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�e e�ectiveness of classroom teaching has emerged as the determining factor in whether a school will endure as higher education
in China develops. Currently, all schools and institutions have established public art education classes that o�er art education to
students who do not study art. With the establishment of public art education, students of other subjects can learn art, �lm and
television, music, calligraphy, dance, and drama and master basic practical skills that fundamentally improve their aesthetic
capacity and qualities that promote the emergence of morality, intelligence, physique, and glamour among college students.
However, colleges and universities should assess the teaching abilities of teachers after establishing public art education programs
and then improve their own teaching abilities by fully altering the public art education model in accordance with the results of the
teaching evaluation quality score. �is study establishes a method for evaluating the e�ectiveness of teaching in public art
education courses at colleges and institutions. �e fuzzy comprehensive is based on the analytic hierarchy process (AHP). �e
system for evaluating the quality of teaching is established, which builds the teacher’s teaching evaluation factor set, decides how
much weight each teacher’s teaching quality evaluation factor should have, establishes the teaching quality evaluation grade, and
decides the comprehensive teaching quality evaluation method. �e teaching quality evaluation is �nally computed using the
fuzzy comprehensive evaluation formula and the AHP approach in accordance with the evaluation results provided by �ve
di�erent types of experts. �e results indicate that department leaders awarded teachers a 94.11 rating for their ability to teach.

1. Introduction

Education is the process of facilitating learning, which in-
cludes the acquisition of knowledge, skills, values, morals,
beliefs, habits, and personal growth. Education is the de-
velopment of knowledge and change in a logical, optimistic,
and polite manner, with the premise that everyone should be
able to engage in life. Education should place a strong
emphasis on developing and directing students’ artistic
education, in addition to developing and directing students
personal abilities. Every individual needs a comprehensive
education that is both competitive and rich in the arts.
Students that would not ordinarily be interested in classwork
may bene�t from the integration of art with other subjects.
Learning through the arts promotes the growth of innovative
problem-solving abilities. Teaching through the arts can help
students understand complex ideas by graphically

presenting them. Training in the arts would help children
improve their motor, verbal, social, judgment, risk-taking,
and creative abilities.

Assessment of public art education programs at colleges
and universities is now a signi�cant metric for assessing and
comparing instructors’ competence and e�ectiveness as
teachers. To ensure high teaching quality, the evaluation of
teaching quality can determine whether teachers follow the
outline, better understand and adjust teachers’ teaching
processes and team outcomes, fully grasp teachers’ overall
quality, and examine the challenges and drawbacks of col-
lege teachers’ training [1].

In this study, the AHP fuzzy comprehensive assessment
approach is used to evaluate the standard of instruction for
college and university public art education programs. �is
method establishes a comprehensive evaluation teaching
quality system based on the AHP by combining the AHP and
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fuzzy comprehensive evaluation methods. A fuzzy com-
prehensive assessment model based on this method is
created, and it is utilized to assess college professors’
teaching abilities and provide a complete score. %is model
can effectively save human resources in colleges and uni-
versities, improve the level of teaching management, store a
large amount of data, share resources, diversify evaluation
indicators, and reduce the inconsistency between the eval-
uation results and the situation caused by the fuzziness and
diversity of teaching quality [2].

%e following are the novelties of this study:

(1) %e algorithms required for this research are in-
troduced, including the analytic AHP. %e opera-
tional process and fuzzy comprehensive evaluation
technique of the algorithm are analyzed to build a
comprehensive evaluation model [3].

(2) Using the AHP fuzzy comprehensive evaluation
method, the teaching effectiveness assessment model
of public art education programs at colleges and
universities is built, and the strength of the teachers’
teaching effectiveness assessment factors is deter-
mined by building the factor set of teachers’ teaching
quality evaluation.

%e remainder of the article’s components is as follows:
%e related work is covered in Section 2. Section 3 of the
article contains the AHP-based fuzzy comprehensive eval-
uation method, which is further divided into three sections.
Section 4 is composed of the Building Fuzzy Comprehensive
Evaluation Model for Teaching Quality of Public Art Ed-
ucation in Higher Institutions, which is further divided into
three sections. Section 5 is composed of the evaluation re-
sults for public art education teaching quality at colleges and
universities, which is further divided into two sections, and
finally, the concluding portion of the proposed strategy is
presented in Section 6.

