
technically and socially, to equip children to better deal wit~ technical and sociological
changes in society. Primary School teachers regularly update themselves on
pedagogical innovations in the Primary School sector; they value these courses for the
sake of their own learning, rather than for purposes of upgrading their qualifications. Of
course, this indirectly may also lead to promotion but not formally. I mention this here in
order to signal that this evaluation viewed the NIES Special Needs Teachers' Training
Pilot both as a formal upgrading course and as an lnSerTT course that also had
intrinsic value in the process of professional transformation.
As a result of these new Government policies, all new teachers for the Primary Schools are
enrolled in the 3-Year Formal Pre-Service courses either at the TTCs or the 4-Year Formal
University degree courses 1 . Those teachers who are already teaching are being given
opportunities to up-grade their teaching qualification: from 12 + 2 to Certificate; or from
Certificate to BA or B.Sc. in Education. These are offered through various In-Service
Teacher Training up-grading options. The NIES Pilot in Special Needs Teachers Training
at four Provincial TTCs is a part of one of these 12 + 2 up-grading options, shown below:

Upgrading Option: NIES Special Needs Teacher Training Pilot
Inclusive Education Component

Upgrading Course

30 Units [= 450 'hours']

30 Units [= 450 'hours']

These Units are made up of study
units in Disability and IE concepts.
The Units involve practice; and
teaching practice.

These Units are made up of
Upgrading units in Maths/Science;
Vietnamese Literature; and English
language.

The structure of this full-time one-year option is the equivalent of 8 - 10 months'
full-time study.
This 12 + 2 up-grading option is the focus of this part of Save the Children Sweden's
overall Evaluation of Inclusive Education. The Lindskog-Hai Report provides the overall
analysis of Inclusion for those children who have disability: in their families, in their
communities and in their local schools. I have not, therefore, gone over again the
background to Inclusion and IE, or the Vietnamese context for this process, which that

1. In the mountainous areas of Vietnam, where the enrollment and attendance at Primary
I
Schools is very low, there are a number of shorter teacher training options that the Government
has introduced, in order to build up a local cadre of Ethnic Minority teachers.

14

Report has so comprehensively presented.

It is necessary, therefore, to read both

Reports: the Lindskog-Hai Report on the principles of IE in the Vietnamese context,
and this Report, which is on the specific aspects of the professional implications for
Primary School teacher training and the TTCs.

l

This Report does not contradict the analysis of IE presented in the Lindskog-Hai
Report. I completely support and endorse Section 10: Agenda for further
strengthening of the IE concept and practices. The specific Agenda issues on the

Primary School [pages 63 and 64] are probably differently emphasized in this Report
I

because I have focused on the professional aspects of Teacher Training policy, should
MoET continue its policy of incorporating children with disability in the mainstream local
primary schools.

2. The Evaluation Process
2.1 Objectives
The Terms of Reference 1 for this Evaluation asked me, amongst other things, to find
out if teachers had changed their approach to their teaching after they had completed
the IE course. The question of the wider effectiveness of the new Primary Education
pedagogy, which is involved in IE, is at the heart of this Evaluation. It involves the prior
question of whether IE in the mainstream Primary Schools in Vietnam does in fact
involve a new methodology for teaching and learning, in order to be effective Inclusive
Education for disabled children. If so, what are the characteristics of this new
pedagogy? To what extent do these characteristics coincide with those of other
pedagogical developments in Vietnam in Primary Education?
More specifically, in terms of contemporary Reflection Theory in Teacher Education
and Practice, what do teachers themselves see as the difference between the
established Vietnam Primary Schools pedagogy and a new individual-child-centered
learning pedagogy?
Another focus of the Terms of Reference relates to a Child's Rights perspective. This
perspective underpins a general understanding of what is meant by Inclusion, within the
family, the community and the school. In addition, a Child's Rights perspective also frames
the narrower questions of the relevance of the particular curriculum and teacher-selection
of this IE Pilot course.
•

How are the education rights of children with disability established in the process of

1. The Terms of Reference (ToR) are given in full in Appendix 1.
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including children with disability in the mainstream Primary Schools?

•

How are the rights of all children to a relevant education served when children with

•

disability join the classroom?
How does the role of an adult "stakeholder" in the IE ptocess combine with the role
of an adult 11 duty bearer"? 1 These adults are, variously, family members, carers,
teachers, community leaders and Education Department officials at District,

Provincial and National levels.
The sets of questions, therefore, relate to pedagogical transformation and the securing of
the right to a relevant and appropriate education for all children. Seeking answers to these
I

questions encompasses the detail of the NIES Pilot project as well as the likely impact of IE
if and when it is to be extended throughout Vietnam. This extension appears to be the
immediate intention of MoET.
Both the specific project questions and the broader policy and management questions
are suggested in the Terms of Reference for this Evaluation. The Evaluation team
attempted to cover both.

2.2 Methodology
The NIES Pilot, sponsored by SC-S, has been in operation in 2 Provinces, Vinh Phuc
and Tien Giang, for nearly 3 years; and in 2 other Provinces, Thua Thien Hue and Phu
Tho, for nearly 2 years. This means that Vinh Phuc and Tien Giang are referred to in this
Report as completing Cycle 3 of the NIES Pilot, with the third intake of teacher trainees
almost completing their courses. In Thua Thien Hue and Phu Tho, the Pilot is in Cycle 2,
with the second intake just about completing their courses. The use of these terms
reflects the way they are used in English language versions of the NIES documents
relating to the Pilot.
There also needs to be a clarification of two other English terms: "Special Needs
Teachers' Training" is how the NIES Pilot is referred to in SC-S documents in English.
However, I have referred to the Sp~cial Needs Teachers' Training package as "basic
inclusive education", or as the "basic IE training", in order to distinguish the teacher
training elements from the wider community-based context of IE. I have preferred basic
IE training to Special Needs Teachers' Trai.ning because the NIES Pilot does in fact
include some of the broader IE philosophy as well as some of the wider communitybased approaches.

1. The concept of Rights Holders and Rights Duty-Bearer are part of the architecture of the
I
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. The State ultimately has the responsibility - the duty to ensure that all children can claim their Rights.

16

This has been a participatory evaluation, accommodating inputs and concerns from the
various stakeholders.
The methodology we used focused on seeing the project through the eyes of the main
stakeholders involved in IE through the SC-S-supported NIE.SlPilot. We defined a
number of groups of stakeholders:
1. The teachers who have been through the Pilot training already and are now
back teaching in their schools.
2. The groups of teacher-trainees who are presently being trained in Cycle 3
(Year 2 Intake for two of th'e Provinces).
3. Some 12 + 2 Primary School teachers who have not been trained in basic
IE.
4. The Staff of the Teacher Training Colleges (TTCs) in the 4 Provinces. This
group comprises the ~ecturers/Trainers who have been trained to teach the
inclusive education Units, and the College Managers, including the course
manager in each College.
5. The Provincial and District Departments of Education, especially those
officers involved in the provision of Primary Education.
6. The community-based groups (These have been covered in the LindskogHai Report).
We focused primarily on the 12+2 teachers, including both those who had already been
trained and those who were now being trained. I saw this as being the focus envisaged
by the Terms of Reference. I therefore invited 3 trained Teachers (originally 12+2 and
now TTC-certificated and on a par professionally with the TTC-trained 12+3 Primary
School teachers) to join the Evaluation Team as full participating members.
Some readers of this Report may be surprised that, given the Child Rights perspective
of the Evaluation children with disability. are not included as stakeholders and a
significant group. I had originally hoped to include two or three children in the
Evaluation team, as co-evaluators who would help us collect evidence from other
children and adults.
This proved to be too difficult, mainly because the children were involved in their
examinations and assessments. It would have required a period of training for the
children; and this would have meant that they would have been away from their
schools - or their workplaces - for nearly a month. There were also other significant
logistical difficulties that would hpve required resources and time beyond the scope and
resources of this Evaluation.

2 - F398
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g up of Inclusive Education
However, any future evaluation of the impact of a scalin
aluators. This means that they
should plan to include children with disab!lity as Co-Ev
� aluation should be; and.also
should have inputs into what the parameters of such· an - �
"1.
how it should be effectively conducted.
Classroom Observations
We observed lessons in classrooms in each of the four Provinces. In developing the
lesson/classroom observation1pro-forma for this Evaluation we specifically focused on
all the children in the class and not just on the teacher's interaction with the child or
children with disabilities in the class. We established a set of standardized indicators
for assessing children's reactions to the lesson and the on-going dynamic in the
classroom 1

1. A copy of the Clas& Observation form is given in Appendix 4, together with some
examples that Ms Vo Ngoc Linh, our Co-Evaluator, recorded.

Simple Matrices to Assess Teacher Attitudes
We also developed two very simple matrices.
The first was an attempt to get the teachers to separate in t}'eir minds the NIES
Inclusive Education Pilot from basic principles of inclusion that might find
expression in any kind of training apart from the NIES model. Were teachers
individually, themselves, in favour of including children with · disability in their
classrooms? If they were, was this Pilot course the right way to go about equipping
them to deal with inclusion in their schools? Everyone in the particular focus group,
in the discussion, was asked to til:::k the box which they thought best summed up
their reaction to the their own orientation towards IE, and the NIES Pilot to IE.
"I was suitable for this NIES IE

"I was not suitable for the NIES IE

course and the course was very

course; but the course was good."

good."

"I was suitable for the NIES IE

"I was not suitable for the NIES IE

course; but the course could have

course; but, anyway, the course

been better. "

was not very good. "

The commentary on this is in the section of the Report on IE, the TTCs and IE

Resources Centers.
The other matrix was designed to generate a discussion on the attitudes of that
particular group of stakeholders to 4 different categories of children who might benefit
from, or be disadvantaged by, Inclusive Education in Primary Schools. Members of the
discussion group were required to fill in all the squares with either a tick (if that group
benefits) or a cross (if that group suffers). There is a discussion on the way we used
this flip chart, together with the consolidated results from all the discussion in which we
used it, in the section of this Report on a Child Rights-based Perspective.
Very intelligent children

Very ordinary children

Children
behavioral

with

severe

Children with physical

or

mental

disabilities

problems
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sets of Questions for the Stakeholder Discussion Groups

The team developed sets of questions for each of the stakeholder groups. These were
generated in English, extensively discussed and then lranslated into Vietnamese.
These sets of questions were certainly not intended as rigid questionnaires, but more a
guide to a focus group discussion. What they were intended to ensure was a
consistency in the issues covered in each of the venues where we observed classes or
had meetings in the four Provinces. I wanted to make sure that the groups had
comprehensive discussions and did not concentrate on one particular aspect or issue
1
at the expense of others.
The discussions tended to follow a pattern. Each meeting began formally. I
summarized the concerns around IE that the Evaluation was seeking to address; both
in terms of the Pilot and, more broadly, of the future of IE in all mainstream Primary
Education. Then there was a report by the leader of the particular group meeting with
us. After this, there was a rather formal start to the discussion, which, after a bit,
became much livelier. A range of opinion was expressed on the key issues and
differences of attitudes and judgements were explored. Eventually, as the meeting
drew to a close, there was generally a consensus and I was able to understand the
majority and minority view on that particular issue by that particular group.
Meetings in Hanoi

There were, in addition, some important meetings in Hanoi:
•

With Mrs Hoang Thi Xuan Hoa, Mr Tran Dinh Thuan and Mr. Nguyen Ba Khoa of
the Ministry of Education and Training (MoET);

•

With Mr Le Van Tac, Le Sinh Nha and Tran Van Bich, researchers and trainers of
the Research Center for Special Education (RCSE) at the National Institute for
Education and Science (NIES) whose Special Needs Teacher Training this is,
supported by Save the Children Sweden;

•

With Dr Nguyen Thi Hoang Yen (Director and Dean) and Ms Tran Thi Thiep, Lecturer
in the Faculty and Center for Special Education Hanoi University of Education;

•

With Irene Lopez (For Barnens Basta Resource Center Project in Thanh Ba
District I SIDA-funded);

•

With Britta Ostrom and Ta Thuy Hanh (Save the Children Sweden);

•

With Steve Passingh;3m and Than· Thi Thien Huong (Dept. for International
Development, UK).
20

Using Digital Video as part of the Evaluation Process

An element that needs to be noted here concerns the use of qigital video to record
discussions with groups and also classroom observation seslions. The use of a
professional cameraperson was an experimental element in the evaluation. There was
an expectation that it might be possible to produce the Report of the Evaluation in
either a CD-ROM or DVD format, as well as in a printed form. The CD-ROM/DVD
would include an audio track and digital video clips: excerpts of the lessons observed
1

and discussions that took place. Th e CD-ROM might then be used in a variety of
circumstances, for example, in advocacy for IE in different forums; in some basic IE
training regimes; or with external donors for Primary Education Programs.
Initially we only committed ourselves to using a professional digital cameraperson in
the first half of the field visits and meetings, in the two Northern Provinces. We hired Mr
Tung from Hoang Gia Company in an informal arrangement with the Company that
reflected the "try-out" nature of the video recording.
I gave some on-the-job additional training concerning the appropriate method of filming
children in classroom situations. "Appropriate" filming includes both technical and
ethical issues. I was primarily concerned that any filming done would not in any way
distort the process of the Evaluation. This was. particularly important in the lesson
observations.
However, we were extremely fortunate in having an ideal cameraman for our purposes
in the person of Mr Tung, who was young, professional - and invisible. He was able to
film in the classrooms or in the staff rooms and scarcely is noticed by the children or
the adults. In addition he showed the digital film afterwards to the children and adults
whom he had shot. Unfortunately, he was unable to accompany us on the second part
of the field visits because of a prior commitment in his Company (For a further
comment on this see the section in the Report on Advocacy and IE).

