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Research on Instructional Interaction in Distance
Education and its Latest Development

WANG Zhijun'* & CHEN Li*
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2. The Research Center of Distance Education Beijing Normal University Beijing 100875 China)

Abstract: As the development of Massive Open Online Courses ( MOOCs) expands online learning has been accepi—
edgradually by the public. The problem of how to design high — quality online learning for learners is an issue which—
has attracted researchers and practitioners’ close attention. Instructional interaction is the most important factor in on—
line learningdesign becausethe quality of the online learning isdependenton that interaction. In order to get theinterna—
tionaltheory research context of instructional interaction in distance education and its latest development this study
collected all research in distance education in China and abroad and then analyzed them from four different perspec—
tives.

The theoretical research on instructional interaction indistance educationcan be divided into threestages including
the initial stage which researchers start to pay attention to the importance of instructional interaction; vigorous develop—
ment and theoretical innovation stage; and social interaction and diversified development stage. The type of interaction
has been developed from individual to group from closed format to open one. All of this research has two research per—
spectives; the technical perspective is adopted mostly in the past while the pedagogical one has gained more aitention
and should be adopted more in the future. According to the three generations of distance education pedagogies most
studies are rooted in the context of cognitive — behavior and construction pedagogy. In the future researchers should
focus more on connectivist pedagogy.

There are three most essential systematic instructional interaction theories: transactional distance theory interac—
tion equivalency theorem and the hierarchical tower of instructional interaction in distance education. They are veri—
fied developed and improved by the research inspired by these theories. There aresome theoretical innovations in Chi—
na; however they are never cited by international scholars. We should communicate globally about our theory innova—
tion in distance education. The idea of dividing interaction into different levels is a method researchers used most in
theory framework building. This idea can be used in the future study of instructional interaction research.

Key words: distance education; online learning; instructional interaction; theory research context; latest developmeni
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