NsnHIIMsuazIdednumans

Social Sciences Research and Academic Journal 179

HuDSIInUMNMTAIUIUITALANANY

a v A [ Sy 2
;3] N‘l"ﬂ’ﬂlﬂ1’!;18]’J‘VIEIWl17;79]i!!ﬂ%!ﬂﬂiﬂiﬁﬂQﬂiﬂ?!ﬂﬂu?‘m1u*

Wenyan Liang’

oA 7 v 5’24 o d 3?] v d = 4
aUII DOUANNUS FISWIA UATINA” VEWHE UaunIgy

(URTULNAIW: 9 e 2569; TUuA [yumaIu: 28 wauAIAN 2569; TUABLTULNANIN: 9 UQUIEU 2569)

UNAALD

1
A o A

= 1 s A o o
ﬂTﬁﬁﬂH?uN?ﬁQﬂizﬁﬁﬂL‘W'ﬂ (1) @]5']‘l]ﬁ'f]ﬂﬁﬂ']1!35‘ﬂi]fl]“]Ju"’ll'f]\?ﬂmﬂ']Wﬂ']ﬁﬁﬂulla&’ﬂi]fﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁwﬁ

A A ' [ a v Aa 4
nsznumeldaismsaeunazjluuumsaeuniegluszaugaudnyl o un1InerdeInemansuay
malTuladielaadeunuiu (2) eWauwuuiassguanmmsaeunaunsaaivayumsussgihmuie

= xd‘d Y 1 sy a a d’ a o as
yoamsanntigunnldedredidsz@ninm uaz (3) elsziliunuuiiaesysansveddsmsdoutas
' 1 £ H Y
sdunumsaeuijuriunsanunlguain Tasauideilen1seonuuuiTonuURAURETUNT IV
A & a = B < ' o

puImuFiSunanaziFiganimdidiedy Fvimsnuusnteya Ut Uae UL MFu YDl
& ] o A ' ) P Yo a P aa
puune Inssad e sazmsvemlSnunndideiny Tudiwvesdoyasalsinaldsumsinizddrodna

a a d J { a a o a 4
FHNTTUUMAZNTZUIUMIIATIZH oA s2noU vz idoyainunImins 1z lasmsannuiFailon

4 Ly o a o { < ' o
omiuayumMINA Az MIosUIenUUTIaes kamsanuFlimungunmmsasuluszavgaudny
& Y Aa Aa v aa o Yy Y X

Wulassafenlvateia Tageuisoszy lailu 3 Gavan 1aun auaImmsdouruiugIu quan
a o dy o A o @ < 1
MIADURWIZNN LAZAUNTNNITOUTINALT uonIINHuDDTIaeysams i uauedwaasliiiiun
v a A [ o @ o v A a Aa v o J
auammsdoulasusninaninfadediuyana dadeszauanniv uazdadeswsunnlianudunius

A A o 9oy v Aa g & a o o o ) &
NYIUUDINU sll't’)ﬂuW‘]JWTa’]umﬂlﬂuwu:@']umﬁﬂﬁgﬂﬂyGhzlfnﬁmWﬂ’nwﬁﬂiﬂﬂmﬂWWﬂWﬁﬁ@u LlﬁglﬂuLLU'JVn\?

TunmsdfzUmsaeuiniuguamluszaugaudnuiae i

Mddn: AuMuMIal, sTAURANANET, unInedrInemansuazinaluladeTaaReunuiu

* umanuite ausAnimans wInendesuiag, 2567

1 ﬂ/ﬂﬁﬂ}l‘llﬁq‘lmﬂmﬂ, AazAnEInans MWﬁﬂﬂ‘lﬁyﬂ%uiﬂi, E-mail: Wenyan360432250@hotmail.com, (Corresponding Author)

2 femananad, angdnmmans un1ANe1§oF1ins, E-mail: samremg.o@siv.ac.th

3 910138, auzfnumani unAnedeF1Sas, E-mail: theerapong.b@siu.ac.th

4 soarnansng, Inondveserandail i Inenduumensay, E-mail: Piyapun s@msu.ac.th

19 21 2109 3 HueNe — SHUNAN 2569



LYY d
N3E5ITIMTUALILTIANFT TN

130 Social Sciences Research and Academic Journal

The Model of Teaching Quality in Higher Education in Guizhou Qiannan

University of Science and Technology”
Wenyan Liang’
Samrerng Onsampant’ Theerapong Budsarakoo’ Piyapun Santaveesuk*