2.3 Evaluation Team
For the visits and meetings in the two Northern Provinces the Evaluation team
members were:
(1) Michael Etherton (Teiam Leader);
(2) Nguyen Xuan Hai (RCSE - NIES);
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(3) Vo Ngoc Linh, from Long Binh Dien Primary School, Cho Gao District in
Tien Giang Province;
(4) Mr. Do Xuan Kien, Vice Principal of Lap Thach School in Vinh Phuc

.l

Province;
(5) and Vu Lan Anh, Translator/Interpreter.

For the visits and meetings in the two Southern Provinces the Evaluation team
members were:
(1) Michael Etherton (lfeam Leader);
(2) Ta Thuy Hanh (Save the Children Sweden);
(3) Vo Ngoc Linh, from Long Binh Dien Primary School in Tien Giang Province;
(4) Duong Thi Xuan from Trung Nguyen Primary School in Vinh Phuc Province;
(5) and Vu Lan Anh, Translator/Interpreter.

3. Comments on the NIES/Save the Children Sweden funded
Special Needs Teachers Training Pilot Project in 4 Provinces
3.1 The Structure of the Pilot
The structure of Special Needs Teachers' Training Pilot project constitutes 30 Units of
theory and Practice, as I noted in the Introduction. This is half the number of Units
required for 12+2 Primary School teachers to upgrade their qualification to 12+3 TIC
Certificate level. The other 30 Units are the actual "upgrading" Units in the core
curriculum subjects of Math/Science, Vietnamese Literature, and English Language. This
combined upgrade course is just. one of the options available to 12+2 teachers.
Theoretically, they could choose other upgrading options. However, in the 4 Provinces of
the basic IE training Pilot the options available are governed by what the Provincial
Education Dep~rtment decrees as the priority specialist teacher shortages. To some
extent, 12 + 2 teachers were directed by the Department into the NIES basic IE training
upgrading option.
The Pilot, at one level therefore, aims to provide 12+2 teachers with their allimportant TTC Certificate. Without these Certificate teachers in the Primary

'

Schools have no professional teaching career prospects. It is important to note
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this aim. The NIES Pilot is conscious of the fact that the motivation of the trainees
is initially simply to upgrade their qualification and not at all because they are
interested in children with disabilities, let alone in the concept of IE. Only one
man, of all the teachers we spoke to, said that his main corfimitment in enrolling
on the course was to be able to deal with children with disabilities. We discuss
this issue at some length in Section 4.
The structure of the 30 Units of basic IE training has changed since they were first
developed by NIES (with SC-S support) as early as 1997. The 1999 version of the
I

curriculum originally had more modules, mostly dealing with the theory of IE.
It is probably worth recalling the comments of Ministry of Education and Training
Minister, Nguyen Minh Hien, in his "Guidelines to Implementing the (IE)

Curriculum" (8/1 /1999) under (3) " Cbnditions for Implementing the Curriculum'.
•

The I.E. curriculum he has just approved is part of the general curriculum to
train Primary School Teachers and is not a special curriculum;

•

The curriculum requires highly practical skills;

•

The curriculum requires lecturers who should be trained in psychology and
pedagogy; and also trained in education for children with disabilities;

•

Since the curriculum is being offered for the first time in Vietnam, teachers and
lecturers should take initiatives in the provision of learning materials as well as
understanding at a deeper level the pedagogical significance of I.E.

NIES had proposed modifications to the original curriculum, as early as 2000,
following the initial evaluation of the Pilot during that first Cycle in the original two
Provinces. This revision increased the amount of Practice, including actual
Teaching Practice. The curriculum for ·the 30 Units was further revised, again
increasing the amount of practice and consolidating the theory modules. The
revised curriculum of 2002 now has 7 modules, the seventh being Pedagogic
Practice. These modifications are contained in the MoET I NIES document:

Proposal: Adjustment of the pedagogic college curriculum for training
primary school teachers (The part of education for children with disability) of
30 August 2002.
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Framework of the TTC Curriculum for Up-grading Primary School
Teacher Component: Education for Children with disability

}.
Module

Course Component

No of Units Theory hrs

1

An Overview of Education for Children with Disability
1.1 General Introduction on educating children with

Practice hrs

3

30 hrs

30 hrs
(15x2)

disability
1.2 Theories of Educating children with disability
1.3 How children with disability communicate
1.4 Cognitive Abilities of children with disability
2

Inclusive Education (IE) for Children with Disability

5

60 hrs

30hrs (15x2)

3

Educating Children with HearinQ Difficulties

5

60 hrs

30hrs (15x2)

4

Educating Children with Sight Difficulties

5

60 hrs

30 hrs (15x2)

5

Educating Children with Learning and Moving Difficulties

5

60 hrs

30 hrs (15x2)

6

Educating Children with Language/Communication
Difficulties

4

45 hrs

30hrs( 15x2)

7

Pedagogic Practice (Teaching Practice)

3

180 hrs (45x4)

30

315 hrs 360 hrs (135)

Total

In the framework for the revised curriculum of 2002 it is clear that the amount of practical
work in the modules is substantially increased. This is in accordance with the Ministry
Decision No. 04/1999 QD-BGD-DT, which recommends that the"practicum"be increased
to between 40% - 60% of the total training time. "Practicum" includes practical work in the
TTC classroom and also the "field practice''. or "Pedagogic Practice': which in other
countries is usually referred to, in English, as"Teaching Practice·~
The practical work in the TTC classroom is in fact an extension into the actual teacher
training methodology of the new activity-based problem-solving pedagogy now being
introduced into the Primary Schools in Vietnam, as a general policy of MoET. It is
learning by doing. I return to the issue of teaching practice in other parts of the Report,
but particularly in the Recommendations and Conclusions Sections.
What is important to note here, in the context of the structure of the NIES Pilot, is that
the development of the basic IE training component, from 1999 - 2002, has been
towards more and more learning by doing by the teacher trainees. Successive cycles
have placed increasing emphasis on classroom practice and teaching practice though, in my view, this emphasis still needs to be much stronger. It shows a positive
dynamic operating within NIES and within the Pilot. It needs, however, to go much
I

further, particularly in the area of the teaching practice component.
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Modules, Units and Hours
The TTCs need to have a centrally regulated administrative process in order to
prioritize and quantify the allocation of the content of the up..:g,ding course into a
logical sequence of examinable components. They also needed to be guided on how to
equate conventional TTC teaching (largely of theory) with the time constraints of a new
TTC pedagogy that envisages much more learning-by-doing on the part of the trainees.
NIES has divided the components into Modules. A module can be 2 -5 Units.
A Unit equals 30 hours of theory; 30 hours (15 x 2) of classroom practice; and 45
I

hours (15 x 3) of teaching practice. The 2002 Curriculum Revision, given in the table
above, has 7 Modules, which cover the allocated 30 Units. These 30 Units have a
notional 450 "hours", which, in reality, is increased to 675 hours as a result of the new
teaching methodology for the course.
I mention this here because I think it is important to record how fundamental the
changes are that even this modest basic IE training requires. It also reflects
thoroughness in confronting the mainstream implications of introducing IE into the
Primary Schools. This is in marked distinction to the pattern of introducing IE into the
Laos Primary Education system 1•
It is this version of the curriculum that is now being taught in the 4 TTCs. They have
enrolled a total of 153 Primary School Teachers as 12 + 2 Teacher-Trainees (Trainees).
Previously, over 230 teachers have qualified for tl:le Primary Education TIC Teaching
Certificate - though there has already been some wastage where teacher who went
through the training have left the profession for other reasons. The Evaluation team met a
number of teachers who had already gone through the training - and, indeed we had three
of these teachers as part of our team. We also met a number of the teacher trainees
currently taking the In-Service Teacher Training Course (lnSerTI).
If the Pilot Project runs its full course of 5 intakes, a further 300 plus 12 + 2 Primary
School Teachers could be upgraded to TTC Teaching Certificate standard in the four
Provinces. All four Provincial Education Departments and all four TTCs approve of the
NIES Pilot and expect this to happen. The general consensus is that the revised
curriculum, within the current Upgrading Frame for 12 + 2 Teachers, is suitable and an
absolute minimum in the whole IE process which is being spearheaded by NIES and
financially supported by Save the Children Sweden.

1. See Janet C. Holdsworth ... , Seeking a fine balance: Lessons from Inclusive
Education in Lao PDR; Save the Children UK, 2002; and Learning Differently: A Report on
the Children with Special Learning Needs in Lao PDR, Save the Children UK, May 2002.

25

3.2 Motivation of Teacher Trainees and Levels of DoET Support
Meeting the Teachers

i

Some of our most interesting discussion sessions were with the teacher trainees.
In particular, we had an important insight into the impact of the IE Pilot from the group
we met at the teaching practice school in Phu Dien Primary School in Phu Vang District
of Thua Thien Hue. We divided the huge group of 34 trainees into two. Many in my
group were unusually frank about being reluctant to follow an Up-grading course that
included training on disability and teaching children with disabilities. They gave a
number of specific examples of their reluctance. Some of the teacher trainees said that
they had not wanted to become involved with any child who was disabled. Others said
that they had had no intention of ever teaching children with disabilities. One or two
teachers even mentioned the negative attituaes of their family members towards
certain kinds of disability, who had tried to put them off doing the upgrade.
They then went on to say, emphatically and in a lively free-flowing exchange, that they
were now really pleased that they had been able to study IE and learn the teaching
skills that IE necessitates. The course had changed their previously unrecognized
antipathy towards children with various disabilities. It had also transformed their
approach towards teaching all children, including able-bodied children. This exchange
was not rehearsed. It came across to us with the same unfeigned enthusiasm that we
encountered in Phu Tho TTC where we met with a similar large group of Trainees. We
had the same response in Vinh Phuc; and also in Tien Giang, at the meeting in DoET
in My Tho, chaired by the Director of Education, with 10 previously trained teachers as
part of that meeting.
Upgrading and Inclusive Education

From these and other meetings I understood that 12 + 2 teachers take this P3
Up-grading route primarily for the purpose of up-grading their teaching qualification.
Most of them do not take the course for the sake of becoming competent to teach
classes in which there are children with disability. Indeed, some are resentful that this
is the only upgrading available to them. The'.e are, of course, a few teachers who apply
for the course in order to learn to work with children with disability within their classes.
But these are a small minority. The majority begins the course with reluctance about
getting involved with disability.
However, what is especially significant is the level of enthusiasm for Inclusion, both in
the school classroom ar,d in the community, at the end of the course. Although none of
them used the phrase, many seemed to have a substantial paradigm shift in their
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attitude towards disability and also towards the wider social purpose of teaching
primary school children.
There is another factor that needs to be mentioned in relation to teacher motivation within
the Pilot Project. This concerns the level of salary and project-baied remuneration that
trainees receive while they are on the course. There are inconsistencies. Some Provinces
only paying a percentage of the teacher's salary while she or he is on the training, other
Provinces paying 100% of the salary.
It is necessary to mention this because it was explained to me in Hue that there the
course is only 8 months long because
if it were longer then the trainees would be
I
penalized by a further cut-back in thei'r pay while on the course. It is for this reason that
the course tends to be concentrated. This in turn affects study time and time for
reflection and further reading - which was a complaint of some of the Lecturers.
University Distance Learning and Inclusive Education

In ad9ition, some Universities are already offering "top-up" courses through Distance
Learning. These lead to a University degree award. The prospect of achieving degreed
status in Primary Education, and also being able to study at home, means that 12 + 2
teachers will immediately select this option, provided the Department of Education in the
Province is prepared to recognize that course.
My understanding is that none of the Universities who are presently offering this "topup" route are offering IE as part of it. Everyone we spoke to in the Colleges said that
teachers would definitely choose the Distance Learning option, but the course would
not be as good as the TTC-based Upgrading course because of the lack of
collaborative practical learning among the trainees. The absence of experiential
learning, especially in the communities, would mean that IE itself would be less
efective.
If this IE Pilot model were to be extended to any other Province, Departments of
Education could expect the following:
•

Initial reluctance of 12+2 Primary School Teachers to up-grade their teaching
qualification in courses that include anything to do with disability.

•

Preference for Up-grading to a University degree level because it brings an
improved status in the Teaching Service, higher pay and more chances of
promotion.

•

Preference for Distance Learning.

•

Loss of teacher earnings during the full-time lnSerTT course in TTC in some
Provinces.

