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Abstract

As one of the important ways for colleges and universities to conduct teaching evaluation, the
teaching evaluation system has practical significance for promoting teaching in colleges and uni-
versities. This paper uses questionnaires to measure teachers’ and students’ cognition of the im-
portance of relevant factors affecting teaching evaluation, and compares and analyzes the differ-
ences in cognition between teachers and students on the factors affecting teaching evaluation, and
aims to provide reasonable suggestions for teachers to improve teaching. Through the analysis of
the questionnaire data, it is found as follows. First, teachers and students agree that teaching
evaluation is affected by the comprehensive influence of the six factors of teacher’s teaching,
teacher qualifications, curriculum characteristics, teaching methods, teaching effect and school-
work burden. Second, there is no significant difference between teachers and students in percep-
tion of the degree of influence of the five influencing factors of teacher qualifications, teaching
methods, teaching effects and schoolwork burden. Teachers and students agree that teacher
teaching is the most important factor in teaching evaluation, and teacher qualifications have the
weakest impact on teaching evaluation. Third, teachers’ and students’ cognitions have obvious
differences in the degree of influence on curriculum characteristics, and students’ emphasis on
curriculum characteristics exceeds that of teachers. Fourth, further analysis of curriculum cha-
racteristics reveals that there is a significant difference between teachers and students in the cog-
nition of the nature of the course, the degree of interest in the course and the degree of influence
of the course assessment, but there is no significant difference in the degree of cognition of the
degree of influence of the difficulty of the course. Fifth, there is difference between teachers and
students in the cognitive ranking of the degree of influence on the teaching effect and the burden.
Teachers believe that the burden of schoolwork has a greater impact, while students believe that
the effect of teaching has a greater impact. Therefore, corresponding suggestions are made for
teachers’ teaching improvement.
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Table 1. Influencing factors of teaching evaluation
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Table 2. Student background characteristics statistics
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Table 3. Teacher background characteristics statistics
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Table 6. Comparative analysis of influencing degree on teaching evaluation between teachers and students
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Table 7. Cognitive differences of the impact of specific curriculum features between teachers and students
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