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The Merits, Demerits, Situation and Challenges of Classroom Lecture
in Universities

Yan Guangcai

Abstract: Inrecent years, classroom lecture as a traditional undergraduate teaching method in universities
has been criticized more and more, and even been viewed as obsolete. In fact, classroom lecture as
ancient scene where students took notes as a teacher talked to them were frequently criticized in the 19th
century, and gradually disappeared after the" focus on students' in the middle of the 20th century. Subse-
quently, lecture—based teaching combined with asking questions, demonstration, and a small amount of
discussion became the mainstream. However, this teacher— centered teaching become the opposite of
active learning once again because of the impact from learner— centered thinking and widely adopted
information technology. Many surveys and studies show that the lecture—based teaching is still prevalent
in undergraduate classroom, and the positive or negative evidences are mixed. The knowledge attributes
and culture of different disciplines, the notions, habits and styles of teachers and students, as well as the
teachersrisk avoidance strategies in classroom management and control are the reasons for their persist-
ence. Objectively speaking, classroom lecture is compatible with rather than exclusive completely to oth-
er non—traditional approaches. As for the proportion of different approaches in time allocation, and how
to achieve the organic integration between each other, it depends on the teachers practical wisdom and
his tacit understanding with students.

Key words: undergraduate teaching; classroom lecture; lecture—based; active learning
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