(Received: April 9, 2026, Revised: May 28, 2026, Accepted: June 9, 2026)

Abstract

This study aimed to: (1) examine the current status of teaching quality and its affecting factors under
existing teaching methods and teaching modes in higher education at Guizhou Qiannan University of Science and
Technology, (2) develop a teaching quality model that effectively supports the achievement of quality education
goals, and (3) evaluate an integrated model of teaching methods and teaching modes oriented toward quality
education. The study employed a mixed-methods design combining quantitative and qualitative approaches. Data
were collected through questionnaires, semi-structured interview forms, and expert consultation. Quantitative
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and factor-analytic procedures, while qualitative data were analyzed
through content-based interpretation to support model development and explanation. The findings indicated that
teaching quality in higher education is a multidimensional construct comprising three major dimensions: basic teaching
quality, specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching quality. Additionally, the proposed integrated model
revealed that teaching quality was influenced by interrelated personal, institutional, and contextual factors. These
findings provide an empirical foundation for understanding teaching quality and guiding quality -oriented teaching

reform in higher education.
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Introduction

The 21" century has brought rapid changes in knowledge production, digital technology, and
labor-market expectations, creating new challenges for higher education. Universities are no longer expected
merely to transmit disciplinary knowledge; they are also required to cultivate graduates with critical
thinking, adaptability, practical competence, and lifelong learning capacity. Under these conditions,
traditional instructional models centered primarily on one-way content delivery have become increasingly
insufficient for meeting the demands of contemporary higher education. As a result, teaching quality has
emerged as a key concern in educational reform because it directly influences student development,
institutional effectiveness, and the broader social mission of higher education (Liu & Fu, 2000; Qi &
Wang, 2012).

Quality education provides an important framework for understanding this shift. Rather than
focusing solely on academic achievement, quality education emphasizes holistic development, including
innovation, communication, ethics, problem solving, and continuous self-improvement. In higher education,
this orientation requires teaching to move beyond routine lecturing toward more responsive, interactive,
and developmental forms of learning. Prior studies have argued that teaching quality should be treated as
a multidimensional concept involving not only instructional effectiveness, but also learner engagement,
learning conditions, and ongoing evaluation and feedback processes (Fu, 2005; Huang, 2017; Wang et al.,
2018). This broader view suggests that teaching quality is best understood as a structured and improvable
system rather than a single classroom attribute.

Existing research also indicates that many barriers to teaching quality remain embedded in
institutional practice. Traditional lecture-dominated classrooms, rigid course structures, and evaluation
systems that rely too heavily on summative outcomes continue to limit interaction, inquiry, and meaningful
learning. Such conditions may weaken learner agency, reduce opportunities for reflection and collaboration,
and constrain teachers’ ability to innovate in response to educational change. Studies in the dissertation
bibliography further suggest that teaching quality is undermined when institutions fail to provide adequate
support for formative assessment, practical teaching development, and reflective pedagogical improvement
(Fu & Liu, 2012; Huang, 2015; Qi & Wang, 2012). Therefore, improving teaching quality requires more
than revising teaching techniques; it also requires supportive systems, developmental opportunities, and

evaluation mechanisms aligned with quality education goals.

%

21 21UH 3 HULNBY — FUNAN 2569

=).

