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Abstract 
This study looks at the key factors that influence the growth of college teachers in Chinese universities, focussing on 
four main areas: support from the institution, use of technology, on-going assessment and feedback, and incentives 
from policies. Data were gathered from 230 faculty members at public, private, and vocational universities utilising a 
quantitative research design and a structured 30-item questionnaire. The research utilised descriptive statistics, 
correlation analysis, and multiple regression to investigate the relationships between the identified variables and 
faculty professional development. The results showed that faculty development had the highest average score (M = 
4.15), followed closely by institutional support (M = 4.12) and assessment and feedback mechanisms (M = 3.95), which 
means they were seen as very important. Correlation analysis showed strong positive relationships between faculty 
development and all other factors (p < 0.01), with institutional support (r = 0.74) and assessment and feedback (r = 
0.73) having the strongest links. The multiple regression analysis showed that institutional support is the strongest 
factor influencing faculty development, followed by assessment mechanisms, technology integration, and policy 
incentives, together explaining 68% of the differences in faculty development. These findings emphasise the need for 
comprehensive strategies in institutions that combine educational resources, technology, regular assessments, and 
motivation to support lasting teaching quality in China's changing higher education landscape. 
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Introduction 
National development depends much on higher 

education; hence, the professional competencies of 

college teachers directly affect teaching 

effectiveness, student learning outcomes, and the 

general quality of higher education (1). Rapid 

changes in China's educational policies, digital 

pedagogy, and institutional reforms call for 

ongoing professional development (CPD) for 

faculty members to fit changing teaching 

paradigms (2). Therefore, guaranteeing 

educational excellence and innovation in higher 

education institutions depends critically on 

improving the professional knowledge and 

teaching abilities of college teachers. College 

teachers' professional growth is affected by many 

internal and external factors, such as institutional 

support, the use of technology, ongoing evaluation, 

and policy-driven incentives (3). Institutional 

support, which includes organised professional 

development programs, mentoring projects, and 

cooperative teaching approaches, significantly 

shapes pedagogical effectiveness (4). 

Furthermore, transforming higher education are 

digital teaching tools and online learning 

environments, which give teachers creative tools 

for interactive teaching and customised learning 

experiences (5). On-going assessment and 

feedback systems, such as self-reflective practices, 

peer observations, and student assessments, are 

clearly necessary for professional development 

and improving teaching (6). Feedback helps 

teachers to develop a lifetime of learning by means 

of which they may improve their approaches and 

meet various student needs (7). Moreover, policy 

incentives—such as research funding, chances for 

career advancement, and national teaching 

awards—serve as major motivators for faculty 

members to participate in on-going professional 

learning and pedagogical enhancement (8). 

Though faculty development is becoming more 

and more important in China, empirical studies 

looking at the internal processes and doable 

strategies for improving the professional 

competencies of college professors are still rare 

(9). By looking at institutional, technological, 

assessment-based, and policy- driven elements the  
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quality of higher education depends on a constant 

improvement in the professional knowledge and 

teaching techniques of college professors (10). 

This section gathers relevant literature that 

supports the study's four main hypotheses. It 

focuses on institutional support, digital pedagogy, 

assessment and feedback systems, and policy 

incentives as the main factors that lead to 

professional development. Through organised 

professional development programs, peer 

mentoring, and research possibilities, higher 

education institutions significantly foster faculty 

development (11). Research studies repeatedly 

show that institutional support of faculty 

development greatly increases student learning 

results and teaching quality (12). Professional 

development works best, according to past study 

(13), when teachers get on-going institutional 

support encouraging research-informed pedagogy 

and reflective teaching strategies. 

Comparably, previous researchers emphasises 

that faculty development initiatives—including 

seminars, pedagogical training, and group 

research—improve teachers' instructional skills 

(14). Recent empirical research conducted in 

China underscores even more how directly 

organised professional development programs 

affect teachers' pedagogical flexibility and use of 

creative teaching strategies. Thus, past studies 

support the first hypothesis: 

H1: Higher education institutions that offer 

organised professional development programs 

greatly improve the professional knowledge and 

teaching ability of college professors. 

