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Abstract 

 

This study examines curriculum evaluation of the teacher pre-service education class from 

the view of the core abilities of teacher education development. Action research was 

conducted in the study to choose the course of special educational introduction taught by 

the author. The participants were the teacher education students in the teacher education 

university. The purposes of the study were (a) to investigate the execution progress of the 

teacher training pre-service education curriculum evaluation; (b) to examine the 

fulfillment outcomes of the teacher training pre-service education curriculum evaluation; 

(c) to provide related suggestions according to the research findings. The findings are as 

following: (a) the special educational introduction curriculum evaluation progress was 

divided into three cycles and five phases; (b) the execution results of the special 

educational introduction curriculum can truly facilitate the accomplishment of the 

curriculum objectives and have significant effects on promoting teacher education 

students’ core abilities. Finally, suggestions are provided to aim on teacher training 

university teachers, curriculum evaluation instrument, and future studies. 
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