fl



LYY d
N3E5ITIMTUALILTIANFT TN

182 Social Sciences Research and Academic Journal

Another important theme in the literature is the central role of teachers in shaping educational
quality. Teaching quality is closely associated with teachers’ pedagogical competence, subject expertise,
professional ethics, reflective capacity, and participation in continuous professional development. In this
sense, teachers are not merely classroom instructors, but also designers of learning experiences, evaluators
of student progress, and contributors to institutional culture. Research has emphasized that high teaching
quality is more likely to emerge when institutions support teacher development through training,
autonomy, recognition, and appropriate evaluation systems (Cai & Xiong, 2018; Liang, 2014; Wang et al.,
2022). Conversely, limited developmental support, weak institutional safeguards, and superficial
evaluation practices may restrict the long-term improvement of teaching quality. These issues are particularly
relevant in the context of Chinese higher education, where institutions are under increasing pressure to
improve educational quality while responding to national modernization goals and regional development
needs. Applied and regional universities, in particular, face the challenge of aligning teaching with
practical competence, innovation, and local social demands. Previous studies have noted that applied
higher education requires stronger connections among curriculum, professional practice, teacher competence,
and institutional support systems (Pan, 2007; Liu, 2018; Liu, 2021). Yet there remains a need for an
integrated framework that can explain how teaching quality should be conceptualized, developed, and
evaluated within the realities of contemporary higher education. Recent studies have further confirmed
that teaching quality in higher education is closely related to teachers’ professional development, pedagogical
competence, and institutional support. For example, (Fernandes et al., 2023) found that pedagogical
training in higher education positively influenced teachers’ perceptions of teaching practices and professional
development. Similarly, (Gast et al., 2022) emphasized that teaching-related professional development
programs can support new university teachers and enhance their teaching-related well-being. In addition,
the OECD (2023) highlighted that effective technology integration in teaching requires the combined
development of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge rather than general digital skills alone.
These recent findings support the view that teaching quality should be understood as a developmental and
institutionally supported construct, which is consistent with the focus of the present study.

These issues are particularly relevant in the context of Chinese higher education, where institutions
are under increasing pressure to improve educational quality while responding to national modernization
goals and regional development needs. Applied and regional universities, in particular, face the challenge

of aligning teaching with practical competence, innovation, and local social demands. Previous studies
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have noted that applied higher education requires stronger connections among curriculum, professional
practice, teacher competence, and institutional support systems (Pan, 2007; Liu Xianjun, 2018; Liu, 2021).
Yet there remains a need for an integrated framework that can explain how teaching quality should be
conceptualized, developed, and evaluated within the realities of contemporary higher education.

Against this background, the present study focuses on Guizhou Qiannan University of Science
and Technology as the focal context for examining the model of teaching quality in higher education.
At the same time, the empirical development of the model drew on evidence from a broader survey of applied
universities in China in order to strengthen the analytical basis for model construction and interpretation.
Specifically, the study investigates the current status and causes of teaching quality, identifies the key
components needed to promote quality education goals, and evaluates an integrated model of teaching
methods and teaching modes oriented toward quality education. By combining the problem background
of the focal institutional context with relevant literature and broader empirical evidence, the study aims to provide

an empirically grounded framework for understanding and improving teaching quality in higher education.

Research Objectives

1. To examine the current status of teaching quality and the factors affecting it under existing
teaching methods and teaching modes in higher education at Guizhou Qiannan University of Science and
Technology.

2. To develop a teaching quality model for higher education at Guizhou Qiannan University of
Science and Technology that can effectively support the achievement of quality education goals.

3. To evaluate the integrated model of teaching methods and teaching modes oriented toward

quality education in higher education at Guizhou Qiannan University of Science and Technology.

Methodology
1. Research Design
This study employed a mixed-methods research design integrating quantitative and qualitative
approaches to examine teaching quality in higher education. The quantitative component was used to
investigate the structure and level of teaching quality, while the qualitative component was used to explore
contextual factors and support the development and evaluation of the proposed model. This design was