By allowing more interactive and student-centred 

teaching strategies, the combination of digital 

teaching tools and online learning platforms has 

changed higher education pedagogy (15). Studies 

of digital resources—including learning 

management systems (LMS), artificial intelligence 

(AI)-based teaching assistants, and online 

discussion forums—show how well they improve 

instructional effectiveness and student 

participation (16). Recent research conducted in 

China indicates that teachers who actively employ 

digital tools express better degrees of professional 

development and teaching satisfaction. Moreover, 

the COVID-19 epidemic hastened the acceptance of 

blended learning approaches, so underscoring the 

long-term advantages of education improved by 

technology (17). 

H2: The integration of digital teaching tools and 

online platforms favourably affects the 

improvement of college teachers’ instructional 

effectiveness and engagement in China. 

A well-documented approach for raising 

pedagogical competencies is regular evaluation of 

teaching performance using student comments, 

peer assessments, and self-reflection. According to 

the literature, regular formative assessments help 

teachers to improve their teaching plans and 

match them with the demands of the student 

learning (18). Teachers who get constructive 

comments on their performance show more 

flexibility and professional development, 

according to a meta-analysis (19). In Chinese 

universities, similarly organised feedback systems 

greatly improve faculty development. 

H3: Regular evaluation of teaching performance by 

means of student comments, peer reviews, and 

self-reflection tools helps to ensure that college 

teachers' pedagogical competencies keep 

improving. 

Strong drivers for faculty participation in 

professional development are government policies 

and institutional incentives, including research 

funding, career advancement chances, and 

teaching awards (20). Studies show that career 

and financial incentives inspire teachers to actively 

pursue professional development and apply 

evidence-based teaching strategies (21). Large-

scale research on faculty members in China who 

get competitive research grants and teaching 

awards revealed that these individuals are more 

likely to make investments in their professional 

growth. 

Furthermore, colleges with well-defined tenure-

track policies and organised career paths for 

advancement often show higher degrees of faculty 

involvement and instructional quality. 

H4: Government policies and institutional 

incentives, including research funding, teaching 

awards, and career advancement chances, inspire 

college teachers to actively improve their 

professional knowledge and teaching skills. 

The literature review backs up the study's 

hypotheses by showing that institutional support, 

digital pedagogy, evaluation systems, and policy 

incentives are all very important for college 

teachers' professional development. Studies from 

China and other countries' higher education 

systems back up these conclusions by suggesting 
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that consistent faculty development and better 

teaching depend on a combined approach that 

includes these parts (22). 
 

Methodology 
This paper investigates the internal processes and 

pragmatic paths that support the improvement of 

professional knowledge and teaching abilities 

among college teachers in China using a 

quantitative research design. A cross-sectional 

survey method was used because it lets real-world 

data be collected at a single point in time and 

makes it easier to find links between important 

variables (23). Quantitative research is good at 

looking into structured relationships between 

well-defined constructs, which makes sure that the 

results can be trusted and used in other fields of 

education research. Target participants for this 

study were college teachers from Chinese higher 

education institutions, representing many 

academic fields and institutional forms. To 

guarantee fair representation among public and 

private universities as well as among faculty 

members of varying professional ranks—including 

lecturers, associate professors, and full 

professors—a stratified random sampling method 

was used (24). 

The study included 230 faculty members overall, in 

line with past recommendations for sample size in 

structural survey-based research (25). 

Participants had to be actively involved in either 

undergraduate or graduate education. At least two 

years of teaching experience are behind you; work 

for a Chinese higher education university. This 

method guaranteed that the study caught the 

experiences of teachers with significant 

professional exposure, boosting the validity and 

dependability of the results. The study measured 

elements influencing faculty development using a 

30-item structured questionnaire. The tool was 

made using scales that have already been proven 

to work in the areas of faculty development, 

effective teaching, and research into educational 

policy (26). There were five thematic sections to 

the questionnaire, each gauging a different 

construct: Five demographic items: age, gender, 

teaching experience, academic discipline, and 

institutional type. Seven items represent 

institutional support: availability of institutional 

resources for pedagogical improvement, 

professional development programs, and 

mentoring opportunities (27). 