What suffers, of course, is Inclusive Education.
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I do not see how it could be offered through Distance Learning in Vietnam since IE
requires the paradigm shift - a change of heart and mind - that . comes from the
collegiate atmosphere of collective full-time study in the Teacher Training Colleges. It
also comes through practical work. Teachers find that some pf their attitudes, some of
them unrecognized in themselves, are being profoundly challenged. For instance, in
interacting with children who have a disability, the teacher discovers that child has
some other quite remarkable abilities. These may be either emotional intelligence,
intellectual or cognitive capacities, or compensating physical capabilities - or even all
three! This is a revelation to the individual teacher who experiences it on her or his
own; it gains much more force when it is collectively learned. This kind of experiential
learning is unlikely to be offered by those universities offering upgrading to degree
level - precisely because there is no demand for it.

3.3 The Modules
The Research Center for Disabled Children (RCSC) in NIES has done considerable
research into IE and its Researchers have been significantly trained in IE pedagogy. Dr
Yen, the Dean of the Faculty of Special Education at the Hanoi Pedagogical University,
said to me that Special Education has been around in Vietnam for 100 years while IE
has only been around for the past 10 years. I think that she meant that the treatment of
children with disabilities in isolated specialized institutions had been the standard
practice historically in Vietnam. Inclusive Education is the new idea. New knowledge,
attitudes and practice need to be acquired. It will take time.
The team at NIES, therefore, deserves praise for their achievement in putting Inclusion,
not only in Primary Schools but also in the community, in the forefront of education
social policy in the four Provinces in the Pilot Project.
In my view these modules, however imperfect, have equipped teachers with a
pedagogy that has enabled children with disabilities to be fully included in their
classrooms and in the learning going on there.
We have approached an assessment of the 7 modules in terms of our classroom
observation of teachers who had already gone through the training. We observed them
teaching classes with children with disabilities: We thought that this would be a good
way of assessing the impact of the curriculum on the main consumers: the Primary
School Teachers as well as all the children in their classes.
We also engaged in discussions with the teachers both individuaily and in some focus
groups, and sought their assessment of the Modules, now that they were back
teaching. Initially, as I noted above, a proportion of the teachers selected for the
Upgrading agreed to apply because of the upgrading, and not because of IE, but were
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glad in the end to have learned how to include children with disability in their normal
mainstream teaching.
On the whole, although they would have liked more training in, for example, Braille for
children with sight impairment, or sign language for those with h~J.ing impairment, they
actually felt that it was not necessary for them to be an expert in these areas of
disability. Provided they knew enough in order to enable other children in the class to
communicate with the children with disability, they were confident that they could
facilitate individual learning.
I have looked at the outline for the firsi curriculum of 12 modules, as well as the revised
curriculum of 7 modules. I agree with the TTCs and the Province Education
Departments that the revision is now a suitable curriculum for IE for all TTC - trained
Primary School Teachers. All TTCs thought that these modules could be the basis for
including IE in the formal degree; and most of the teachers already trained agreed that
this is what should happen.
The question we asked the trained teachers was whether they themselves thought they
were teaching differently now, to the way they taught before; and if "yes", in what ways
was it different?. One or two immediately answered very positively - we realized that
these few teachers knew exactly what we meant - but many of the teachers found this
question difficult to answer. The Evaluation team kept coming back to why the teacher
should find this so difficult to answer.
I think it is because there is very little opportunity within the curriculum for teachers to
compare pedagogical approaches, and relate it to their own experiences. It was even
more difficult to do this in relation to an objective view of their own deeply held theories
of education methodology 1 .
The new pedagogy that is being learned in the context of this IE course emphasizes
primarily two things:
(1) Individual Education Plans, which is meant to be the case for all children in
the class and not just those with some disability;
(2) Class Group-work, leading to active learnlng [when done properly].

1. This is referred to, in some Western contexts, as Reflection (Michael Eraut, "The
Acquisition and Use of Educational Theory by Beginning Teachers" in: Harvard and Hodgkinson,

1994) or Reflective Practice (Morwenna Griffiths and Sarah Tann, "Using Reflective Practices to
Link Personal and Public Theories") - see the list of References at the end of this Report.
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Active learning for the In-Service teacher-trainees themselves would suggest an
experiential learning process that problematizes the coursework content for the
Trainee. This would mean putting some of the practical work first, immediately before
dealing with a particular topic in the curriculum. The ttaihees could then actively
formulate the concept embodied in that topic.
One TTC lecturer complained that there was not enough time. given to the
students to reflect on the study components of both the Up-grading part and the IE
part of the course. He complained that there was very little time for individual
reading around topics; and that Trainees were hurried from one item in the
curriculum to the next. He suggested that there should be two semesters of 15
weeks, divided by a short vacation, rather than the present practice of two
semesters of 10 weeks, divided by a long vacation. However, we discovered that
the longer semester was in fact in operation in one Province. Cramming the work
into shorter semesters does not seem appropriate to the Evaluation team; and
rushing through parts of the study components prevents the kind of experiential
active learning, mentioned above.

3.4 Practical Components and Teaching Practice
Although I would agree with the overall verdict that the present revision of the IE
curriculum is appropriate and necessary for Primary School teachers, I have some
reservations about the length of time individual Trainees actually practice
teaching. I was in fact shocked to discover in Hue that Trainees on their Teaching
Practice of three or four weeks actually only get to teach 3 forty-five minute
periods during the whole of their teaching practice.
I would have thought that this was simply not adequate. In Tien Giang, for
instance, the trainees get to teach 5 periods in the 4 weeks of their Teaching
Practice. But even this seems to me woefully inadequate. The Departments of
Education and the TTCs agreed that the trainees should have much more actual
teaching experience. However, they explained all the difficulties that IE teaching
practice in particular faces in their Provinces 1 • In fact, it never occurred to me to
ask until Hue exactly how many periods teacher-trainees actually taught on their
teaching practice.

1. In fact, it never occurred to me to ask until Hue exactly how many actual periods were
taught by trainees on their •teaching practice. I assumed that being on teaching practice meant
one week's observation and two weeks of actual teaching.
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The practical problems that result need to be overcome, and I will discuss these below.
What really surprised me was that such a little . actual teaching practice was not
considered insufficient by the trainees themselves. I would have thought that they
would have been desperate to work with classes, or at least with groups of children,
whenever and as often as they could.
It may be that the In-Service trainees thought that they already have done quite a lot of
teaching, and so standing up in front of the class is not something new which needs to

~-e practiced. However, IE does involve a completely new kind of pedagogy, even if
initially it just concerns group-work [done properly, of course] and individual
achievement plans for all the children. This approach to teaching will result in more
noisy classrooms and a much more mobile teacher moving around the gro1.,1ps and
helping individual_children. This must surely need some practice, even by experienced
teachers.
The practical problems center round the availability of primary schools that have
already enrolled children with disability. There is a need for a sympathetic environment
to IE in the school. There are also problems with distance. I completely understand that
it is difficult to manage the effectiye supervision of trainees on teaching practice if they
are scattered around a number ol schools.
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Suggestions for Improving Teaching Practice

•

Make more use of some of the most active IE-trained Primary School teachers as
Teaching Practice supervisors, in order to use more 'sihools for Teaching Practice.
These teachers might need a short Summer Training Course in Teaching Practice
supervision. School Principals could also join this Workshop. Save the Children
Sweden should financially support any such workshops, which could be regionally
based.

•

Consider the possibility of introducing team-teaching on Teaching Practice, with
r
teacher trainees working in pairs.

•

Explore with the four Departments of Education and Training the possibility of
developing IE in a primary school close to each of the TTCs so that it may become
a practice school for the IE trainees.

3.5 Training Manual
The Training Manual provides much greater detail to teaching the Modules to the
teacher trainees, as well as providing those trainees, when they are back in the
classroom as teachers, with useful reference material. The Training Manual, to my
knowledge, has not been translated into English.
Three of the four TTCs asked for copies of the Teacher Training Manuals urgently. On
closer inquiry, this appeared to be an administrative problem, although one of the
Modules still needs to be completed. I understand that it is the revised draft of the
Manual that is not yet complete. One member of the Evaluation team is particularly
concerned about the format of the Training Manual; but it is difficult for me to comment
because the version I saw is in Vietnamese and so difficult for me to access. The
Manual has a detailed description of what needs to be taught, rather than itself being
the training tool that embodies the methodology it describes. It could, for instance,
suggest ways to tackle new concepts with the trainees, indicate what is effective
facilitation within whole-group learning, how groups might work together more
creatively, and so on.
If RCSE and NIES feel that this is a difficult task, they should link up with those units in
MoET who are already developing the new Primary School textbooks. We learned also
that the Faculty of Special Education is developing IE Training Manuals for Pre-School
and Primary School, as well as for Education Management for IE. At present there

Ii:
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seems to be no move towards collaboration between the universities and the SC-Ssupport Pilot team in NIES. This maybe because the approaches of the Faculty of
Special Education and of the basic IE training Pilot are thought to be fundamentally in
opposition to each other. This was a view expressed by more thin one person in the
Provincial TTCs. However, I think it is very important to link any Primary Education
Training Manual for IE to the broader training materials in activity-based child-centered
learning, as well as to the teacher's role in Inclusion within the community. However a
new training manual for IE is produced, it should be generated in Vietnamese, and not in
another language - English or another i and then translated.
What should happen immediately is that the present RCSE Manual should be sent to
the TTCs who do not yet have them.
The Manual can always be revised and I believe that the TTC IE training staff would be
interested in contributing to that process and assisting NIES in revising some of the
Modules.

3.6 TTC Trainers
We met with a number of the TTC Trainers. We observed two sessions with the
Trainees, and I engaged with them in the context of meetings in the Colleges with
College Managers. They have had a number of short training courses with notable IE
specialists, both from RCSE [NIES] and abroad -·from Sweden and from many other
countries around the world.
If more training is needed, I would have thought it is in the activity-based child-centered
pedagogy that the new Primary School textbooks require.
The trainers/lecturers all raised the issue of the formal recognition of their IE training
expertise. They all wanted a Certificate from an appropriate Awards body (i.e. one of
the universities or MoET that regularly validates training course and certificates the
successful candidates.
This is a cadre of Primary Education lecturers with IE training capability that needs to
grow rapidly. It would be logical to use those who have already been trained to train
other TTC lecturers. However, this cannot happen unless the existing trainers/lecturers
have a recognized certificated status. All the Departments of Education in the 4
Provinces stated clearly to the Evaluation Tearn on a number of occasions that this
certification requires executive action by the Ministry of Education. It is not in the
provenance of NIES.

3 - F398

33

4. Comments on the Significance of IE in Teacher Training in
Vietnam
This section of the Report considers the Key Issues - if 1Jc1usive Education is to be
expanded in Vietnam. It initially focuses on a Child Rights perspective. This suggest
that if children with disability are to be included in mainstream classrooms, then logically - some basic training in IE should be a compulsory component in the future for
all Primary School teacher-trainees.
If the logic is accepted, then the1key issues are management ones concerning strategic
options, particularly when human and financial resources are presently limited.
These strategies are dealt with in the subsequent sections concerning the TTCs; the
Training of Trainers in Basic IE; Resource Centers to support IE in the communities
and the local schools; and the development of IE components in the Primary Education
undergraduate degree program in the Universities.

4.1 Child Rights Perspective on the Ministry of Education and Training's
Policy of Inclusion
The Ministry Decision on Inclusive Education

The Ministry of Education and Training has, rightly in our view, taken the decision to
include most children with disability in the mainstream Primary School classrooms.
Indeed, the Late Vice Minister Le Vu Hung addressed these issues to an audience in
the National Workshop on Education for Children with Disabilities held in December
2000. His comments were then incorporated in Education Development Strategy
2001-2010. The Ministry sent out a directive in June 2002 informing stakeholders that

at least 50% of children with disability should be in local Primary Schools by 2005. This
is an ambitious target, and a significant Child Rights initiative.
The Child with Disability's Right to Education

However, simply putting a child with disability in a classroom full of children, who see
that child and not themselves as disabled, does not by itself achieve that child's right to
education. In an extraordinary way, a sense of real inclusion in the world of learning
defines for the child with disability their education rights. A right to education may just
as well be achieved in a ~ent or under a tree as in a classroom.
This is extraordinary because we might well expect that the disabled child's right to
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education is best served by attending a school which is particularly we.ll equipped to
deal with her or his disability. Such a school would have specialist teachers trained to
deal with that particular disability. But wide experience around }he world shows that,
from the perspective of children with disability, they prefer to succeed on their own
terms in the mixed environment of able children, rather than in the uniform environment
of other exceptional children like themselves.
There are, obviously, children who have extreme difficulties even in just getting through
each 24-hour period; but these chilcfren, too, have inalienable rights, including their
right to actually define those rights themselves, in ways they can.
The education rights of children with disability are probably best served somewhere
between dumping a disabled child down in a class where the teacher has no idea how
to deal with her or him, and placing them in a Special School. Persuading the disabled
child - and her family - that she should come to the school is only half of the education
rights story. The other half of the story is that when she gets there, her teacher will
have some idea about what to do to include her in the class of other children and in the
collective learning process that is going on in that class.
IE Basic Training for All Primary School Teachers?

