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Why the Elite Universities Is Not Willing to Develop Teacher
Education Programs

—A Case Study Based on the Two Elite University of China

KANG Xiao-wei
( College of Preschool Education Capital Normal University ~Beijing 100048 China)

Abstract: According to two elite universities developing teacher education they advocate elite talents pursuit academic re—
search and care significant issues. The reasons that the elite universities are not willing to develop teacher education pro—
grams are some contradictions confronted for them such as elite universities cultivate elite talents while the teachers are not
the ones pursuit academic research while teacher education has practical characters and pay more attention on important
social issues while teacher education is nothing. However the teacher education has publicity and public interest and they
should undertake the responsibilities of preparing the high quality teachers for the country by their advantage of liberal arts
foundation discipline high-quality students and good social reputation. Meanwhile the elite universities can promote the pro—
fessionalism of teachers and make teacher education knowledge production by their advantages of scientific research.

Key Words: elite universities; first-class universities; comprehensive universities; teacher education; high-quality

teachers

2015 - 11 =20
( CIA150200)

N ~



. 211

1999 3

(
(2010 -2020

1145 !
“985
b4 R “985 ”
“985 ” .
[©)
(
>> [
7.2 2002 301
<< (13 ”
>> (13
” %2010
) >> ' “
4

o

»

10



2016 4

13
()
P Po) Q )o ()
? g
‘985 7. (“C9”)®
( ) o
P Q o@) ’ » 14
o 1)
N N ’ 2) ’ 3) ’
SN ) 4) ; 5) ! 6)
[l 7) ] 8)
o 7 9) ;10) N
15
() .
( ARWU) . QS ( Quac- ’ ’
quarelli Symonds) QS { ’ ’
) ( Times Higher Education) ’
“THE ” . °
. QS
“THE” °
D (€9) 2009 10 Q . P 9
@ P Q . P
P “ ” ( “Graduate School of Edu—
cation”)



Q “30 Q

“ 1990 .
N »
(Ed.D.) .
o e Q
O” (Q
2 10 )
OY? (Q
2016 2 10 )
Q
ish)
() 7 { »
p Q
(13 7 Q
. P Q .
» 17
. P
“P
(P 2016 3 ()
10 )
p )
( ) . 50
. 2009 11 6 0
0 . .

©Q

2016

”

( publish or per—
. 2014
Q



2016

Q
(Q 2011 3 11
P
Q
Q
()
) .
12.93

”»

2014

» 17

{Science SCI

o

Social Sciences Citation Index)

{Nature )
SSCI
CSSCI ( Chinese

13.23 P



RO

»

”»

” 20
»
« °
“ 21
A} Al “ ”
22
[3
SCI. SSCI. CSSCI
« P
. ) o
1
. (2012  Z . : 2013: 20.
8 2



2016 4
2 3 (1998 - 2006 (11): 82.
2002 7 . 2003: 241 1147. 12 18 . I
4 Z . 2010 (3): 80-89.
2010. 13 M .
5 N 2011: 268 —299.
I 2013 (2): 14 . M .
77 -82. 2011: 2 -3.
6 J . 15 J.
2014 (10): 98 - 104. 2003 (4): 1-9.
7 Altbach P. G.(2004). The costs and Benefits of World— 16 Q
Class University. Academe 90 (1  January-February) . N . 2014 -07 -28.
DB/OL . http: //www. aaup. org/ AAUP/pubsres/aca— 17
deme /2004 /JF /Feat/alth. htm. 2014 - 04 - 10. M . 2011:
8 Jamil Salmi A . 20.
19 EB/OL .
C . 2011: 2 -3. http:  //www. sustc. edu. cn/cn/about/intro. html.
9 Alden J. and Goodwin. Lin. “Benchmarking the Char— 20 -
acteristics of a World-Class University: Developing an Inter— N . 2014 -
national Strategy at University Level.” M : London: 09 -10.
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education. 2004: 1 - 21
5. J. 2006 (6): 72 -78.
10 22 M .
J . 2003 (11): 73 -77. 2012: 126.
11 J. ( )