adopted to provide both empirical measurement and contextual interpretation of teaching quality.
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2. Participants and data sources
The quantitative data were drawn from a survey of teachers and academic administrators in
applied universities. The available survey dataset used in this study comprised 1,404 respondents,
representing diverse backgrounds in gender, educational attainment, academic rank, years of service,
disciplinary category, institutional type, and geographic location. The survey covered 23 applied universities
across 12 provinces and municipalities in eastern, central, and western regions of China. Guizhou Qiannan
University of Science and Technology was treated as the focal institutional context for interpreting and
applying the proposed teaching quality model. Therefore, the sample was not limited only to Guizhou
Qiannan University of Science and Technology; rather, the broader survey evidence from applied
universities was used to strengthen the empirical basis for model construction, validation, and interpretation.
In addition, qualitative data were obtained through interviews and expert consultation to support
the contextualization and refinement of the teaching quality model for Guizhou Qiannan University of
Science and Technology.
3. Research instruments
Three main instruments were used in this study. First, a structured questionnaire with a five-point
Likert scale was employed to measure dimensions related to teaching quality. Second, semi-structured
interview guides were used to collect in-depth qualitative information from teachers and teaching
administrators regarding the current status of teaching quality and the factors affecting it. Third, expert
consultation forms were used to refine and evaluate the proposed teaching quality model. These
instruments were selected to ensure triangulation and to strengthen the explanatory value of the findings.
4. Instrument quality
The research instruments were reviewed by experts to ensure content relevance and clarity.
The reliability of the questionnaire was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, and the overall reliability
coefficient was 0.89, indicating good internal consistency. Construct validity was subsequently examined
through factor-analytic procedures in order to identify the underlying dimensions of teaching quality and
support model development.
5. Data Collection and Analysis
Quantitative data were collected through questionnaire administration, whereas qualitative
data were collected through semi-structured interviews and expert consultation. The interview questions

focused on the current status of teaching quality, factors affecting teaching quality, institutional support,
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teaching methods, teaching modes, and suggestions for model development. Expert consultation was used
to examine the appropriateness, clarity, and practical applicability of the proposed teaching quality model.
Qualitative data were analyzed using content analysis, including repeated reading of the data, coding of
meaningful statements, grouping similar codes into categories, identifying recurring themes, and interpreting
the themes in relation to the quantitative findings. The qualitative findings were then used to explain

the quantitative results and support the refinement and evaluation of the proposed model.

Results

The results are presented in line with the three research objectives of the study: (1) examining
the current status of teaching quality and the factors affecting it under existing teaching methods and
teaching modes, (2) developing a teaching quality model that supports the achievement of quality education
goals, and (3) evaluating an integrated model of teaching methods and teaching modes oriented toward
quality education. The findings are organized into four parts: respondent characteristics, reliability and
construct-related evidence, levels and dimensions of teaching quality, and the integrated model of factors

affecting teaching quality.

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents (N = 1,404)

Characteristic Category N %
Gender Male 438 31.2
Female 966 68.8
Highest education Undergraduate 138 9.83
Master’s degree candidate 696 49.57
Doctoral candidate 570 40.6
Professional rank/title | Assistant 156 11.11
Lecturer 486 34.62
Adjunct professor 435 30.98
Professor 327 23.29
Working experience 1-5 years 210 14.96
6-10 years 270 19.23
11-15 years 252 17.95
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Table 1: (Continue)

Characteristic Category N %
16-20 years 216 15.38
21-25 years 162 11.54
26-30 years 132 9.4
More than 30 years 162 11.54
Discipline category Technology 222 15.81
Neo-Confucianism 225 16.03
Agronomy 81 5.77
Medical science 108 7.69
Literature 60 4.27
History 66 4.7
Education 78 5.56
Economics 171 12.18
Management 126 8.97
Art 147 10.47
Law 42 2.99
Philosophy 78 5.56
Location East 603 42.95
Middle 465 33.12
West 336 23.93
Institutional type Public school 837 59.62
Non-governmental school 567 40.38
City level Municipality directly under the central government 282 20.09
Provincial capital 837 59.61
Prefecture-level city 285 20.3

The demographic characteristics of the survey respondents are presented in Table 1. Of the 1,404

respondents, 68.80% were female and 31.20% were male. In terms of educational background, 49.57%
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were master’s degree candidates, 40.60% were doctoral candidates, and 9.83% had undergraduate-level
qualifications. Regarding academic rank, lecturers accounted for the largest proportion (34.62%),

followed by adjunct professors (30.98%), professors (23.29%), and assistants (11.11%).

Table 2: Reliability and construct-related evidence of the teaching quality scale.