The logic of this is that all Primary School teachers should know what to do in order to
include any child with disability in the class. This means both to include them among
the other children in the class and also to include them in the collective learning
process.
What I found exciting in our field visits to all four Provinces in the Pilot Project was how
widely accepted this logic was. All sorts of people - teachers, TTC Managers,
Department of Education Officials - half "!ay through our discussions, offered their
opinion that actually what was needed was to offer this basic IE training to all Primary
School teachers. It was not a unanimous view; but it was a view that was surprisingly
widely held and boldly expressed.
The move towards giving all Primary School teachers basic training in IE during their
Pre-Service training is something that the Ministry of Education and Training needs to
confront now. Provincial Departments of Education and the Teacher Training Colleges,
it seemed to me, wanted this Evaluation to weigh up the pros and cons and then
recommend to MoET that IE ~asic training should be given to all Primary School
Teachers.
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IE Basic Training and Activity-Based Child-Centered Learning
The idea of training all Primary School teqchers in basic IE is not just to benefit those
children with disability who may be present in the classroom, but all the children in the
classroom. We asked the teachers the question: "What is your understanding of the
relationship between the pedagogy of IE and the pedagogy for all primary school
children?" We asked this question of all the groups we met for discussion, not just the
teachers. I had been concerned throughout the process of the Evaluation to focus on
whether the teachers felt that IE benefits all the children in the class or just those with
disability.
Some of the teachers found the question difficult. But some of the trained teachers said
that once they had to make an individual education plan for the child with disability,
they realized that it was important to make an IEP for all the children in th.e class. They
also saw that group work benefited all of the children in the class, not just the one or
two children with some disability.
Which Children Benefit from Basic IE Teacher Training?
This is the key issue: /1..re we introducing just for the sake of the education rights of
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children with disability? Or does this process of inclusion better achieve the education
rights of all children? What is important are the various stakeholders' own perceptions
of this key issue.
The Evaluation team used the simple matrix with four categories of i::tyldren, �hich they had
collectively developed in most of the meetings. [See page 19 for the matrix table]. We had a
flip chart for each of the meetings, not only with the teachers, but also with the TIC Lecturers
and Management, and we asked those at the meeting to fill in all 4 categories.
They could either tick in one color if they thought that category of children benefited o·r
put a cross in another color if they thought that category of children would suffer from
Inclusive Education.
What was surprising was
how many of the various
stakeholders at Province,
District and Commune
levels ticked all four
categories. This was a
very simple exercise; and
was introduced only after
the
discussion
was
significantly underway in
a group. But it was useful
to challenge teachers
and trainers to see the
level of their perception
of the benefits to all
children of IE.
It is clear from the Pilot
Project that some of the
stakeholders feel that IE
is an Education Rights
issue for all children. In
fact,
separate
in
discussions, particularly
with the Departments of
Education and the TTC
together, some felt that
this was a rights issue for
all children right through
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the school system, from Pre-School, through the Primary levels, right through
Secondary, to Tertiary Education.
Extension of IE Basic Education for all Primary School T~c,hers?

,.

The 500 or so 12 + 2 Basic IE-trained Primary School teachers in four Provinces is a
very, very small beginning. There have been a number of difficulties, not least of which
has been the length of time - 10 years - that preceded the introduction of any kind of IE
training of ordinary Primary School teachers. The Lindskog - Hai Report details the
development of community-based Inclusion.
I

Four questions follows on from this:
•

Is it possible that some basic Inclusive Education training could be included in the
Pre-Service Training for all Primary School teachers?

•

Is it possible for all the staff in a Primary School to be trained by the one teacher who
has already done the IE component of an upgrading from 12 + 2 to TIC Certificate?

•

What about those teachers not trained who are teaching in schools where no one
has gone on the training?

•

Could In-Service Training cover a sufficient number of young teachers presently
teaching in the Primary Schools who might want to Up-grade their teaching
qualifications?

This Pilot has occurred at a critical moment in the evolution of Vietnam's Primary Education
Teacher Training program. There is a commitment by the Ministry of Education and
Training to move towards a university graduated Primary Teaching cadre. This raises a
number of issues concerning the future of the Teacher Training Colleges. Vietnam is also
at a point at which a critical mass of opinion in the Ministry and NIES has come round to
the importance of a revised pedagogy for Primary School teachers.
Funding for Primary Education from External Donors

A number of external donors have engaged with the Primary Education Teaching
Service in various Provinces in Vietnam over the past few years, all advocating a more
activity-based child-centered pedagogy1. Following a World Bank Study of Education in
Vietnam, other large Donors have contributed towards change. This Evaluation
received and considered copies of the JICA Primary Education Development Program
and the World Bank/DFID (UK) Proposal for Primary Education for Disadvantaged

1. I was involved, as the Oxfam GB Representative, in Primary Education Projects in Ha
Tinh and Lao Cai; and, together with UNICEF, set up the Vietnam Education Forum. One of the
aims was to encourage pedagogical change in the Primary Schools.
j
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Children (PEDC). This is clearly a significant commitment by a number of large external
donors to help MoET transform Primary Education in Vietnam.
We have some specific recommendations for NIES and Save the Children Sweden to
engage with the Ministry's Program Management teams · cif these large-scale
interventions. The aim would be to ensure that Inclusive Education commitments by the
Ministry are included in the programs, as part of a Child Rights perspective on all
Vietnamese children's Primary Education.
What follows are, basically, some strategic management options to build on the
strengths of the NIES Pilot in the four Provinces. NIES also runs IE in other
Provinces with funding from other 1donors. I did not visit these other Provinces;
and so my comments are specifically for the SCS-funded Provinces. There are
some further funding implications for Save the Children Sweden, which I obviously
could not make for other Agencies. The scheme should then be extended to other
Provinces only after it has been significantly rolled out in the Pilot Provinces. To
do this, all the relevant Ministry endorsements, the Trainers of Trainers and the
appropriate training packages are consolidated and in place. The strategy also
suggests that the initial focus in the four Provinces should continue to be the
Teacher Training Colleges, whose capacity is increased by significant University
links where these are appropriate.

4.2 IE in the Formal (PreSerTT) Teacher Training College Curriculum
RCSE in NIES has already developed a curriculum model for including the 7 IE
Modules developed through the Pilot Project into the formal (Pre-Service) teacher
training certificate. These would be included as an option for teacher-trainees in the
third year of their Certificate course.
Other suggestions have been made for including some if not all of the 7 modules in the
compulsory part of the Certificate. One suggestion by one MoET official was t~at these
might be included as a limited component in each of the three years.
One problem, which we were told over and.over again by both TTC and Department of
Education officials, was that there is no space at all in the Certificate to include
anything else. If basic IE training Units were to be included something else would have
to go out of the syllabus. We understood that this could only be done if the Ministry so
instructed the TTCs.
My sense that this was more a bureaucratic - or governance - issue, rather than a
pedagogical and professional issue. This was to some extent confirmed at the meeting
NIES called to receive the draft Recommendations of this Report. A senior Ministry
Official stated that if it was ne~essary to extend somewhat the duration of the TTC
Certificate course, then it would be possible to do this.
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What this Report is recommending, therefore, is to combine the NIES optional model in
the third year with a basic I E compulsory model for all Pre-Service teacher-trainees. This
would achieve an appropriate IE orientation and basic capability in all future Primary
School teachers. It would also allow those TTC students

wllo

wished to acquire some

further specialist skills in IE to opt to do so in the third year of their course. The present
version of the IE curriculum is a good basis for this comprehensive development.
The strategy would be to develop this extension in the TICs in the four Provinces by
building on their commitment to the process and on their experience. This could be a
significant collaboration between
NIES, the TTC Staff already involved in the IE
I
training, and the Department of Education Primary Education officers. I think it would
be appropriate for SCS to continue to support this process.
I have the following suggestions for key factors that should guide this process.
•

The training of Primary School teachers should enable them to acquire a

'Generalist' intellectual capability, in order to teach the whole Primary School
curriculum, from Class 1 - 5. This is a significant capability. There can be
individual skills - this teacher is especially good at Class 5 Science, that teacher is
very good at drawing out children's creative potential. But this "Generalist"
capability is the Primary Teacher's "specialism".
•

A good primary school teacher has a comprehensive understanding of
children's cognitive abilities. A progressive Psychology Department, in touch with
the current developments in the Mind Sciences and the Brain Sciences, could
determine the choice of University in which to develop Inclusive Education, not just
at the Primary Education level, but also throughout the formal school system,
including vocational training 1.

•

The good primary school teacher should also be aware of children's Emotional
Intelligence - their social or societal skills - and the children's individual
achievement plans gain considerably when the teacher is aware of how important
negotiation skills are for young children.

•

In addition, Inclusive Education_ emphasizes inclusion in the family and in the
community as well as in the schools 2•

1. We were interested to hear of the strong Faculty of Psychology at the University of Da
Nang. SC-S and its Partners in the TTC in Thua Thien Hue Province are keen to become
closely involved in ways in which this Faculty of Psychology might extend its work to support IE
in the schools and communities.
2. We were also very in,terested to hear from the Director of Education in Tien Giang of the
University of the Community in Tien Giang. I did not have time to explore this Provincial initiative
further. I would recommend that SC-S considers assessing this institution.
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4.3 Training of Trainers for TTCs
Any expansion of basic training in Inclusive Education in Primary Education Teacher
Training programs requires more trainers. The TTC lecturers need to be able to teach
the knowledge, attitudes and practice of any kind of basic 1E" course to the TTC
students. A basic IE course, whether in the formal teacher training program or an
In - Service "top-up" course, needs to be credit-worthy. That is to say, it should be
recognized by all the relevant bodies in the State ~ducation system as credits
contributing to the award of the TTC Certificate for Primary School teachers.
The pressing need for more trainers r in the TT Cs requires, therefore, an appropriate
Training of Trainers program that qualifies the TTC Lecturers as Trainers in IE. Such a
program, in turn, should also lead to a post - graduate certificate in Inclusive Education
from a recognized post-graduate certificate - awarding institution, such as a University,
or the Ministry of Education and Training itself.
The criticisms that might be made of the current methodology of the IE training now
being given in the TTCs relate less to the technical requirements concerning disability
than to a general revision of the Primary Education pedagogy. This is now required by
the introduction of the new textbooks in all Primary Schools in Vietnam. My concerns
are that the teaching methodology required in order to teach inclusive classes does not
go far enough in terms of individualized teaching and active learning.
This is a criticism that one could make of the whole Primary Education methodology in
Vietnam in its unreformed state. The formal teacher-training program in the TTCs will
probably require revision anyway, irrespective of the inclusion of a basic IE training as
a compulsory component. The fact that the NIES Pilot has incorporated some of the
active learning methods actually puts it in the forefront of the changes needed.
There are two issues relating to the TTC IE trainers:
(1) The first is that although they have been trained they have not received any

certificate to validate their expertise and more specialized competence.
(2) The second is related: the TTC trainers themselves are perhaps unaware of their
own capacities, now that they have completed the third cycle of the Pilot.
I would expect that some of the TTC trainers could now take on a Training-of-Trainers
[ToT] role themselves. They would need to do so within an appropriate institutional
framework. RCSE are certainly in a position to id~ntify among those involved in the
pilot in the TTCs, some who could become co-trainers with the NIES specialists.

4.4 Inclusive Education Resource Centers, the TICs and their future status
At the beginning of the Evaluation field visits and Province-based meetings we visited
the Thanh Ba Inclusive Education Resource Center in Phu Tho Province and met with
the people most closely involved in its development. This Resource Center is not part
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of the Save the Children Sweden-funded NIES Pilot. It is supported by a small Swedish
NGO, For Barnens Basta, and funded by SIDA. However, it is very closely integrated
into the NIES-Save the Children Sweden Project. It has had a significant impact,

1

particularly on IE in Phu Tho Province.

