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The New Teaching Method Based on Modeling and
Its Significance and Function: A Study of the
Handbook of Research on Educational Communications
and Technology ( Fourth Edition)

HE Kekang

( The Advanced-science & High-tech Innovation Center for Fuiure Education
Beijing Normal University Beijing 100875 China)

Abstract: This paper first analyzes the main characteristics of technology-enhanced modeling-based teaching
( TMBI) . On this basis the paper focuses on how TMBI promotes scientific exploration modeling-based of thinking
and collaborative learning and the design and application of TMBI as well as the significance and function of TMBI
in teaching.

Key words: technology-enhanced modeling-based teaching ( TMBI) ; qualitative thinking; quantitative think—

ing; computational thinking; systems thinking.
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Chinese scholars to explore to promote domestic education research and to be in line with international education fron—
tiers. With these intentions the authors had the privilege to interview professor Chin Chung Tsai an internationally
renowned science education expert.

Chin Chung Tsai the professor in the Graduate Institute of Digital Learning and Education of Taiwan University
of Science and Technology received his masters degree and doctoral degree in education from Harvard University and
Columbia University respectively. Professor Tsai has been the chief editor of Computer and Education since 2009
which ranks the first in educational technology in SSCI database according to the impact factor. In addition as an
editor board member or reviewer Professor Tsai serves for nearly 40 renowned educational journals and some well—
known international research centers such as National Science Foundation in United States. He received the classic ci—
tation award by Institute for Science Information ( ISI) . Professor Tsai’ s research interests focus on science-education—
based constructivism epistemic belief and e-earning. This interview addresses on the following issues: how does a
domestic scholar qualify for an international academic research? What are the philosophies for running a world-class
journal and its enlightenment to domestic educational journals? In addition Professor Tsai also presented his insights
on current issues such as dealing with the relationship between teaching and scientific research.

Key words: world-lass level, educational research; interdisciplinary; innovation
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