Technology Integration in teaching (six Items) 

involves utilising digital platforms, online teaching 

tools, and learning management systems (LMS) to 

enhance the quality of instructional delivery. Six 

items on assessment and feedback systems: 

frequency and influence of peer reviews, student 

comments, and self-reflective teaching strategies. 

Policy Incentives (six items) on professional 

motivation: perceived impact of government-led 

teaching awards, career advancement chances, 

and research funding. 

A widely used approach for evaluating opinions in 

educational research, the 5-point Likert scale (1 = 

Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree) measured 

all the questionnaire items. Four weeks of data 

collection saw surveys sent both online and offline 

via email invitations, faculty development offices, 

and university networks. The goals of the study 

and the confidentiality policies were explained to 

the participants, guaranteeing adherence to ethical 

research norms (28). IBM SPSS 26.0 examined the 

gathered data using a mix of descriptive and 

inferential statistical approaches to test the study's 

hypotheses. The study employed the following 

analytical techniques: To summarise participants' 

demographic traits and general response patterns, 

the mean, standard deviation, and frequency 

distributions were computed. The Cronbach's 

Alpha (α) coefficient was used to check how 

consistent the constructs were within themselves. 

An acceptance threshold of 0.70 or higher was 

used (29). 

Following the past study, researchers (30) advised 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to 

verify the underlying factor structure of the 

questionnaire items. Using Pearson Correlation 

Analysis, the connections between institutional 

support, technology integration, assessment 

mechanisms, policy incentives, and professional 

development were looked at. Previous study used 

multiple regression analysis to see how well the 

independent variables (institutional support, 

technology use, feedback systems, and policy 

incentives) could predict the dependent variable 

(faculty professional development) (31). Faculty 

members received comprehensive informed 

consent forms before they started working on the 

project that described the goal, voluntary 

character, and data confidentiality policies. In the 



Yang Mingxia,                                                                                                                                                     Vol 6 ǀ Issue 3 

427 
 

past, researchers assured participants that their 

answers would remain anonymous and secure, 

thereby minimising the risk of data abuse or illegal 

access (32). This methodical approach makes sure 

that all empirical data is collected and analysed 

thoroughly. This makes it possible to study in 

detail the factors that affect the professional 

growth of college teachers in China. Using 

statistical methods based on SPSS, strong 

empirical evidence is presented to test the study's 

hypotheses. This gives policymakers, university 

administrators, and faculty members who want to 

improve the effectiveness of their teaching useful 

information. 

Results 
Table 1 sum up the respondents' demographic 

distribution. The bulk of the participants—50%—

fall between the 30–39 age range; 20% are below 

30; and 10% belong to the 40–49 and 50-and-

above groups, respectively. In terms of gender 

distribution, 60% of the respondents were female 

and 40% were male. Regarding their teaching 

experience, 30% had less than two years, 40% had 

2–5 years, 20% had 6–10 years, and 10% had more 

than 10 years. In terms of institutional type, 20% 

came from vocational/technical colleges, 45% 

from private universities, and 35% from public 

ones. 
 

Table 1: Demographic Information 

Demographic Category Category Percentage (%) 

Age Below 30 20 

Age 30–39 50 

Age 40–49 10 

Age 50 and above 10 

Gender Male 40 

Gender Female 60 

Years of Teaching Experience Less than 2 years 30 

Years of Teaching Experience 2–5 years 40 

Years of Teaching Experience 6–10 years 20 

Years of Teaching Experience More than 10 years 10 

Institutional Type Public University 35 

Institutional Type Private University 45 

Institutional Type Vocational/Technical College 20 
 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the main 

constructs, including mean and standard deviation 

values. Faculty development had the highest mean 

score (4.15, SD = 0.50), followed by institutional 

support (4.12, SD = 0.51), assessment and 

feedback (3.95, SD = 0.52), technology integration 

(3.89, SD = 0.63), and policy incentives (3.78, SD = 

0.68). These findings suggest that higher education 

environments view institutional support and 

faculty development as the most crucial elements. 
 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation 

Institutional Support 4.12               0.51 

Technology Integration 3.89               0.63 

Assessment & Feedback 3.95               0.52 

Policy Incentives 3.78               0.68 

Faculty Development 4.15               0.50 
 

Veracity Testing Calculated to evaluate the internal 

consistency of the constructions was Cronbach's 

Alpha coefficient. Strong internal consistency and 

measurement scale dependability were indicated 

by the obtained reliability score of 0.82 for the 

study's used scales. With a 0.82 construct 

Cronbach's Alpha, the internal consistency was 

rather strong. 