The concept of an IE Resource Center is to complement the process of including children
with disability in mainstream education by providing comprehensive support to families and
their communities, as well as to the Pre-Schools and the Primary Schools. This support
takes a variety of forms; including assisting families whose children are severely disabled
The Resource Center can also define effective community support. The Resource Center
1
concept, in a number of instances, opposes setting up Special Schools, to which children
with disabilities are sent, which may be out of their communities.
It was not a part of the Evaluation Team's remit to consider Resource Centers.
Inevitably, though, we were interested in one particular aspect of support that Resource
Centers might offer: Resource Centers could give Primary School teachers, in
particular, a range of resources and support.
Most teachers we spoke to felt that they had not had "enough" training in dealing with
specific disabilities in children, in order to be able to deal with all kinds and levels of
disability of the children they might conceivably find in their class in the future.
They commented further - as I noted earlier - that this did not mean that they wanted to
become specialists in Braille in order to deal with children with sight impairment, or in
Signing [Sign Language] for the children whose hearing was seriously impaired.
Instead, they wanted to be able to access, relatively easily and through their school,
the basic skills and basic materials that would help them deal with any child with a
particular disability who had joined their class.
We asked some groups of IE-trained teachers if they saw their careers developing into
specialization in a specific disability and special education for children with that disability.
Would their teaching careers follow the more mainstream path of upgrading to a
University degree, with the pay increases and promotion opportunities that offers them?
Although the response to this was not quantifiable, or statistically significant, it was
clear that most of those teachers we spoke to wanted a mainstream upgrading to
university degree level. Overwhelmingly, most were not interested in specializing in
particular areas of disability. They felt they had IE training sufficient to know what to do
to include children with disability in the learning and socialization going on in their
classes. But to continue to do this effectively, they also needed to have access to more
specialized resources if and when they needed them.
The overwhelming support among the Primary School teachers we met was for a basic
IE training, rather than for a more specialized training. But this should be coupled with
the provision of some kind of Inclusion Resource Unit, easily accessible to them, which
I
they could go to for reminders of the basic training and some more resources. Such an
Advice Center, together with its basic resources, would cover mainstream teaching,
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basic technical skills in dealing with children's disabilities, and be focused on
community-based resources.
In Thua Thien Hue, during a discussion with teachers, some of the staff in TTC
expressed the view that the setting up of a kind of Resource Uni~ or Inclusion Advice
Center, could very well be done in the TTC itself. The Evaluation Team responded very
positively to this new idea. This would not, initially, be a fully-fledged Resource Center
on the lines of the Thanh Ba Resource Center.
It could initially start more modestly, with the aim of supporting the IE-trained teachers,
as well as schools in which IE-trained teachers had been placed. In particular, it could
help support (and even formalize) the often-mentioned role for IE-trained teachers in
sharing their training with other teachers in their schools.
This would become even more feasible if the TTCs were able to include the IE
component into the Pre-Service Certificate course - the formal training for all Primary
Education students in the TTCs. Any IE component in the Pre-Service Teacher
Training course would require more resources for training in Inclusion, not just in
Education but also in the all-important community-focus for Inclusion. The expansion of
the TTC-resources into an Inclusion Advice Center could very well prepare the TTC for
making a basic training in IE an integral part of the Pre-Service Certificate.
We were very interested to learn that at least one of the TTCs is in the final stages to
seeking permission to develop into a University and confidently expect this to happen
within the next 5 years. Other TTCs are probably thinking along the same lines. The
development of basic IE training within the formal Pre-Service Certificate, and the
setting up of an outreach IE Advice Unit in the TTCs could in fact contribute to the TTC
move towards University status. The elements of the basic IE training could give TTCs
a distinctive competence in Teacher Education. These are:
•

An understanding of children's cognitive abilities,

•

A methodology of active learning in a child-centered classroom,

•

A community - based social service_s perspective.

4.5 Advocacy for Inclusive Education in the University Undergraduate
Degree for Primary School Teachers
Meetings in Hanoi with MoET Officials, with Special Education Faculty Staff at Hanoi
University of Education and with RCSE at NIES revealed some contradictions and
confusion in the development of Special and Inclusive Education in the country.
There are 345,000 Primary School teachers, of which 20% have not yet met the
requirement of 12 + 3. Some upgrading provision is likely to be in place for some time.
In addition, TTCs will continue for some time to train Primary School teachers in
the 12 + 3 framework. However, there is a very clear commitment in MoET to move
towards a 12 + 4 university - graduated Primary Education teaching cadre.
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The Faculty and Center of Special Education at the Hanoi University of Education,
have been authorized by the Ministry to develop University undergraduate courses in
Special Education which contain an IE component. Like NIES, they have also been
given the responsibility from the Ministry to write the ln-Servi~e Training Manuals. They
are already working on and writing up the material for 4 categories: ( 1) the General
Introduction, (2) Inclusive Education for Pre-School Age; (3) Inclusive Education for
Primary Education; and (4) Education Management for Inclusive Education.
There is a view in the Universities that training the 12 + 2 teachers in IE as part of an
upgrading package is not appropriate. Reasons given were that some of the teachers,
who were trained, particularly in 1 the first cycle, were probably not really suitable [e.g.
near retirement; wanting to move into school management]. There has also been some
wastage. However, our meetings with teachers at the grassroots, with Commune
officials, District Education officials, and our observation of some truly excellent
teaching with children with disability fully included in a quite dynamic learning situation
is all evidence to the contrary.
But there is clearly a problem here, when only the inadequacies and not the successes
from the RCSE experiment are filtering back into the University arena.
Advocacy for Inclusive Education Training for all Primary School Teachers

A Child Rights perspective, outlined above, indicates an urgent need to equip all
Primary School teachers with the knowledge and ability to deal with the needs of all the
children, including those with disability, in classrooms in the mainstream education
where they are being included. Whatever were - and maybe still are - the imperfections
of the NIES model there are already a few hundred 12 + 2 teachers who have
upgraded their teaching status and are finding a deeper and more significant purpose
in their teaching. This is inspiring. Yet somehow it is not being communicated out of the
Provinces where the pilot is taking place.
It would be a pity if this initiative was condemned out of ignorance of its grassroots
support and achievements.
To prevent this happening becomes the responsibility of NIES and Save the Children
Sweden. The good news from the communes and the primary schools will not get out
unless it is purposefully brought out and shared with a wider audience: in the Ministry
of Education, in the Universities, on television, and with other projects and programs
concerned to improve primary education.
For the sake of the disadvantaged and vulnerable children in Vietnam, I think it is
important that there is a pooling of expertise between the Universities and the Teacher
Training Colleges. I also think that it is important to harness the competencies of
Primary School teachers who are already in the classroom and who are looking to
upgrade their qualifications even further and become better teachers of all children.
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Digital fi lming of IE
,

We took a young professional cameraman with us to two Provinces. He had the ability
to film unobtrusively with a small digital video camera; and to film tr::om the vision angle
of small children in the classroom [rather than from the vision ~ngle of a standing
adult]. He also fi lmed some of the discussions with the adults.
The film he shot not only captured much of the verbatim comments of the teacher trainees
[and some of these are indeed rea lly worth hearing by interested parties], it also showed
clearly and unequivocally what the NIES Pilot would say was good practice in the IE
Classroom. The film material has that r~re quality of authenticity. Both the lesson taught
and the film-mak(ng itself were quite obviously unrehearsed and spontaneous.
I am proposing that Save the Children Sweden and NIES explore the possibility of
editing what has already been shot into training CD ROM or DVD, in order to
communicate the view of Inclusive Education from the communities. More filming
could be done along these lines: spontaneous, unplanned and unscripted; and possibly
involving the fami lies of the ch ildren.
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5. Recommendations
The following section on Recommendations was presented in draft to a
meeting at NIES on April 291h. Present were representatives of MoET, NIES
(including RCSE], Save the Children Sweden, and representatives of the
large external donors who are involved in funding Primary Education in
Vietnam. Some of the Recommendations were modified in the light of the
comments made.
The first Recommendation concerns the immediate future of the NIES Pilot
Project, supported by Save the Children Sweden.
Recommendations (2) - (7) concern the issues that arise if IE is extended
within Primary Education, both in the four Provinces of the Pilot and more
widely.
Re.commendations (8) & (9) are concerned with networking and advocacy.
The long-term vision is for a broadly-based basic IE training for all Primary
School teachers.
1.

The Future of the NIES (RCSE) - Save the Children Sweden-sponsored IE
Pilot Project in 4 Provinces
I recommend the following:
•

Save the Children Sweden should continue to fund the IE Pilot Project
and assists RCSE and NIES to carry out the remaining intakes for the
12 + 2 Upgrading and IE in the four Provinces.

•

RCSE should consult with the 4 Provincial Departments and the 4 TTCs
how best to provide more actual teaching practice for the Trainees in IE.

•

Finalize the present draft of the IE Training Manual and distribute it to
the Colleges in order to assist their planning and preparation for the next
Cycle / Intake of Trainees.

•

Save the Children Sweden and NIES arrange for a Workshop between
RCSE and delegated representatives of stakeholders in the pilot from all
4 Provinces to consider final revisions to the curriculum for Primary
Education Teachers.
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2. Scaling up Inclusive Education Training within the Teacher Training Colleges
in the 4 Provinces of the Pilot Project
It is clear from all of the evidence we received during thii- Evaluation that not
much more can happen in Inclusive Education, as opposed to Special
Education, until the Ministry of Education and Training approves a manageable
Inclusive Education Curriculum within the mainstream of Primary Education
Teacher Training. IE, in the sense of the NIES Pilot means a basic Inclusive
Education training for all PreSerTT Primary School teacher trainees. Special
Education will continue to develop as a specialized option for a small minority of
teacher trainees in the universities
I recommend that the Ministry of Education and Training should now approve
the present NIES Inclusive Education curriculum in its revised format with a
view to the following:
•

Secure the continuation of the 12 + 2 Up-grading package beyond the
ending of the Pilot Project in the 4 Provinces up until the phasing-out of
all 12 + 2 teachers.

•

Include a further revised package of the Inclusive Education Units in the
compulsory part of the 12 + 3 Pre-Service Primary Education Certificate
in the 4 TTCs in the Pilot Project.

•

Year 3 option of the NIES [RCSE] syllabus in the TTC Certificate course
should be further developed.

3. Training IE Trainers for TTCs
(Including

Certification

of

Teacher

Training

College

Inclusive

Education

Lecturers/Trainers, already teaching on the Pilot Curriculum)
Providing more qualified IE TTC Trainers/Lecturers seems to be the starting
point for any kind of scaling up, both in the _Pilot Provinces and more widely in
Vietnam.
I recommend, therefore, that the Ministry of Education and Training consider
the following strategy for fulfilling the expectations of all children with disability
in Vietnam:
•

NIES (RCSE) is authorized to work with a University or validating body
to develop furth~r training of TTC Lecturers/Trainers in Inclusive
Education at that certificate-awarding institution.
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•

This process should be supported by Save the Children Sweden as well
as other large donors.

Recommendation for Certification of Teacher Training College Inclusive
Education Lecturers/Trainers, already teaching i:J.n the Pilot Curriculum

•

I recommend that the Ministry of Education and Training should
retrospectively authorize the award of certificates to those TTC
Trainers/Lecturers who have contributed so much towards the success
of the Pilot Project in Inclusive Education.

•

This retrospective validation would apply to those who have been
I
confirmed by the Provincial Department of Education as qualified
Inclusive Education Lecturers.

4. Developing Inclusive Education in other Provinces
Two factors, it seems, will inhibit the scaling up of Inclusive Education in other
Provinces: (1) The community awareness-raising component is fundamental to
the success of the project in primary schools; and (2) The importance of
adequately trained TTC Lecturers, who will also have the task of engaging with
the communities and the People's Committees at the hamlet, commune and
district levels.
In terms of sequencing, therefore, I would recommend consolidating of the
process of IE in the 4 Pilot Provinces, as reflected in Recommendations (1)-(3)
before widening IE into other Provinces.
I further recommend that, when this expansion takes place, existing TTC
Trainers are used in extending the work, as well as the Community Leaders
committed to Inclusion.

5. Action by Ministry of Education to secure Inclusive Education within the
Primary Education Teacher Training in the Universities

I recommend that the Ministry-of Education and Training authorizes NIES (RCSE)
in conjunction with a University (or other degree-awarding body) to develop an
Inclusive Education curriculum with ~ strong community perspective for both
Teacher Training Colleges as well as for University Level Primary Education
Teacher Training.

6. Developing Resource Units or small-scale Resource Centers to support the IE
work in the Teacher Training Colleges
I

I recommend that the Ministry of Education and Training, at Central and
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Provincial Departmental level, explores with NIES the possibility of setting up
quite small-scale Resource Units, perhaps in the Teacher Training C9lleges, with
a strong community focus that would support teachers, students and their families
in IE schools.

7. Developing Inclusive Education for the Pre-School and Upper Primary Schools
What will happen to the child with disability who has made excellent physical,
intellectual and social progress in the Primary School with an IE-trained
teacher, when he or she goes on to Class 6 and the teachers of that class have
no idea about Inclusion? We heard of some examples, already, of children who
have suffered this bad experience.
This is a longer-term issue for the Ministry.
However, I make the following recommendation as an ad hoe interim measure:
•

Where a child with disability who has achieved a pass standard in Class
5 and wishes to continue with his or her Education, the !ER-trained
Primary School teacher should be facilitated by the Department of
Education to offer some training to the teachers of that child in Class 6
in the Lower Secondary School.

•

The IE-trained Primary School teacher should do this short training with
the assistance of his or her Principal, the District Education Official
responsible for IE in the Primary School and the Principal of the Lower
Secondary School. The community leaders should also assist the
Primary School teacher, by establishing the links between the new
Lower Secondary teachers and the child's family.

•

Even though such training would be ad hoe and informal, it should be
recognized as significant and important for the child with disability; and
RCSE should offer some Guidelines to the Primary School Teacher on
what Units in the IE Curriculum would be most applicable.

8. Inclusive Education in the Primary Education Development Program (PEDP)
and the Primary Education for Disadvantaged Children (PEDC)
This is a critical moment for Inclusive Education, when not only are the
Ministries of Education and Finance, and the National Planning Commission,
committing to increasing tpe budget for improving Primary Education across the
whole country, there is also considerable donor support in the pipeline.

4 • F398
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I therefore strongly recommend that Save the Children Sweden, together with
NIES, the Universities and other interested stakeholders, take the initiative to
make sure that Inclusive Education, from the community and grassroots primary
school perspective, is included in the initiatives to}mprove Primary Education.
•

Even though the JICA PEDP may not cover the Provinces of the NIES
[RCSE] Pilot, I recommend that developments in other Provinces draw
on the experiences and expertise of the 4 Provinces where IE is taking
off.

