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An Empirical Analysis of the Self—Discipline Evaluation of Professional
Ethics of Chinese University Teachers

Liu Zhongliang, Cui Yichen, Liu Qingyu, Yang Guangcheng

Abstract: Evaluating the professional ethics of college teachers is an integral part of" running a satisfactory education for the
people’ . According to the requirements of teachers professional ethics in China, this paper first determines the self— disci-
pline evaluation structure of teachers professional ethics in colleges and universities, On the basis of interview survey, eight
quantitative indicators for self —discipline evaluation of university teachers professional ethics were selected, and 290 teach-
ers from four universities in Jiangsu Province were investigated by questionnaire and behavioral event interview. Six structur-
al elements of self—discipline evaluation of professional ethics were measured, and the sample data were compared and se-
quenced. The order of the structural elements of self—discipline evaluation of teachers professional ethics is ranked as fol-
lows: professional ethics quality — professional evaluation and employment standard — supervision of public opinion — re-
quirements of teachers ethic standard — teaching management system — influence of campus culture. To improve the self—
discipline evaluation of college teachers professional ethics, we need to establish a standardized, normalized and modern-
ized self—discipline evaluation system of college teachers professional ethics according to this order of priority, and imple-
ment the PDCA cycle of the self—discipline quality system of university teachers professional ethics.
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