Statistic Value
Cronbach’s alpha 0.89
KMO measure of sampling adequacy 0.976
Bartlett’s test approximate chi-square 52348.44
df 630
Sig. 0.000
Number of extracted factors 3
Cumulative variance explained (%) 68.42

The reliability and construct-related evidence of the teaching quality scale are summarized in
Table 2. The questionnaire demonstrated good internal consistency, with an overall Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of 0.89, indicating that the instrument was sufficiently reliable for the analysis of teaching
quality. In addition, the factor-analytic results provided strong support for the structural validity of
the scale. The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.976, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was statistically significant (Y? = 52348.444, df = 630, p < .001). The analysis of the 36 observed items
yielded three common factors, which together explained 68.420% of the cumulative variance. These
findings confirm that the measurement structure of teaching quality was empirically sound and suitable

for further interpretation.

Table 3: Mean, standard deviation, and level of teaching quality dimensions

Dimensions of Teaching Quality Mean S.D. Level

1. Basic Teaching Quality 4.62 0.45 Very High
2. Specialized Teaching Quality 4.52 0.51 High
3. Developmental Teaching Quality 4.58 0.48 High
Total 4.57 0.48 High
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The levels of teaching quality across the three major dimensions are presented in Table 3.
The results indicate that all dimensions of teaching quality were rated at a high level overall. Basic Teaching
Quality received the highest mean score (Mean =4.62, S.D. = 0.45), followed by Developmental Teaching
Quality (Mean = 4.58, S.D. = 0.48) and Specialized Teaching Quality (Mean =4.52, S.D.=0.51). The overall
mean score for teaching quality was 4.57 with a standard deviation of 0.48, indicating generally positive
perceptions of teaching quality across the surveyed higher education context. These results suggest that
respondents perceived teachers’ foundational and developmental competencies positively, while specialized
teaching quality, although still rated highly, was relatively lower than the other two dimensions.

The factor-analytic findings further indicate that teaching quality can be organized into three major
dimensions: basic teaching quality, specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching quality. This
three-dimensional structure directly supports the second research objective by identifying the principal
components of teaching quality relevant to quality-oriented higher education. The results suggest that
teaching quality is not a single characteristic of classroom performance, but a multidimensional construct
encompassing foundational instructional competence, discipline -related professional competence, and

the capacity for continuous development, reflection, and innovation.

E-F3Ts

0.219 + Teaching Reflection
0.167 + Teaching Experience
0.173 + Practical Skills

0.179 + Motivation

0.166 + Personality

Basic Teaching Quality
. ..

| Environment

0.221 + Govemment Regulation Environment
0.204 + Policy Support

Overall
K Teaching

0.186 + Funding Support

0.156 + Teaching Atmosphere

0.140 + Campus Culture ’5\1’1«

0.186 + Learning Resources / O
Developmental Teaching Quality

0.178 + Peer Support

0.178 + Training Programs

0.247 + Practice Opportunities

0.276 + Learning Resources

0.187 + Institutional Policies
0.176 + Incentive Mechanisms

0.233 + Assessment Systems

Figure 1: Integrated structural model of factors affecting teaching quality in higher education.
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The integrated model of factors affecting teaching quality is illustrated in Figure 1. The model shows
that individual differences, policy environment, cultural atmosphere, development platform, and institutional
safeguards jointly influence the three dimensions of teaching quality, namely basic teaching quality,
specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching quality, which in turn contribute to overall
teaching quality. This result indicates that teaching quality is shaped not only by instructional practice
itself, but also by the interaction among personal, institutional, and contextual conditions. In other words,
improvement in teaching quality requires an integrated approach that combines teacher development,
institutional support, and a supportive educational environment.

Taken together, the results support all three research objectives. First, the study shows that teaching
quality in higher education is influenced by multiple interrelated conditions embedded in the broader
educational environment. Second, the study identifies a three-dimensional structure of teaching quality
consisting of basic, specialized, and developmental teaching quality. Third, the findings support an integrated
model in which personal, organizational, and contextual factors jointly shape teaching quality and provide

a framework for quality-oriented teaching reform in higher education.

Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that teaching quality in higher education should be understood
as a multidimensional and systemically conditioned construct rather than as a narrow reflection of classroom
delivery alone. The descriptive profile of the respondents shows that the study covered a broad range of
applied higher education contexts, including variation in gender, academic rank, educational background,
disciplinary category, institutional type, and geographic location. This diversity is important because it
suggests that teaching quality is shaped within a complex institutional and professional environment, not
within a single homogeneous teaching context. In this sense, the study reinforces the view that improving
teaching quality requires a broader understanding of the structural and contextual conditions under which
university teachers work.