•

More specifically, RCSE and Save the Children Sweden's Education
Program Manager maintain communication links with the DflD/World
Bank Primary Education for Disadvantaged Children (PEDC) Program
which, it is anticipated will get approval within the next couple of months.

9. NIES (RCSE) and Advocacy for Inclusive Education
As described in the main body of this Report, there is some confusion
concerning the Ministry authorization for developing comprehensive curricula
for Inclusive Education at TTC and University levels. The Evaluation team
received two documents that were two different Vice Ministerial authorizations
for exclusive responsibility for developing Primary School Training for children
with disability.
I recommend the following strategy for NIES (RCSE) to promote its vision for
Inclusive Education:
•

NIES should discuss comprehensively with all relevant Universities their
various perspectives on IE; as well as on the best strategies to support
the children with disability who are already appearing in the classrooms,
in response to the Ministry's commitment to 50% inclusion of disabled
children in Vietnam's schools by 2005.

•

RCSE, together with Save the Children Sweden should develop some
user-friendly advocacy materials that will demonstrate the effectiveness
of this particular grassroots community-supported model that they have
developed. These materials should indicate in a wider Vietnam arena
the excitement
of the families, their children and the teachers at the
r
progress that many children with disability are already making.
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6. Conclusions
The Recommendations listed in the previous Section were prlsented to a plenary
meeting of all interested stakeholders, convened by NIES, where they were discussed
and subsequently reviewed. Apart from these recommendations and the specific
conclusions they embody, I would like to draw a few further conclusions, as I reflect
further on the findings of the Evaluation.
I

6.1 "Don't let the Best be the eriemy of the Good!"
I felt that there is a tendency among those most committed to IE to refine theory and
practice on a very small scale in order to achieve the "best" approach to IE. There is a
sense in which this "best" is a radical and purist approach. However, in the light of our
interactions with the teachers, lecturers, government officials, Educationists and the
children, my own approach would be governed by the maxim: "Don't let the Best be the
enemy of the Goodf'
IE seems to be similar, in this respect, to children's and young people's participation in
civil society. With regards to children's participation, I have observed in various parts of
the world that the best has sometimes become the enemy of the good. Adults refuse to
allow children and young people to participate in adult decision-making until the
elements of best practice are securely in place and comprehensively understood by all
concerned. But children themselves are very keen to become involved in governance
and civil society. They don't mind, even when things are not properly ordered. Best
practice begins to evolve and consolidate once children and young people are an
integral part of the action.
In the same way the NIES Special Education Teacher Training Pilot project has shown
the validity of beginning the practice of a good idea - a comprehensively new
paradigm - and letting better and better practice evolve on the back of cumulative
experience. NIES deserves a great deal of praise for getting cracking within the
schools and TTCs; and SC-S also deserves praise for continuing to support the
evolution of IE as a comprehensive transformation of societal attitudes. Of course, very
high standards for IE practice are always the goal; and these standards need to be
continually articulated. But it is good to have made a start in the schools and TTCs.
We found repeated evidence as we moved around the 4 Provinces for the success of
this strategy. An overwhelming majority of stakeholders in the Pilot now genuinely think
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that IE is a good idea whose time has come. A number of criticisms have been raised
by various stakeholders of the details of the package; but they can all be dealt with.
Indeed, many of the problems in the Pilot are now being resolved, particularly by the
comprehensive process of evaluation that SC-S has insist~d upon.
The important thing is to make sure that large sections of public opinion are brought
on-board, both within the communities where children with disability are joining
mainstream schooling, and within the wider Vietnamese society. Public opinion needs
to be convinced about the basic principles of IE, its rootedness in the community, and
the implications of this for Edl!Jcation generally in Vietnam. We found evidence for the
beginnings of this groundswell of public enthusiasm in all four of the Provinces we
visited. This enthusiasm was there, despite the fact that those same enthusiastic
people had this or that comment, this or that criticism, or even some fear for the future
of the good idea of IE.
Recommendation 1 refers to this more general conclusion enunciated here. It urges
SC-S to continue to support NIES in the Pilot for the remaining two years of its
projected term; and to start now to consider ways of building on this basic IE training in
the TTCs.

6.2

MoET should endorse the basic IE Training for all Primary School
Teachers

My next conclusion follows on from this. Overwhelmingly in the Provinces, at the level
of the Education Administration in both the Government Provincial Education
Departments and in the TTCs, there was repeated concern for the central
administration within the Ministry of Education in Hanoi to act positively and decisively.
TTCs and Provincial Departments want MoET to endorse the direction and
development of NIES' initiative in ba~ic IE training for teachers.
Even though there is real enthusiasm in the Provinces for IE in the Primary Schools,
nothing more can be done by the Provinces themselves until MoET officially endorses
the strategy that is evolving out of the Pilot project in the TTCs. There is an interesting
contradiction here between centralized administration and devolved government. I think
that the major players in Education in Vietnam, whether they are in the Center or on the
periphery, find this contradiction energizing rather than debilitating, productive rather
than destructive.
This is substantially dealt with in Recommendations 2-6.
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6.3 IE in Primary Schools can lead to child-friendly schools for all children
My third conclusion refle?ts my own learning during the process of this Evaluation.
Although I have always supported Inclusive Education for childrer)iwith d!sabilities - and
supported also its community context - I have always seen the change to a new
pedagogy of activity-based child-centered learning in the Primary School.s as being the
separate and much more important Education initiative. It never occurred to me that a
basic IE training for Primary School teachers could actually be the engine that drives
forward pedagogical transformation.

But many of the teacher trainees in most of the schools we visited were surprisingly
prepared to commit to much more wide-ranging changes in their teaching methods. A
number of Government Provincial Education officials also were keen to see the child
centered focus of the basic IE pedagogy applied more widely to the introduction of the
new Primary Education syllabus.
This interest in changing tea·ching methods in order for children to learn interactively
with their teachers came from the growing awareness that able-bodied children in IE
classrooms were benefiting from the pedagogical changes.
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I discovered a certain degree of convergence here. The two large Donor Projects
[PEDP and PEDC] already in the MoET pipeline focus on transformation of the Primary
Education and aim to create child-friendly schools. These will be based on
comprehensive sets of standards in the provision of burld}ngs, the physical and learning
environment of the school, school and curriculum management, teaching and learning
aids, teacher training and pupil achievement. This last set of standards is seen as
being more achievable through action learning by the children. I concluded that even
although the Provinces in which the NIES Pilot project in basic IE training Modules may
not be part of these large Education programs, nevertheless, the learning from the Pilot
could play a key role in the I transformation of Primary School teacher training in the
TTCs.

6.4 Those convinced by Inclusive Education in Primary Schools need to
advocate for it
An important realization was that Provincial Education Departments find it an uphill
struggle to get 12+2 teachers in their Province to accept enrollment onto an upgrading
course that has a focus on disability and IE. Special Education, learning to teach
children who are "different" does not initially appeal to most of the 12 + 2 Primary
School teachers who need to upgrade. I have drawn two conclusions here:
(1) If and when a basic IE training is included only as an option in other Provinces,
there will need to be effective strategies to make sure that reluctant teachers
will be prepared to enroll. These strategies can be learned from the Provinces
of the Pilot. ln addition, it would be a good idea to put some funding into
enabling those teachers who have already gone through the training to meet
with prospective trainees in other places to discuss the benefits and insights
they gained from the course.
(2)

More generally, this is the kind of initiative that needs an investment in
advocacy. This can - and _should - happen at a number of levels: teachers
themselves should be encouraged to write for both Provincial and National
newspapers and professional journals. NIES and Save the Children Sweden
should produce print and film material that will be appealing in both the
professional arena and public domain.

6.5 Primary School Teachers need to be able to reflect on the ways they
teach small children
A very interesting conclusion from the Evaluation was the realization that 12+2 Primary
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School teachers found it very difficult to describe objectively the changes in the way
they were teaching children. They knew they were teaching differently. But how was it
different? Many more Primary School teachers may have the same difficulty, including
12+3 Certificated teachers and even Primary School teachers witn;University degrees.
The trainees found it strange to think of asking themselves the question: "What is going
on when I'm teaching my classroom of young children?" The question seems pointless:
"I'm teaching children, of course!" Ah, but what kind of personal theory of Education
informs the teaching you were doing? And what kind of learning theory underpins what
you are doing now? These proved to lte very difficult questions for them; we should not
underestimate how challenging they are. They challenge their shared view of the world
that she or he presently functions in.
Furthermore, the methodological vocabulary needed to talk about an interactive
teaching and learning process may not yet be there. Phrases - in English here - like
"Education discourse", "experiential learning", "paradigm shift", "personal teaching
theories", "Reflection" will surface, in Vietnamese, among Primary School teachers and
specialists eventually. It will have to, in order to cope with the problems of teaching
young children effectively in a world with vastly more knowledge and information, and
in a global society that demands we understand more and more. Learning the
language of Education discourse confronts PreSerTT teacher trainees in the West
when they first get to College.
This has been an exciting and rewarding Evaluation from my point of view. I
particularly appreciated the process of the Evaluation with the Evaluation team; and I
would, once again like to thank them for the stimulation and insights. However, I take
full responsibility for this Report and for the Recommendations and Conclusions.
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Appendix 1: Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of pre-service teacher
training on Inclusive Education project in Vietnam 1998-2002

A project implemented by Research Center for Special Education at VieJm National Institute of
Educational Sciences (NIES) with support from Save the Children Sweden (SC-S).
Background

Work on introducing Inclusive Education (IE) was begun in 1991 in collaboration with the
National Institute of Educational Science (NIES). The program focused on the in-service
I
training of teachers in key provinces including Tien Giang and Vinh Phu. Since 1994 the
program has been adopted in targeted communes in several districts including Tien Giang
province and Vinh Phu (which early in 1997 was divided to form two provinces; Vinh Phuc and
Phu Tho). Since 1993, the soft component of inclusive education (84 hours) had been
introduced for all students - teachers in the four Teacher's Training Colleges at Tien Giang, Vinh
Phuc, Phu Tho and Thua Thien Hue.
The evaluation of inclusive education conducted by SC-S in 1995 provided with detailed
analyses of the status quote from the individual program at the time they were completed.
Among the others, the following weakness on training of resources persons were identified:
•

Long-term education plans for resource persons would helped the project to move towards
further quality in inclusive education.

•

An obstacle to the future successful spread and development of high quality inclusive
education is the lack of detailed policy/strategy in relation to: training of resource persons.

Besides this evaluation reports, a UNICEF commissioned evaluation of CBR, IE, Special
Education and Vocational Training was completed in May of 1997. This evaluation, with regards
to the Inclusive Education also highlights lacks of training of resource persons especially the
primary school teachers:
•

More aids are needed for training and training of teachers, especially on education of
children with hearing/speech disabilities, mentally retarded children and thos.e with
visual/seeing disabilities.

•

Provision of more textbooks, teaching materials, training materials, low cost teaching aids,
development of the monitoring and evalua_tion of IE and of disabled child' progress in
schooling are significant tasks with an aim to render the mainstream school system more
adaptive to special education needs and consequently to promote education quality for all
children.

During 1996-1997, discussions have been held between SCS and NIES with regards to how to
address this issue. In 1996, a National Workshop on strategies for the education of children
with disabilities was held in Hanoi led by the Vice-minister of Education and Training. It was
clearly stated that Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) now has policy to promote IE for
90% of children with disabilities and that NIES was given the responsibility to develop an IE
component within the main training curriculum
for primary and pre-school teachers.
,
In March 1997, a seminar on the development of a curriculum for pre-service training of primary
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school teachers was held in Hanoi. The outcome was a proposal for a one - year pre-service training
curriculum on inclusive education for teachers. The teacher trainees would be expected to either
have completed the two year basic primary teacher education programme and be interested in
continuing during a third year of specialization in "Inclusive Ecj~cation" or be qualified teachers
1
who already have some years of teaching experiences.
The Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) approved the 450-hour curriculum designed by
NIES by in July 1998. The Minister also endorsed pilot pre-service training to start in the two
teacher training colleges of Tien Giang and Vinh Phuc (2000) and four TTCs in the following
years (2001, 2002).
The first pre-service training was completed in January 2000. An assessment was carried out to
draw "lessons learned" from the1 one-year pilot project, followed by a national workshop. One of
the problems identified was the lack of capacity of local trainer teachers to conduct training. None
of the two colleges have staff trained in such a way that they are independent in their teaching
work for inclusive education. There is too much dependency on the central ministry in training
activities as well as at monitoring and follow-up at local level. If this continues, the colleges will be
dependent on knowledge from outside for their training. In order to ensure long-term sustainability,
there is a big need to transfer the knowledge from the ministry level to local staff.
A careful analysis of the training curriculum reflects a few areas that need improvement, if the
training is to meet practical needs and lead to the expected outcomes. It appears from classroom
observations and from interviews with the trained teachers that the curriculum is too disability
focused and areas that would need to be addressed are not included or are not discussed to such
an extent that can bring about changes. There is a need for the curriculum to be re-compiled to be
more learner-centred. Additionally, more time should be devoted to practical learning and teaching
practice.
Based on these findings, changes in the curriculum and curricular material were made before
new course starts. During 2000-2002, intensive training of trainers was organized during to build
capacity at local level. By this year, local trainers take responsibility to conduct 100% of training,
compared to 0% during the first and 40%-50% during the second courses. A number of workshops
were organized in order to review and adapt the current curriculum to better meet identified
needs.
The CBR/lnclusive education was evaluated in April 2002. Findings and proposals aiming at
improving inclusive education practices imply the need for a deeper analysis of the training
project, with regards to training design, _content as well as methods.