2. Related Work

In the 1980s, in the area of evaluating education, the United
States proposed a novel assessment concept, which focuses on
the key decision-making process. At that time, Britain placed
a comparable focus on assessing teachers’ instruction and
developed an AHP-based standard [4]. Deng X et al. created a
model for evaluating the teaching quality of colleges based on
the upgraded back propagation (BP) neural network ap-
proach, which can be used to gauge student interest in the
subject matter and improve the course [5]. Guo J et al.
employed big data analysis to solve challenges in the English
instruction of college students. It can be seen from the built-in
model that the college English teaching quality track can
better control students’ learning accounts. By creating a huge
data analysis model for college students, this study can
produce more accurate results for our English teaching
quality assessment [6]. Sun Q presented a knowledge rec-
ommendation system and an enhanced Relevance Vector
Machine (RVM) algorithm-based evaluation model for
classroom instruction quality. %e input data are taken to
judge the reliability and accuracy of the results for verification

of themodel.%e results show that RVM can be better applied
in the construction of classroom teaching [7]. Lu C. et al.
presented the Radial basis function (RBF) neural network
teaching quality assessment approach based on genetic al-
gorithm optimization for teaching improvement evaluation to
address the declining accuracy of English interpretation. %e
RBF neural network teaching assessment model is built using
the principal component analysis approach, which is used to
determine the indicators for evaluating teaching quality [8].
Wang Y et al. studied the issues related to determining the
effectiveness of physical education instruction in colleges and
institutions. A multi-attribute fuzzy assessment model of
physical education teaching quality in colleges and univer-
sities was developed to address this issue, and it has since
become a crucial foundation for addressing issues with
physical education teaching and systemic issues [9]. Lin M
et al., to reform the teaching ability of art courses in higher
vocational colleges, built an evaluation teaching index system
and a reform ability evaluation model that can successfully
enhance the quality of art education in colleges and uni-
versities [10]. Ayaneh et al. emphasized that a key instrument
for evaluating teaching performance and accountability is
teacher effectiveness evaluation. %e thinking structure of the
teacher evaluation scale is presented, and a range of goodness
of fit indexes are used to gauge judgment, for evaluating the
efficacy of the higher education school effect scale and the
student evaluation structure [11]. Chaeruman et al. focused
on the study and development of teaching systemmodels with
the aim of creating the Instructional System Design (ISD)
model to create curriculum guidelines for instructors using a
range of formative data-collection technologies and the ISD
model to assess the quality of the curriculum [12].

3. AHP-Based Fuzzy Comprehension

Based on the AHP, a fuzzy comprehensive assessment
technique is presented in this section. %is section is divided
into the following three sections.

3.1.AnalyticHierarchyProcess (AHP). %eAHP is a decision
analysis method combining quantitative and qualitative
analysis. %is method can break down difficult and time-
consuming issues into several distinct variables and levels as
well as quantify and model a complex system decision idea,
as shown in Figure 1 [13]. %rough comparison and cal-
culation of different factors, the weights of various schemes
can be obtained in which the ideal scheme can be selected.

According to the AHP methodology, the scheme is
evaluated based on its sub-objectives, objectives, depart-
ments, constraints and other aspects of the hierarchical
structure. %e judgment matrix is then obtained using two
pairs of methods, and the eigenvector component corre-
sponding to the judgment matrix’s maximum eigenvalue is
selected as the coefficient to determine the scheme’s weight.

3.2. Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation Method. When eval-
uating a system, themulti-index element set U can be used to
represent it if the system being evaluated contains evaluation
indexes. V comment components can be used to evaluate
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comments on several levels. If the evaluation is weighted, a
fuzzy vector with a weight distribution should be created.
%e fuzzy comprehensive evaluation approach works as
follows:

(1) Building a U indicator element set in the evaluation
system
%e system’s contents for various assessment indi-
cators together comprise aspects at several levels.%e
element set is represented by U � u1, u2, . . . , um .
%e evaluation elements in the system are
ui � (i � 1, 2, . . . , m).

(2) Building a set of V comments
A range of potential result items are included in the
comment set’s constituent parts. %ere is a single
comment set, regardless of how many result com-
ponents are categorized. %e aspects of the evalua-
tion index should be examined before creating the
evaluation grade. If V � v1, v2, . . . , vn  is the

comment set, vi � (i � 1, 2, . . . , n) represents com-
ments of different grades.

