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The Paths, Strategies and Reflections of the Construction of

Basic Teaching Organization
Lu Guodong , Zhang Cunru
Abstract: Reframing basic teaching organizations is the organizational guarantee of higher education
quality construction, the key feature of deepening higher education reform, and the only way to im-
prove the mechanism of faculty development. Based on the analysis of the necessity of reframing basic

teaching organization, this paper analyzes the paths and situation of basic ( 141 O
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(1]

Reconstruction of Teaching Quality Assurance System in Colleges and

Universities from the Perspective of Evaluation
Zhang Jin, Yang Ning , Chen Weijian, Fan Hua

Abstract: The “Five-in-one” evaluation system of the Ministry of Education has seen new requirements
for the teaching in colleges and universities. This paper probes into the reconstructed “1—3—6"
teaching quality assurance system from the perspective of evaluation in the School of Communication
&. Information Engineering, University of Electronic Science and Technology of China. The school
has basically formed a quality culture of “student-centered and full-staff education”, established and
improved such three assurance mechanisms as “teaching quality monitoring mechanism, teaching qual-
ity evaluation and feedback mechanism, and teaching archives management mechanism”, persisted in
implementing six major assurance initiatives including “reasonable structure, perfect mechanism,
complete record, ample case., scientific analysis, and continuous improvement” and effectively im-
proved the quality of personnel training.

Key words: evaluation; quality assurance system; quality culture; evaluation and feedback; archives

management

( 136 ) teaching organizations construction in Zhejiang University. Then it proposes such
strategies for activating the efficiency of basic teaching organizations as clarifying the responsibility of
the main body of basic teaching organizations, establishing a favorable atmosphere of respecting teach-
ers, teaching, and teaching research, linking basic teaching organizations with center for faculty de-
velopment, and constructing a goal management mechanism that combines flexible incentives and as-
sessments, with an intention to inspire other universities.

Key words: basic teaching organization; paths; strategies; reflections
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