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The Situation and Development Road Map of In - service

Teacher Training Professionalization
Talking from the Wrong Approaches of the National Training Plan Practice

Yan Hanbing Wei Fei Li Baomin

Abstract: The National Training Plan a landmark project in China has constructed a tight management net—
work formed basic management standards and achieved some positive results in developing teachers’ ability.
There are however several wrong approaches in its practical aspects such as overemphasis on “expert leading ”
and “non — academic innovation” in training design and delivery overemphasis on “examples of seriousness” in
management service overemphasis on “let learning happen” in learning support and overemphasis on “satisfac—
tion degree” in training evaluation and etc. These wrong approaches or misunderstandings have compromised the
overall efficiency and hence necessitate in — service teacher training professionalization ( TTP) . At present the
training professionalization in China is mainly developed by experience unable to improve the training quality fun—

damentally. The construction of research and cultivation environment standards and evaluation system is the main

path to breakthrough the bottleneck of teacher training professionalization This is the iceberg Model of roadmap
for TTP. With these efforts training agencies and trainers’ professional level can be enhanced scientifically and
systematically and teacher training can finally become a highly integrated and competitive profession.

Keywords: Teacher Training; Professionalization; Training Management; Roadmap; The National Training

Plan; The Iceberg Model
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A New Perspective of Instructional Interaction Research

in Distance Education: Structuralism

Wang Zhijun

Abstract: Structuralism as a branch of modern western methodology and philosophy has profoundly influ—
enced educational research its method and the way of thinking. Instructional interaction research is the key to dis—
tance education theory building. Both the core ideas and methodological nature of Structuralism provide a unique
perspective and systematical methodology for the research of instructional interaction in distance education. Accord—
ing to structuralism the structure of instructional interaction is the relations rules and principles of interaction a—
mong different education elements and their relatively stable structural form under the guidance of certain education—
al and learning thought and theory. The structure can be divided into the surface level and the deep level and the
deep level is determinative. Structure analysis claims to explore from the four interrelated dimensions of human a—
bility thinking structure social structure and the emotional structure the deep level structure of interactive in—
struction taking into consideration the synchronic and diachronic clues. Thus we can not only have a deep under-
standing of existing research but also enhance the guidance of the instructional interaction theory to practice. But
great effort still needs to be taken towards grasping the deep structure of instructional interaction.

Keywords: Distance Education; Structuralism; Instructional Interaction; Interaction Structure
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