(3) Defining weight set A
Each U element is reasonably assigned the corre-
sponding weight ai � (i � 1, . . . , m), which can re-
flect the importance of different elements. At the
same time, ai ≥ 0, 

m
i�1 ai � 1, all weights are con-

structed into a fuzzy set, and A � a1, u2, . . . , um  is
called the weight set.

(4) Constructing an R-fuzzy relation matrix
%e evaluated system is quantified by the elements in
ui � (i � 1, 2, . . . , n), and a sample table indicating
the grade and indicators of the evaluation system is
sent to each evaluation team. After recycling, the
number of rating comments rij corresponding to
different evaluation indicators can be obtained. %e
calculation formula is as follows:

rij �
Number of evaluators selecting the j − th evaluation in the i − th index

Total number of judges
. (1)

%e R-fuzzy connection matrix is created using (1),
rij is the ui system evaluation index to evaluate the
degree of membership of the Vj evaluation set, and
(2) is the fuzzy relationship matrix:

R �

R u1( 

R u2( 

. . .

R un( 

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
�

r11 r12 . . . r1m

r21 r22 . . . r2m

. . . . . . . . . . . .

rn1 rn2 . . . rnm

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
. (2)

(5) Selection of the evaluation model
Equation (3) is a weighted average model:

bj � 
m

i�1
ai · rij(j � 1, 2, . . . , n) � A · R,

B � b1, b2, . . . , bn( .

(3)

(6) Computing comprehensive evaluation

Commentary judgments can be quantitatively expressed
by assigning rank components. Assuming that the E-matrix
is obtained after assignment, E � (p1, p2, . . . , pn)T can
obtain the comprehensive evaluation result of S � B · E,
which is the comprehensive evaluation score of the evaluated
system [14].

3.3. Comprehensive Fuzzy System for Evaluating Teaching
Quality Based on the AHP. %is study develops an AHP-
based fuzzy comprehensive teaching quality rating system
using browser/server (B/S) architecture. Users can use the
Internet to assess the effectiveness of teaching at any time
and from anywhere due to the employment of this

architecture within Internet and campus network [15]. %e
evaluation system consists of three levels, each of which is
broken down into three layers under the application logic:
data access, business logic, and presentation. During the
design and development of the system, some auxiliary
methods and types are needed, such as transaction class and
database access class [16]. When creating the system ar-
chitecture, each module is divided into a separate portion to
increase the usage rate across modules. Views and data tables
in the database are the objects in the fuzzy comprehensive
teaching evaluation system based on the AHP, which can be
transferred between different layers. Methods and object
entities can be efficiently separated throughout the design
phase, as a public entity class module, and this entity has
been abstracted [17]. %e system’s overall structure is shown
in Figure 2.

4. Building a Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation
Model for Teaching Quality of Public Art
Education in Higher Institutions

%e process for the model establishment of fuzzy compre-
hensive evaluation for the teaching of public art education
quality in higher education is divided into three sections,
which are as follows.

4.1. Establishing aTeacherTeachingQualityEvaluationFactor
Set. %e creation of the teacher’s teaching evaluation factor
set is the first step in the process of developing a teaching
quality assessment model for public art instruction at col-
leges and universities built on the AHP fuzzy comprehensive
evaluation approach.%e hierarchical structure of the model
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is shown in Figure 3; X � X1, X2, X3, X4 is the set of
evaluation factors defined for the alignment side layer
Xk � Xk1, Xk2, . . . , Xknk, in which k is 1, 2, 3, and 4. %e
factor of class i on the criteria level is represented by nk,
among which there are n single factors. Figure 3 shows the
assessment index system of teaching effectiveness for
teachers.

4.2. Weighting the Evaluation Criteria for Teachers’ Teaching
Quality. %e weighting factor should be calculated in ac-
cordance with the relationship between the relative weights
of the various elements affecting the teaching quality eval-
uation since each component’s value in a teacher’s evalu-
ation of their teaching effectiveness varies. %e weight set of
various aspects in the primary and sub-criteria layers is
clarified using the AHP approach. %e principal techniques
are as follows [18].