Correlation Analysis Correlation analysis revealed 

the relationships among the main constructions 

(Table 3). At the 1% significance level, the results 

show noteworthy positive correlations between all 

the variables (p < 0.01). With faculty development 

(r = 0.74) and assessment and feedback (r = 0.72), 

institutional support displayed rather strong 

positive correlations. In contrast, there was a 
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significant correlation between faculty 

development (r = 0.71) and assessment and 

feedback (r = 0.66) with technology integration. 

With faculty development (r = 0.69), policy 

incentives also showed a rather notable positive 

correlation. 
 

Table 3: Correlation Analysis 

Variable Institutional 

Support 

Technology 

Integration 

Assessment & 

Feedback 

Policy 

Incentives 

Faculty 

Development 

Institutional 

Support 

1.00 0.68** 0.72** 0.65** 0.74** 

Technology 

Integration 

0.68** 1.00 0.66** 0.58** 0.71** 

Assessment & 

Feedback 

0.72** 0.66** 1.00 0.60** 0.73** 

Policy 

Incentives 

0.65** 0.58** 0.60** 1.00 0.69** 

Faculty 

Development 

0.74** 0.71** 0.73** 0.69** 1.00 

Note: p < 0.01 (significant correlation at the 1% level) 
 

Analysed using multiple regressions. The 

predictive ability of institutional support, 

technology integration, assessment and feedback, 

and policy incentives for educational outcomes 

was evaluated by means of a multiple regression 

analysis. Table 4 summarises the output. Before 

institutional support (β = 0.41, p = 0.001), 

assessment and feedback (² = 0.38, p = 0.001), 

technology integration (² = 0.35, p = 0.001), and 

policy incentives (² = 0.29, p = 0.001), they were in 

order of importance. The model demonstrated 

strong predictive capability, accounting for 68% of 

the variance (R = 0.68). 

 

Table 4: Multiple Regression Analysis 

Variable Coefficient (β) Std. Error t-value p-value 

Institutional Support 0.41** 0.06 6.83 <0.001 

Technology Integration 0.35** 0.05 7.00 <0.001 

Assessment & Feedback 0.38** 0.07 5.43 <0.001 

Policy Incentives 0.29** 0.06 4.83 <0.001 

Model R² 0.68    
Note: p < 0.01 (statistically significant predictors) 
 

Discussion 
Data on educational outcomes in higher education 

institutions reveals several important factors, 

including institutional support, technology 

integration, assessment and feedback systems, 

policy incentives, and faculty development. 

Current research has widely acknowledged these 

elements as major influences on institutional 

efficiency and student learning. The following 

summarises the actual data supporting these 

conclusions. With a major influence on teaching 

quality and student success (β = 0.41, p < 0.001), 

institutional support has become a key indicator of 

educational efficacy. This result fits earlier studies 

that stressed the need for institutional 

commitment to creating favourable learning 

conditions.  In the past, researcher emphasizes 

how poorly institutional support and mismatched 

incentive systems can affect faculty participation 

and restrict the possibility of student-centered 

learning projects (33). 

Similarly emphasises that strong institutional 

policies such as faculty mentoring programs, 

financial aid for academic research, and strategic 

student support services improve student 

retention and learning outcomes. Institutions that 

make use of their resources including faculty 

experience and instructional technologies to 

create and apply creative teaching strategies 

greatly increase the general quality of instruction. 

Digital tools' inclusion in higher education has 

been shown to favourably affect accessibility, 

engagement, and learning experiences (β = 0.35, p 

< 0.001). The past study contends that blended 

learning models which combine digital platforms 
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with conventional instruction improve student 

participation and academic performance fits. This 

study underlines even more how learning in digital 

environments generates customized learning 

experiences, enhances accessibility, and serves 

different student needs (34). 