The reliability and construct-related evidence further strengthen the credibility of the findings.
The questionnaire demonstrated good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.89,
while the factor-analytic results showed excellent sampling adequacy and a statistically significant
Bartlett’s test. Together with the cumulative variance explained, these results suggest that the measurement
structure of teaching quality in this study was empirically robust. More importantly, the extraction of three
principal dimensions-basic teaching quality, specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching
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quality-provides a clear empirical basis for understanding teaching quality as a structured construct. This
finding is especially valuable for higher education research because it moves the discussion away from
vague or purely normative definitions of teaching quality and toward a model that can be measured,
interpreted, and applied in institutional improvement.

The three-dimensional structure identified in this study has important implications for the interpretation
of teaching quality in applied higher education. The results indicate that teaching quality is not limited to
basic instructional competence, but also includes discipline-related professional competence and a
developmental orientation toward reflection, innovation, and continuous improvement. This interpretation
is consistent with the demands of contemporary higher education, especially in applied university settings
where teachers are expected to integrate disciplinary expertise, practical relevance, and educational
responsiveness. The findings therefore suggest that institutions seeking to improve teaching quality should
avoid overly narrow evaluation frameworks and instead recognize that strong teaching depends on the
balanced development of foundational, specialized, and developmental dimensions. The present findings
are also consistent with recent research on teaching quality and professional development in higher
education. Smith (2024) reported that professional development for university teachers is diverse in its
design, composition, and purpose, suggesting that teaching improvement should be supported through
multiple and context-sensitive approaches. Fernandes et al. (2023) similarly showed that pedagogical
training can contribute to teachers’ professional growth and their understanding of teaching practices.
Moreover, recent discussions on digital competence in higher education indicate that effective teaching
increasingly requires the integration of pedagogy, disciplinary knowledge, and technology-enhanced
learning. Therefore, the three-dimensional model identified in this study—basic teaching quality,
specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching quality—is supported by recent literature and
reflects the broader direction of contemporary higher education reform.

The mean scores reported for the three dimensions offer additional insight into the present
condition of teaching quality. Basic teaching quality received the highest mean score, whereas specialized
teaching quality received the lowest among the three dimensions, although all dimensions were rated at a
generally high level. This pattern may indicate that teachers already possess relatively strong foundational
teaching skills, such as classroom organization, instructional planning, and general pedagogical practice,
but may encounter greater challenges in strengthening specialized teaching quality. In applied higher
education, specialized teaching quality is closely associated with the capacity to integrate subject expertise,

professional practice, and industry-related learning experiences into teaching. A comparatively lower
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score in this dimension may therefore reflect a gap between general teaching competence and the more
advanced professional competencies required for quality-oriented reform in application-focused institutions.

The differences reported in the dissertation across rank, years of service, and disciplinary
background provide a meaningful context for interpreting this pattern. The original findings indicate that
teaching assistants and lecturers tended to perform less strongly than associate professors and full professors
in secondary dimensions related to educational and professional teaching quality, while teachers with
6-10 and 11-15 years of experience tended to perform better than those at earlier or later career stages.
Similarly, engineering faculty showed stronger performance in specialized teaching quality than some
other disciplinary groups. These findings imply that teaching quality is not simply a function of experience
or academic title alone, but is influenced by how effectively teachers are supported in connecting
disciplinary expertise, practical application, and reflective teaching practice. This has practical significance for
faculty development because it suggests that different groups of teachers may require different forms of
support in order to improve teaching quality.

The integrated structural model provides an additional explanatory layer for these findings.
The model shows that individual differences, policy environment, cultural atmosphere, development
platform, and institutional safeguards jointly influence the three dimensions of teaching quality and, in turn,
overall teaching quality. This is a particularly important contribution of the study because it demonstrates
that teaching quality does not emerge solely from teachers’ individual effort or classroom performance.
Rather, it is produced through the interaction of personal, organizational, and contextual conditions.
The regression-based ranking of influencing factors further clarifies this pattern: individual differences
and development platforms exerted the strongest influence on overall teaching quality; development
platforms and individual differences were most influential for basic teaching quality; individual differences and
institutional safeguards most strongly affected specialized teaching quality; and individual differences
together with development platforms most strongly affected developmental teaching quality. This pattern
supports a systemic interpretation of teaching quality and highlights that institutional arrangements and
developmental opportunities are essential complements to teachers’ internal capacities.