Scope and purpose of the evaluation
The evaluation should assess relevance and impact of the activities carried out during
1998-2002.
There is a need to assess the impact of the activities in relation to the stipulated objectives.
There is also a need to assess whether the types of activities carried out were relevant,
appropriate and the most effective way to achieve the goals.
Based on the development in education in Vietnam, make recommendation for the future with
regards to mainstreaming of inclusive education for all teacher - training students.
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Objectives of the evaluation - issues to be covered in the evaluation
Analyse relevance of the activities carried out. The evaluators should consider the following:
Was the choice of trainees relevant?

•
•

._

Was the character of the activities relevant, i.e. trainers, topics civered in the training,
training materials, working methods? What other ways and means could have been
chosen?

•

To what extent have the target groups, beneficiaries and content of the activities, mode of
training/trainers and training materials been gender reflecting?

•

Feasibility of integration in teacher training curriculum?
.

I

Analyse impact of the training activities carried out
•

Can any change in professional competence be noted among teachers participating in the
training, if so how?

•

Any verified change in teaching be noted among the trained teachers, if so how. To what
extent have they personally benefited from this training, and in what ways do their
organisation benefit from their training?

•

How far the learner-centred approaches been addressed?

•

Based on analysis of relevance and impact make conclusions on:

•

To what extent have the overall and specific objectives been achieved?

•

Lessons learnt from preservice training on inclusive education with focus on children with
disabilities.

•

Recommendations for future activities especially with regards to inclusive education for all
teachers - training students.

Methodology
•

Participatory group discussion with researchers/trainers in Hanoi and provinces, with the
view of gathering information concerning teaching methods used, responsiveness by the
participants and to get personal observations by the trainers.
Field visits to at least two provinces-districts-communes to meet and interview, education

•

managers, trained and non-trained teachers, children and other selected target group
~

representatives. A gender balance shall be maintained among interviewed.

Interview

about their attitudes and competence to promote inclusive education and problems
encountered.
•

In Hanoi, meet with project advisor/consultant, programme staff and Ministry officials to
share views on the training as well as discuss issues related to mainstreaming inclusive
education in teacher training curriculum.

•

Assess compiled written material such as project progress reports, monitoring reports,
lecture notes and evaluation reports from field visits.
i
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Composition of the team of evaluators and time schedule
The evaluation cum assessment will be carried out by one international qualified consultant. The
team leader shall have the following qualifications:

•

Extensive competence and knowledge of education and te!cher training

•

Experience from evaluation of education/teacher training projects

Other team members include:
•

Two teachers, one who has taught children with disability in an inclusive pedagogy and
the other who has not done so;
l

•

An interpreter with knowledge of Education;

•

A Vietnamese filmmaker who would provide video material of appropriate pedagogy
observed by the team (subject to availability);

•

One NIES staff;

•

SC-S programme staff would join the team occasionally to facilitate the process.

The Evaluation will be carried out during April 12 - May 2, 2003. The work in Vietnam shall start
with a preparatory meeting with local evaluators and the field office and end with a sum up
meeting with the Representative upon leaving Vietnam.
Contract with international consultants will be signed by Save the Children Sweden Stockholm,
with the local member/interpreter by the Vietnam Field Office.
The Team leader shall have the main responsibility to compile the final report.
The Evaluation is carried out upon request of SC-S the team report to SC-S. The role of NIES
and local education authorities is to facilitate the evaluation in all aspects by providing written
ancl oral documentation and also organising meetings and workshops. The field office will have
the main responsibility in preparing the program and practical arrangements but in close
consultation with local partners.

Reporting
The evaluation report including an executive summary shall be written in English and submited
to SC-S/Vietnam office no later by May 5, 2003. Within 2 weeks after receiving comments on
the draft report, a final version in 3 copies and on diskette shall be submitted to SC-S. Subject to
decision by SC-S, the report will be published and distributed as a publication within SC-S field
offices.
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Appendix 2: Table of Visits and Meetings
Province

·Date
15 I 4
p.m
16 I 4
a.m

Phu Tho
16 I 4
p.m

Resource Center, Thanh Ba District

Do Son Satellite School, Thanh
Ba District: Class 1D
I
Do Son School: Class 3
TTC Phu Tho: Observation of
Teaching Practice Review
Session

17 I 4
a.m
17 I 4
p.m

Vinh Phuc

18 I 4
a.m

Trung Nguyen School (Yen Lac
District]
1. Class 2 (IE trained]
2. Class 3 [Untrained in IE]
3. Class 2 [IE trained]
4. Class 4 [untrained in IEl

18 I 4
p.m
19 I 4

Hanoi
21 I 4
22 I 4
22 I 4
P.m.
23 I 4
a.m

Thua Thien
Hue
23 I 4

24 I 4
p.m
25 I 4
a.m

Tien Giang
25 I 4
p.m

Phu Diem Primary School
(2 E-Teams]
1. Class (IE Trainee]
2. Class [Untrained in IE]
3. Class [IE Trainee]
4. Class [Untrained in IEl
Huong Ho Primary School
1. Class [IE Trained]
Observing TTC Class with
Trainees
Primary School (Go Cong
District] 2 teams
1. Class 2 [Untrained in IE]
2. Class 5 [IE Trained]
3. Class 3 [IE Trained]
4. Class 1 [Untrained in IEl
An Huu "B" Primary School
(Cai Ba District] (2 E-Teams]
1. Class 2
2. Class?

26 I 4

'
Hanoi

29 I 4

Meetings with Groups

Classroom Observations

Do Son Main School: Meeting with 4 IE
trained teachers
Phu Tho town: Meeting with TTC
Managers and Lecturers
Viet Tri: Meeting Phu Tho Province Dept.
of Education
Vinh Yen: Vinh Phuc TTC
1. Meeting with Trainees
2. Meeting with TTC Staff
[Manaqers and Lecturersl
Meetings with Managers in Trung Nguyen
school:
1. Meeting with Teachers [IE trained and
untrained]
2. Meeting with Principal and District Head
of Education
Phuc Yen: Meeting at Dept. of Education
Meeting with MoET Officials
Hanoi University of Education Meeting at
Faculty of Special Education
Meeting at NIES [RCSE]
Meetinq at DflD [UK]
Hue City: Meeting at TTC with TTC Staff
and DET
Meetings in Phu Diem Primary School:
1. With Trainees (2 Groups]
2. With Principal and TTC Supervisor

Huong Ho Primary School: Meeting with
Principal, IE Trained teacher and TTC
Supervisor
Tien Giang TTC and DET Meeting (2 parts
- before and after TTC Class observation]
Meeting with Principal teachers and
officials of Go Cong District Education
Dept.

An Huu "A" Primary School: Meeting with
Principals ["A" and "B"] District DET,
Commune Vice Chairman
My Tho City: Meeting with DET and 10 IE
trained Teachers

Meeting with MoET I NIES: Presentation of Draft Recommendations
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Key
Stakeholders
Mrs Irene Lopez
Mr Do Ngoc Anh
Mr Le Van Minh

.,
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Appendix 3: Sample questions developed by the Evaluation itam
Purpose (1) to guide discussions in meetings with stakeholders and (2) establish consistency
over a range of different meetings conducted by different members of the team

Questions for Trained Teachers
I

1.

What do you understand by the term "Inclusive Education"?

2.

What do you think is the purpose of Inclusive Education for
(a) children with a disability?
(b) Able-bodied children?

3.

How would you now if you have achieved the purpose you stated above in the classroom of
children you have been assigned to teach?

4.

What sort of time frame is needed, do you think, to achieye the IE goals and purpose?

5.

What, from your point of view, and as far as you are concerned, are the obstacles that would
prevent you achieving these goals? What strategies would you adopt to overcome some of
these obstacles?

6.

What - or who - do you think would help you achieve these IE goals in your school? How would
you go about securing this help?

7.

What indicators might influence skeptical colleagues to change their attitude towards Inclusive
Education?

8.

What compromises would you be prepared to make in order to persuade your colleagues that
able-bodied children can learn better through an activity-based, problem-solving, child-centred
pedagogy?

9.

At what point, either in your pre-service training or subsequently, were you yourself persuaded
that there were learning advantages in the IE pedagogy ·

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

For children with physical disabilities?
For able-bodied children?
For children with learning difficulties ("slow-:learners")?
For very intelligent children with exceptional intellectual abilities?

10. Did you put yourself forward for selection for this upgrading training? Why? If you didn't self-select
for this training, do you know the basis on which you were selected, or the process by which
this happened?
11. Do you think you were the right person to go through this training and that the training was the
right kind of training for Inclusive Education?
• Do you think that the training was good, but that you were not the right person to do it? If so,
who do you think would be the right kind of person?
• Do you think that every primary school teacher should have this training?

'
12. In what ways could the training programme have been better I different?
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Questions for Teachers without the NIES IE teacher training

i.

1.

Inclusive Education has been introduced into your school. What do you think is its aim and
purpose
(a) For children with disability?
(b) For able-bodied children?

2.

What would be conclusive proof, for you ipersonally, that this pedagogy has been successful in
achieving the purpose you have outlined for children with differing abilities, both physical and
intellectual?

3.

What would be the time frame for this conclusive proof?

4.

How would you describe your own theories about the ways in which children learn best?
What indicators tell you that your method of teaching works well?

5.

Do you think you would reach a point at which you might genuinely want to change your
teaching to a more activity-based problem-solving, group-learning pedagogy?
What further training do you think you need in order to do this?

Questions for Principals

1.

Previous monitoring and evaluation Reports have indicated that Principals [in schools that have
been chosen as the pilot schools for this NIES upgrading teacher training package] are not
sure of their role in introducing Inclusive Education into their schools. What do you see your
role to be (a) Professionally, as an Educationalist?
(b) As a School Manager?

2.

Do you think your school was an appropriate choice to be selected for this joint project? What
makes it appropriate or inappropriate?

3.

What do think is the purpose of Inclusive Education?

4.

What do you think are the obstacles in the way of achieving this purpose?
What strategies do you think might help you overcome some of these obstacles?

5.

What or who might best help you, as a Principal, to achieve the purpose you have outlined?
Do you have any ideas how you might go about securing this help?

6.

What do you think should be the time frame for achieving the objectives and realizing the
purpose you have outlined above?

'
7.

What would be the indicators that the objectives have been achieved?

SA- F398
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Questions for TTC Lecturers and Department of Education ai)d Training Staff

1.

What is your understanding of the purpose of Inclusive Education in relation to the general
training of Primary School teachers?
How did you reach this understanding?

2.

What are the specific challenges that a Provincial TTC faces in developing the NIES IE pilot
curriculum in which this TIC has been involved?
• Have you any ideas how yoJ might tackle these challenges?

3.

Have you ever thought about how the NIES pilot [and SC Sweden-funded project] might have
been done differently, in order to achieve the aim of IE?

4.

Do you think that the idea of IE, as you understand it, is good but that your TTC and your
Province are not the right ones to have been chosen for the NIES IE Pilot curriculum?
• Why?
• Do you know how and why your Province/TTC was chosen?
• Were you consulted? [For TTC Managers]

5.

What is your understanding of the purpose of the child-centred Primary Education pedagogy,
which involves learning in groups in the classroom and problem-solving?
• How did you reach this understanding?
• What is your personal opinion about this new kind of learning?

6.

If you are not yet convinced about the pedagogical value of IE, what do you think would prove
to your satisfaction that there are advantages for all children in IE?

7.

What is your view about the TTC's role if the Government should seek to extend IE throughout
all of the Primary Schools in the Province?
• What would be the cost implications?
• Could these be met within existing budgets?
• Are there other obstacles, apart from costs?
• How might the new pedagogy in the NIES IE curriculum [individual education plan;
group learning; problem solving;· peer education] impact of the pre-service teacher
training in the TTC?

8.

What would be the position of the present cadre of school principals, particularly in small
remote schools in the mountainous areas, if this NIES IE curriculum is extended Province-wide,
with a cadre of newly-trained teachers coming in to their schools? Would these Principals be
able to cope?

9.

What do you think would be an appropriate time-frame for extending the NIES IE Curriculum
province-wide?
How would you phase in the TTC curriculum, with regard to pre-service training of new teachers
and the retraining of the existing cadre of teachers and Principals?
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Appendix 4: Teaching Practice Observation Proforma
District: . . . . Class: ............. .

School: . . . . . . . . . . .
Province: .... .
Subject: ............. Teacher's name: .... .
When did they do the NIES course? ...

Draw in here a plan of class:

Teacher's position in the classroom:
1.

Sitting and groups

2.

If there are CwDs, where are they placed in class

)>
)>
)>

>

What was the lesson about?

>

Did the teacher prepare a lesson plan?

~

)>

Windows & doors?
Teachers' desk?
Chalkboard?
Arrangement of pupils'
desks?
Arrangement for group
work?
Display of learning aids?

