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Comparison between two kinds of blackboard-writing teaching

methods in US and commonly used teaching methods in China
LI Mingdong', LIN Li*, DING Xuanming’, TIAN Anguo'
(1. School of Civil Engineering, Huaihai Institute of Technology, Lianyungang 222005, P. R. China;
2. Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Jackson State University , Jackson, MS, 39217 ;
3. College of Civil Engineering, Chongqing University, Chongqging 400044, P. R. China)

Abstract: The whiteboard writing teaching method and handwritten projection teaching method in American
are introduced. Theoretical and survey comparison with teaching methods commonly used in China were done. The
results showed that both the whiteboard writing teaching method and handwritten projection teaching method have
the advantage of no dust. the of white board writing teaching method is approved by teachers and students for better
show effect than that of blackboard handwriting, while the handwritten projection method isn’ t welcomed by
students because of show effect. Teachers and students in science and engineering flied tend to writing teaching
method, while teachers and students in literature, art, economy, management and law flied tend to multimedia
teaching method.
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