The internal composition of the five influencing factors also has important interpretive value.
Within individual differences, professional competence ranked highest, followed by family support,
attitude and motivation, self-actualization, and personal experience. Within policy environment, policy
support was more influential than funding guarantees and industry development. Within cultural

atmosphere, leadership support and expert guidance were more influential than peer collaboration. Within
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institutional safeguards, the professional title system and training system were particularly prominent,
while within development platforms, high-level projects and key disciplines ranked highest. These
findings suggest that improving teaching quality requires more than motivational appeals to teachers; it
requires a structured ecology of support involving institutional recognition systems, meaningful professional
development pathways, and an academic culture that actively fosters growth.

Another important implication of the study is that teaching quality improvement should be
understood as a developmental process rather than as a static assessment outcome. The inclusion of
developmental teaching quality as one of the three principal dimensions indicates that high-quality
teaching depends on teachers’ capacity to learn, adapt, innovate, and respond to emerging educational
needs over time. This is especially important in higher education environments shaped by rapid technological
change, changing student expectations, and stronger demands for practical and interdisciplinary
competence. In this context, universities should invest not only in evaluation mechanisms, but also in
professional learning systems, mentoring structures, interdisciplinary collaboration, and opportunities for
pedagogical experimentation. Without these forms of support, teaching quality improvement may remain
superficial or short-term rather than leading to sustained transformation.

Taken together, the discussion supports all three research objectives. First, the findings show that
the current status of teaching quality is shaped by multiple interrelated conditions rather than by teaching
methods alone. Second, the study identifies a three-dimensional structure of teaching quality that provides
a meaningful basis for model development. Third, the integrated model demonstrates that quality-oriented
teaching reform in higher education requires coordinated attention to individual capability, institutional
support, developmental opportunity, and broader environmental conditions. Accordingly, the study
contributes to the field by offering an empirically grounded framework for understanding and improving

teaching quality in applied higher education.

Conclusion

This study concludes that teaching quality in higher education is a multidimensional construct shaped
by the interaction of personal, institutional, and contextual factors. Based on the survey and supporting
qualitative evidence, teaching quality was found to consist of three major dimensions: basic teaching
quality, specialized teaching quality, and developmental teaching quality. This finding provides an

empirical basis for understanding teaching quality not as a single attribute of classroom performance, but
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as a structured and comprehensive framework that reflects foundational instructional competence,
discipline-related professional competence, and the capacity for ongoing development and innovation.

The study also demonstrates that the measurement of teaching quality was supported by acceptable
psychometric evidence. The questionnaire showed good internal consistency, and the factor-analytic results
supported the structural validity of the construct. In addition, the descriptive results indicated that all three
dimensions of teaching quality were rated at a generally high level, with basic teaching quality receiving
the highest mean score. These findings suggest that while teaching quality in the surveyed higher
education context was positively perceived overall, there remains room for further strengthening,
particularly in the area of specialized teaching quality.

Another important conclusion is that teaching quality cannot be improved through isolated
adjustments in teaching methods alone. The integrated model developed in this study shows that individual
differences, policy environment, cultural atmosphere, development platform, and institutional safeguards
jointly influence the three dimensions of teaching quality and, in turn, overall teaching quality. This finding
highlights that quality-oriented teaching reform requires coordinated attention to teacher capability,
institutional support, professional development opportunities, and the broader educational environment.
In this sense, the proposed model offers a practical framework for guiding improvement efforts in higher
education, particularly in applied and regionally diverse institutional settings.

Opverall, this study contributes to the understanding of teaching quality by providing an empirically
grounded model that links measurement, structural dimensions, and influencing factors within a single
framework. The findings support the view that sustainable improvement in teaching quality depends on
the balanced development of teachers’ foundational, professional, and developmental capacities, together
with institutional mechanisms that foster continuous growth. Accordingly, the study offers both a conceptual

and practical basis for advancing quality-oriented reform in higher education.
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