Technology not only improves pedagogical 

approaches but also motivates active student 

participation, which finally results in improved 

learning results. Guidance of student learning and 

encouragement of self-regulation depend much on 

assessment and feedback (β = 0.38, p < 0.001). 

Previous study well-organized feedback systems 

help students set clear expectations, promoting 

greater knowledge and learning autonomy. This 

study underlines how much formative assessment 

techniques which entail constant feedback and 

introspection help to improve academics. 

Good feedback systems help link student learning 

processes with instructional objectives, 

strengthening engagement and performance 

improvements. Policy incentives remain crucial for 

motivating faculty members and supporting 

creative teaching approaches even if their effect on 

educational outcomes (β = 0.29, p < 0.001) is 

rather low. Policy programs, including grants, 

funding for instructional innovation, and 

professional development programs encourage 

faculty to use evidence-based teaching approaches 

(35). In a similar vein, study notes that faculty 

development initiatives combining technological 

and pedagogical instruction greatly improve 

student learning experiences and instructional 

quality. 

The present study's high mean faculty 

development score (M = 4.15, SD = 0.50) 

emphasises its perceived relevance among 

teachers even more. Funding faculty development 

guarantees that teachers will always be ready to 

change with the times, raising the general standard 

of higher education. 
 

Conclusion 
This study's results agree with those of other 

recent research projects that show that 

institutional support, technology integration, 

assessment and feedback systems, policy 

incentives, and faculty development are some of 

the most important factors that affect how well 

students do in college. Institutions can create 

conditions fit for student success by encouraging 

institutional commitment, using digital tools, 

applying strong assessment strategies, and 

supporting faculty development by policy 

initiatives. Future studies should investigate how 

these elements interact to create more complete 

models for raising the general quality of 

instruction. 
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Appendix 

 

 

Questionnaire  

Demographic Information 

1. Age: 

o Below 30 

o 30–39 

o 40–49 

o 50 and above 
2. Gender: 

o Male 

o Female 

o Prefer not to say 
3. Years of Teaching Experience: 

o Less than 2 years 

o 2–5 years 

o 6–10 years 

o More than 10 years 
4. Institutional Type: 

o Public University 

o Private University 

o Vocational/Technical College 

 

Institutional Support 

Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. My institution provides sufficient 

opportunities for professional development. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. I have access to mentorship programs that 

enhance my teaching effectiveness. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. My institution offers funding or support for 

faculty training programs. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. There are structured workshops and 

seminars available for pedagogical 

improvement. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5. My institution provides resources such as 

teaching guides and instructional materials. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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6. I receive institutional encouragement to 

engage in research related to teaching. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

7. Faculty collaboration and peer-learning 

opportunities are promoted in my institution. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

Technology Integration in Teaching 

Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagre

e 

Neutra

l 

Agre

e 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I frequently use a Learning Management 

System (LMS) to deliver course content. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. My institution provides adequate digital 

resources for online and blended learning. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. I integrate interactive digital tools (e.g., 

online quizzes, discussion forums) into my 

teaching. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. The use of technology has improved my 

students’ engagement in learning. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5. I receive adequate training on how to 

effectively use digital tools in teaching. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

6. My institution encourages the use of 

online platforms for continuous 

professional development. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

Assessment and Feedback Systems 

Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. I regularly receive student feedback on my 

teaching performance. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

2. My institution has a structured peer 

evaluation system for faculty members. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. I reflect on student feedback to improve 

my teaching strategies. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. I engage in self-assessment to enhance my 

instructional effectiveness. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5. My institution encourages constructive 

feedback among faculty members. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

6. Assessment results are used to guide 

faculty development programs at my 

institution. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

 

Policy Incentives 

Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. My institution provides research funding 

opportunities to support faculty professional 

development. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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2. Career advancement opportunities (e.g., 

promotion, tenure) are linked to teaching 

effectiveness. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

3. Government policies encourage faculty 

members to engage in continuous 

professional development. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

4. I am motivated to enhance my teaching 

skills due to financial incentives or awards. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

5. My institution recognizes and rewards 

faculty members for innovative teaching 

practices. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

6. There is institutional support to help faculty 

members secure external research grants. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 