4.2.1. Constructing a Judgment Matrix. In the 9-level scaling
approach, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 are used to indicate the
relevance of the results for various components in the
pairwise comparison factor set. For example, X1 is the
teaching attitude, X2 is the teaching content, X12 is the
comparison result of the importance of the teaching attitude

compared with the teaching content, and X21 is the im-
portance of the teaching content compared with the teaching
attitude. %erefore, different evaluation factors can be
compared to establish a comparison matrix. %e following is
the A judgment matrix:

A �

x11 x12 . . . x1n

x21 x22 . . . x2n

. . . . . . . . . . . .

xn1 xn2 . . . xnn

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

. (4)

%e importance of the judgment matrix Xi compared
with Xj is expressed by Xij, and the expert evaluation team
calculates the importance values of elements in different
criteria layers.

%e experts compare the various criteria level factors of
the same type for teaching quality evaluation at the same
criteria level and measure and judge them in accordance
with Table 1, based on how many different teaching quality
assessment elements make up the total evaluation factors.

A fourth-order judgment matrix is constructed into a
primary criterion layer according to the construction of the
judgment matrix, which is represented by (5). %ere are four
different types of univariate sets in the criteria layer, which

Evaluation index system of teachers' teaching quality

Teaching attitude X1 teaching method X2 teaching method X3
Classroom instruction

X4

Target layer

Main criteria layer

Figure 3: Assessment of teaching effectiveness index for teachers.

Table 1: relative significance.

Scale Meaning
1 %e importance of comparing Xi and Xj is the same
3 %e former is slightly more important when comparing Xi and Xj
5 Comparing Xi and Xj, the former is significant than the latter
7 Comparing Xi and Xj, the former is significant than the latter
9 Comparing Xi and Xj, the former is significant than the latter
2,4,6,8 Median value of parallel judgments 1–3, 3–5, 5–7, 7–9

Reciprocal %e comparison judgment between Xi and Xj is represented by Xij, and Xji is the comparison
judgment between Xj and XiXji � 1/Xij
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can construct four different orders expressed by the fol-
lowing formulas:

A �

1
1
3

1
4

2

3 1
1
2

7

4 2 1 8

1
2

1
7

1
8

1

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

. (5)

A1 �

1 4 3 3 2

1
4

1 1
1
2

1
3

1
3

1 1
1
2

1
3

1
3

2 2 1
1
2

1
2

3 3 2 1
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,

A2 �

1
1
2

1
3

2 1

2 1
1
2

5 4

3 2 1
1
2

3

1
2

1
5

2 1
1
2

1
1
4

1
3

2 1

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

,

A3 �
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1
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3

1
1
2

1
3
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1
4

1
1
4

1
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3
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1
2
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3

1
2
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1
4

1
1
4
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1
3

1
1
2

1
3
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2

2
1
2

2
1
3

1 2 2

3 1 1 2 3 1 3 1
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. (6)

Each row vector of the A judgment matrix is calculated.
If W � [w1, w2 . . . wn] vector is obtained, then (7) can be
obtained by standardizing it and the approximation Wi �

[w1, w2 . . . wn] of W can be obtained. A W � λmax
W and (8)

can be obtained.

Wi �
wi


n
j�1 Wj

. (7)

λmax ≈
1/n 

n
i�1 (AW)i

wi

. (8)

%e A judgment matrix is calculated as follows:

W � 0.892 2.883 0.76 0.452 ,

W � 0.113 0.354 0.482 0.057 ,

λmax ≈ 4.032.

(9)

%e values of A1, A2, A3, and A4 judgment matrices and
the values of k are 1, 2, 3, and 4. %en, the approximation
values are calculated from the weight of different evaluation
factors in the corresponding criterion layer.
W1 � 0.377 0.090 0.093 0.171 0.275 ,

W2 � 0.137 0.352 0.268 0.118 0.132 ,

W3 � 0.217 0.055 0.194 0.054 0.165 0.054 0.109 0.162 ,

W4 � 0.117 0.274 0.512 0.108 .

(10)

4.2.2. Consistency Check. According to the judgment matrix
created, the maximum eigenvector is calculated, and the
weights among the factors of teaching quality evaluation in
different criteria layers are obtained. Experts combine their
personal knowledge and accumulated experience to get the
value. %erefore, the Xi/Xj value cannot be accurately
judged. It can only be evaluated from a scientific perspective.
%e consistency of the judgment matrix should be checked,
and the compatibility between errors and data should be
reduced.