No

Children with disabilities in the class

Disability
Children with hearing difficulty
Children with seeing difficulty
Children with moving difficulty
Children with learning difficulty
Children with language/communication difficulty
Children with other difficulties
Proportion of working time
Teacher lecture

Individual work

Group activity

Give proportion (%) in a circle

Ex(%):

l'lllTeacher
lecture
•Group
activities
IJlndividual work

Level of participation in class
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i.

No participation

High level of
participation participation

Learning aids that teacher used (visual/audio):
1.

Charts, maps, objects ...

2.

Others

The class's atmosphere:

No (x)

Was the teacher friendly with children?

Is pupils' works displayed in the class?
Where was that works displayed?
How did the teacher use the blackboard?
Are children with disabilities friendly learning environment?

How did children feel when the class ended an hour?
Tired and bored
Tired but happy
Noisy
Excited
What's the children's feeling
towards the teacher?

Any other comments?
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Appendix 5: A full scheme of the IE Units component turriculum*
I. TRAINING OBJECTIVE
1.

General Objective

The objective of the pilot program on training primary-school teachers at college level on education for children
with disability is to provide with participants basic knowledge, skills on education for children with disability, and
equip them with required qualifications, to deal with children with different kinds of disability in inclusive
classrooms at primary school.

2.

Specific Objectives

2.1. Knowledge:
To provide participants with knowledge on psychological, physio - biological characteristics of children with
disability, contents, educational and teaching methodologies of children with disability in inclusive classrooms.

2.2. Skills
Participants know how to make individual action/educational plan (IAP/IEP) and implement IAP/IEP for children
with disability at primary schools, and have skills to apply flexible methods in teaching children with disabilities
in inclusive classrooms.

2.3. Attitude
Participants take responsibility, show humane humanity love and sympathy for children with disabilities.
Participants understand and exercise proper attitudes towards children with different disabilities/diffi~ulties.

II. METHODS OF DEVELOPING CURRICULUM

1.

The curriculum is developed in order to provide primary teachers at college level with basic inclusive
education to enable them to teach children with disabilities in- inclusive classes.

2.

The curriculum is inclusive education - oriented, the basic part of which aims give participants needed
knowledge, and skills to meet the education needs of children with disability in primary inclusive
classrooms.

3.

The curriculum is structured to provide teachers with general, basic knowledge which enable them to cope
with the different needs of children with different kinds of disabilities.

*. Unofficial translation of 2002 version.
58- F398
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111. CURRICULUM FRAME
1.

Structure of the curriculum

TT

Module

Contents

Units

Part 1: Bas it! knowledge

1

I

Overview on education for children with disabilities

3

II

Inclusive education for children with disabilities

5

Part 2: Specialized knowledge

2

3

Ill

Education for children with hearing difficulties

5

IV

Education for children with difficulties learning and
moving

5

v

Education for children with difficulties seeing

5

VI

Education for children with language difficulties

4

Part 3: Pedagogic practice (Teaching practice)

3

Total

2.

30

Training plan

The IE teacher training curriculum consists of 30 Units (equaling 450 lessons) and is a part of the
upgrading course for primary teachers, approved as upgrading option 3 by the Ministry of Education and
Training.
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CURRICULUM OF TRAINING PRIMARY-SCHOOL TEACHERS AT COLLEGE LEVEL
ON EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

Contents

Module

Units

Theory

Practice

3

5

10

I

OVERVIEW ON EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITY

1. General on education for children with disability
1. 1. Definition
• Definition of children with disability
• Classification of disability
• Developmental abilities of disabiled children
1.2. The existence of children with disability in community
1.3. Historical background of education for children with
disability

15

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Objectives of education for children with disability in
Vietnam
2.1.1. Rationale for the development of the objectives of
education for children with disability in Vietnam
2.1.1.a. Legal framework
2.1.1.b. UNESCO Aim of Education
2.1.1.c. The reality of education for children with disability in
Vietnam
2.2. Objectives of education for children with disability in Vietnam
•

Knowledge

•

Rehabilitation

•

Vocational training and job orientation

•

Inclusion in social and community lives

2.3. Principles of education for children with disability

3

2.3.1. Be in line with general principles of education
2.3.2. Respect diversity
2.3.3. Community based
2.4. Teachers and education for children with disability
•

Teachers' role and position

•

Qualifications and capacities of teachers

•

Management in inclusive classroom

3.

Cognition of children with disability

2

5

3. 1. Characteristics of cognition of children with disability
3.1.1. Compensatory rule
3.1.2. Process of impulsive cognition
3.1.3. Process of reasonable cognition
3.2. Cognitive process of children with different disabilities

75

3.3.

Develop cognitive ability for children with
disabilities
3.3.1. Development senses
3.3.2. Oroanizations of activities in different environments
4. Communication of children with disability
4. 1. Definition of communication
4.1.1. Role and meanings of communication in human
being life
l
4.1.2. Definition of communication and pedagogic
communication
4.1.3. Forms of communication
4.1.4. Functions of communication
4.1.5. Some specific capacities in communication
4. 2. Characteristics of communication of children with
disability
4.2.1. Consequence of disabilities on communicative
activities
4.2.2. Communicative abilities of children with
disabilities
4.2.3. Means of communication of children with
disabilities
4.3. Develop communicative abilities for children with
disabilities
4.3.1. Use of suitable means of communication
according to children with disabilities's abilities
4.3.2. Identify contents, make action plan for
communicative activities
4.3.3. Organize communicative activities in different
environments
4.3.4. Requirements in communicating with children
with disabilities

II

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

1. Rationale of inclusive education
1.1. Forms of education for children with disabilities
1.2. Inclusive education for children with disabilities
2. Process of inclusive education
2. 1. Identify the abilities, needs and interests of
children with disabilities
2. 2. Develop educational aims, make action/education plan
2.3. Contents, methods, teaching aids and skills for
children with disabilities in IE
2.3.1. Adjustment of contents and curriculum
2.3.2. Renew methodology
2.3.3. Teaching aids
2.4. Assessment of educational outcomes
2.4.1. Views of assessment
2.4.2. Contents of assessment
2.4.3. Methods of assessment

76

5

5

60
10

20

15

20

3. Design and implement an effective lesson
3.1. Identify knowledge and skills of the lesson for
children with disabilities
3. 2. Develop aims of the lesson
3.3. Carry out the effective lesson
4. Forces involved in inclusive education for
children with disabilities
I
4.1. Children with disabilities- families
4.2. Circle offriends
4.3. Community involvement in IE for children with disability
4.4. Management of inclusive schools

Ill

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH HEARING OIFFICULTY

1. Definition of children with hearing difficulty
1.1. Structure of hearing sense
1. 2. Mechanism of receiving sound
1.3. Definition of children with hearing difficulty
1.3.1. Definition of children with hearing difficulty and
identification of impairment
1.3.2. Identify hearing impairments of children
1.3.3. Consequences of hearing impairments
1.3.4. Characteristics of deaf commune
2. Communication of children
2.1. Process of developing childrerl s language and
communication
2.2. Characteristics of communication and language
development children with hearing difficulties
2.3. Communicating methods, selection of suitable
communication forms
2. 4. Develop communicative abilities for children with
hearing difficulty
2.4.1. Spoken language
•
Phonetic system of the Vietnamese
•
Hearing aids, use and maintenance
2.4.2. Lip-Reading
2.4.3. Finger letters
2.4.4. Sign language
2.5. Apply forms of communication in education for
children with hearinq difficultv
3. Inclusive teaching for children with hearing
difficulty
3. 1. Identify the abilities, needs and interests of
children with hearing difficulty
3. 2. Develop educational aims, make individual
action/education plan for children with hearing difficuity
3.3. Carry out the effective lesson for children with
hearing difficulty
3.3.1. Collaborative learning groups for children with
hearing difficulty
3.3.2. Teaching solving problems andI concepts for
children with hearing difficulty
3.3.3. Adjustment of contents, curriculum and teaching
activities
3.3.4. DesiQn and implement an effective lesson

10

5

58
5

25

25

17

I.

•
•

Behavior aims
Apply behavior aims in designing and
implementing an effective lesson
•
Design activities of an inclusive lesson for
different subjects
4. Community support in IE for children with
hearing difficulty
4.1. Role of family in education for children with
hearing difficulty
4. 2. Circle of friend
4. 3. Local clubs of people with hearing difficulty
4.4. Cooperation between schools and community
IV

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH LEARNING AND
MOVING DIFFICULTIES

1. General on education for children with learning
and moving difficulties
1. 1. Definition of children with learning and moving
difficulties
1. 2. Different points of view on children with learning
difficulty
1. 3. Causes of difficulties in learning
1.4. Points of view on classifying children with learning
difficulties
1. 5. Physical and psychological characteristics of
children with learning difficulty
1. 6. Methods of recognizing children with learning
difficulty
1. 7. Apply approximate zone of development in
inclusive education for children with learning
difficultv
2. Develop specific skills for children with learning
difficulties
2. 1. Develop abilities of children with learning difficulty
2. 2. Solving problem skills
2.3. Develop social skills for children with learning
difficultv
3. Effective teaching in inclusive education for
children with learning difficulty
3. 1. Identify the abilities, needs and interests of
children with learning difficulty
3. 2. Develop educational aims, make individual
action/education plan for children with learning
difficulty
3.3. Inclusive teaching methods for children with
learning difficulty
3.4. Adjustment of contents, curriculum and teaching
activities
3. 5. Reduce strange behaviors of children with
learning difficulty
3. 6. Design and implement an effective lesson for
children with learning.difficulty
3. 7. Assessment of educational and learning outcomes
of children with learnina difficulty
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3

5

60

15

10

5

10

20

5

4.

15

Teaching Methods and aids in different
subjects for children with learning difficulty

5

4.1. Teaching Methods and aids for the Vietnamese
4.2. Teaching Methods and aids for Mathematics
4.3. Teaching Methods and aids for nature and
society, others

5.

5

Community support in IE for children with
I

learning difficulty
5.1. Role of families in inclusive education for children
with learning difficulty

5. 2. Circle of friends
5.3. Cooperation between schools and community in
inclusive education for children with learning
difficulty

v

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN WITH SEEING

5

60

15

10

4

20

4

27

7

DIFFICULTY

1. General issues
1.1. Definition of children with seeing difficulty
1. 2. Structure and functions of optic organs
1.3. Psychological characteristics of children with
seeing difficulty
1.4. Reality and trends of education for children with
seeing difficulty

2. Develop specific skills for children with seeing
difficulties
2. 1. Develop senses for children with seeing difficulties
2.2. Develop skills of children with seeing difficulties
2.3. Communicative skills of children with seeing
difficulties
2.4. Life skills
2. 5. Mobility and oriented movement
2. 6. Reading and writing in Braille

3. Methods and teaching aids in different subjects
for children with seeing difficulty
3. 1. Effective teaching

3.1.1. Collaborative learning
3.1.2. Adjustment of contents and curriculum
3.2. Methods and teaching aids in different subjects for
children with seeing difficulty

3.2.1. Teaching Methods and aids for the Vietnamese
3.2.2. Teaching Methods and aids for Mathematics
3.2.3. Teaching Methods and ~ids for nature and society
3.2.4. Teaching Methods and aids for other subjects
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3

4. Community support in inclusive education for
children with seeing difficulty
4.1. Role of families in inclusive education for children
with seeing difficulty
4. 2. Circle of friends
4.3. Cooperation between schools and community in
inclusive education for children with seeing
difficultv
VI

INCLUSIVE EDUCATION FOR CHIUDREN WITH LANGUAGE
DIFFICULTY

4

45

15

1. General on education for children with language
difficulty
1.1. Abilities and needs of children with language
difficulty
1.2. Kinds of language difficulties and causes to
language difficulties
1.3. Consequences of language difficulties to the
development of children
1.4. Reality of education for children with language
difficultv in Vietnam and the world
2. Characteristics of phonic system
2. 1. Apparatus of articulation
2. 2. Pronunciation of phonemes
2.3. Tone
2.4. Syllable
3. Develop communicative skills for children with
language difficulty in inclusive environments
3.1. Factors and process of developing communicative
language
3. 2. Strategy of forming and practicing communicative
skills for children with language difficulty
3.3. Develop communicative skills for children with
language difficulty in inclusive environments

5

5

5

4. Contents and teaching methods for children
with language difficulty to correctly pronounce
Vietnamese

15

5

5

5

5

4. 1. Contents and teaching methods for children with
language difficulty to practice basic skills
4.2. Contents and teaching methods for children with
language difficulty to pronounce phonemes
4. 3. Contents and teaching methods to develop
vocabulary for children with language difficulty
4.4. Contents and teaching methods for children with
language difficulty to speak correct grammar
4. 5. Method of play

5.

Identify educational aims, make individual
action/education plan, adjust contents and
curriculum for children with language difficulty

5.1. Identify educational aims
5.2. Make individual action/education plan
5.3. Adjust contents and curriculum
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j
6. Form and develop language for children with

7

7

3

3

language difficulty
6. 1. Vietnamese
6. 2. Mathematics
6.3. Nature and Society
I

6.4. Strategy for using teaching aids in different
subjects
7. Community support and assessment of children
with language difficulty's learning outcome

7. 1. Assessment of children with language difficulty's
learning outcome

7. 2. Community supporl teams
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