%is study uses the CR�CI/RI to test the judgment
matrix’s consistency. %e judgment matrix’s general con-
sistency index is called CI. %e following is the calculation
equation:

CI �
1

n − 1
λmax − n( . (11)
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An average random consistency test is called RI in the
judgment matrix. %e RI values of the judgment matrix are
listed in Table 2. If the weight factor of the classification is
appropriate and the CR value in the 1–9 matrix of order
judgment is less than 0.1, consistency requirements are
satisfied by the judgment matrix; otherwise, it should be
readjusted until it is fulfilled and then halted.

A judgment matrix needs to be included in (11);
λmax � 4.0413, and the calculated CI value is 0.0107. Since
the CR value is less than 0.1, a judgment matrix’s evaluation
outcomes are consistent, indicating that the weight factor
allocated is reasonable. %e importance of the assessment
criteria for teaching material, teaching attitudes, classroom
instruction, and teaching techniques can be determined
from the given computation.

4.3. Constructing the Teaching Quality Evaluation Matrix.
%e weight of the evaluation factors in the various criteria
layers can be determined in this work by utilizing the AHP
analytic hierarchy method after identifying the various
components in the criterion layer of the teaching quality
evaluation factors. After that, the fuzzy membership rela-
tionship, also known as the membership relationship, is
calculated using the fuzzy comprehensive evaluationmethod
using the associated weight coefficients of various compo-
nents. %en, the following procedure is used [19]:

(1) Assessment level set
On the premise of the same evaluation criteria, the
evaluation objects are divided into g grades, which
are classified by V� (v1, v2,..., vg). Based on the
experience accumulated in the previous division of
teachers ‘teaching levels, the value of g is 5.%e set of
evaluation levels V� {Good, Good, Normal, Bad} is
recorded. %e best and worst scores are 100 and 20,
while the difference between each level is 20.

(2) Implementing teaching quality evaluation based on
statistical interface
In this examination, there are five categories of
experts: supervising teachers, department leaders,
managers of scientific research, students, and
teachers. %e trust levels of several experts are cal-
culated in this research using the AHP approach,
among which the trust values of department leaders
are 0.275, teaching supervisors are 0.174, scientific
research managers and students are 0.90, and
teachers are 0.376. All experts evaluating the effec-
tiveness of public art education teachers at colleges
and institutions specify several levels of assessment
factors at the hierarchical criterion level and choose
corresponding evaluation levels of teaching quality,
which are depicted using Figure 4.

(3) Constructing the fuzzy relation matrix
%e number of experts with the same pixel level is
randomly chosen from a set of criteria for evaluating
the effectiveness of public art instruction at colleges
and universities, and the number of experts that took
part in this evaluation divides the results. In order to
incorporate multiple elements and levels into the
criterion level to build a fuzzy relationship matrix, it
is possible to calculate the membership degree of
different factors on the criteria level, also known as
the membership degree of different levels:

Rk �

r11 r12 . . . r15

r21 r22 . . . r25

. . . . . . . . . . . .

rnk1 rnk2 . . . rnk5

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

. (12)

rij �
yij

N
. (13)

Module start

Calculate the weight of teaching attitude

Fuzzy comprehensive evaluation of teaching attitude index

Calculate the index weight of teaching content

Calculate the weight of Classroom Teaching Indicators

Calculate the weight of secondary indicators

Comprehensive evaluation results

End module

Figure 4: Flow chart for evaluating the grade of teaching quality.

Table 2: RI judgment matrix values.

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
RI 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.91 1.13 1.24 1.33 1.42 1.46
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In (13), yij is the quantity of experts for the z-th
evaluation factor of teaching quality and N is the
quantity of all experts participating in this teaching
quality evaluation.

(5) Evaluation results for public art education teaching
quality at colleges and universities

Two aspects of the results for the effectiveness of public
art education instruction at colleges and universities are
described in the following.

4.4. Analysis of Public Art Education Course Evaluation Re-
sults for Teaching Quality. In accordance with the fuzzy
comprehensive teaching quality evaluation’s maximum
membership principle, assuming bmax � [b1, b2, b3, b4, b5],
the b1, b2, b3, b4, b5 teaching quality evaluation levels are the
corresponding maximum component b in the V evaluation
level set.

%e weights of various evaluation elements are deter-
mined using the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation formula
combined with the AHP approach, and then, the primary
and secondary fuzzy comprehensive evaluation results are
generated. Based on the results of the primary and secondary
evaluations, the teaching quality assessment results for
public art teaching programs at colleges and universities are
computed and shown in Table 3. %e results of a thorough
examination of teaching quality conducted by five different
categories of experts are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5 displays the results of a proper review of
teaching quality conducted by five experts using the fuzzy
comprehensive evaluation formula and AHP technique in
conjunction with the four criteria levels of teaching attitude,
teaching material, teaching methods, and classroom
teaching. %e department leader received a score of 94.11
from the five experts, followed by scores of 90.36 from other
teachers, 92.88 from students, 90.39 from teaching man-
agers, and 80.44 from teaching supervisors. %e department
leader received the highest overall score for teaching quality
from the five experts.

4.5. Fuzzy Comprehensive Test Evaluation Results. %e ef-
fectiveness of college and university teachers’ instruction is
evaluated using this system. Teaching supervisors and ed-
ucational administrators can evaluate all teachers in the
college, but each student and leader can only review the
teaching circumstances of public art teachers in the de-
partment [20]. %e fuzzy comprehensive system for evalu-
ating teaching quality will calculate the weights of various
indicators according to the constructed evaluation fuzzy
model and generate the corresponding fuzzy comprehensive
evaluation results after other teachers, students, adminis-
trators of the academic affairs office, teaching supervisors,
department leaders, and other teachers of public art courses
have been evaluated. In this study, 10 public art education
instructors from colleges and universities were chosen at

Department
leader

instructional
supervision

Teaching manager teacher student

Exert type

Results of five different types of experts' assessments on the effectiveness of
public art teaching at colleges and universities

Comprehensive evaluation
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Figure 5: Results of five different types of experts’ evaluations of the effectiveness of public art teaching at colleges and universities.

Table 3: Evaluation results of teaching effectiveness for the education of public art at institutions.

Expert category X 1 X 2 X 3 X 4 Comprehensive evaluation
Department leader 89.86 93.24 100.00 83.35 94.11
Instructional supervision 88.13 80.07 76.36 77.2 80.44
Teaching manager 83.54 89.95 96.82 91.24 90.39
Teacher 83.68 89.95 96.83 90.98 90.36
Student 97.47 92.36 89.32 92.35 92.88
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random for evaluation, and each teacher’s overall evaluation
score was computed. %e results are displayed in Figure 6.

According to the thorough assessment ratings of the
teaching quality of the 10 teachers of public art education
courses displayed in Figure 6, one of the ten teachers is
thought to have low teaching quality; the other nine teachers
all received more than 70 points, meeting the minimal
standards for teaching public art education courses. %e use
of this teaching quality evaluation can significantly enhance
the effectiveness and quality of college and university
teaching as well as increase the fairness, effectiveness, and
accuracy of the evaluation results.

5. Conclusions

In recent years, China’s colleges and universities have seen
daily growth in enrolment and a rise in the value placed on
higher education. %e public art education course is
intended for students who are not specializing in art, and the
quality of the teachers is inconsistent. Colleges and uni-
versities are unable to evaluate teachers’ ability to teach with
accuracy. Due to this, some teachers that lack classroom
experience teach in colleges and universities using ineffective
teaching strategies. Long-term teaching degrades the stan-
dard of college and university public art education courses,
making it challenging for students to absorb pertinent
course material in the classroom. %erefore, this study
creates an education course assessment model by fusing the
AHP fuzzy comprehensive evaluation technique with the
comprehensive evaluation method to assess the teaching
quality of public art education courses offered at colleges and
universities. %is strategy incorporates effective public art
teachers to determine a comprehensive score of each
teacher’s instructional quality and to assess each teacher’s
effectiveness based on that score. %e system can concur-
rently save the teaching quality evaluation scores of all in-
structors in colleges and universities as well as query the
teacher evaluation results on the network to improve the

efficacy of teaching quality assessment inquiries. Five dif-
ferent types of specialists provide complete evaluation
findings based on the four categories of teaching attitude,
teaching material, teaching methods, and classroom in-
struction, with department leaders awarding the highest
score of 94.11 out of 100. [15–17].
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