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Objective. To understand the impact of platform selection on each influencing factor of students’ teaching evaluation.Method. The
factor analysis method was used to analyze the questionnaire survey of students’ satisfaction with teaching evaluation in 16
undergraduate colleges and universities in Sichuan Province. The impact of five key factors on students’ satisfaction with
teaching, i.e., teachers’ teaching ethics, teaching ability, teaching content, teaching method, and teaching effect, was explored.
Results. It shows that platform selection has a significant impact on various factors in the whole online teaching process.
Regarding the degree of impact of platform selection on students’ teaching evaluation satisfaction, senior students are slightly
higher than junior students, boys are slightly higher than girls, and students majoring in science and technology are slightly
higher than those in other disciplines. Conclusion. Due to the great influence of teaching platform selection on online teaching
satisfaction, teachers must choose an appropriate teaching platform according to teaching needs.

1. Introduction

With the rapid development of the network era, the Internet
has changed people’s life to a great extent, its influence extend-
ing all walks of life in the world. According to a survey
conducted by Seagate and IDC, the global data quantity is
predicted to increase from 16 ZB in 2016 to 163 ZB
(1 ZB = 1 billion TB = 1TrillionGB) by 2025, which is equiva-
lent to viewing the Netflix catalogue for 489 million times [1]
thanks to the considerable contribution of online teaching.
Online teaching, since its advent, has demonstrated a robust
development momentum. During the COVID-19 outbreak,
in particular, colleges and universities worldwide have been
trying online teaching in place of conventional classroom
teaching, bringing in a sustained boom of online education.

Conventional teaching is centered on teachers, and their
standardized teaching plans pay little attention to individual
differences. As teachers base their preparing, teaching, and
evaluating work on the majority, the foundation and prog-

ress of an individual student cannot be targeted and timely
evaluated, with no regard to students’ feelings. Many students
hold a herd mentality and seldom ask questions, so they are
not duly motivated [2]. As the conventional teaching is shift-
ing to the Internet-based mobile learning, students are able to
learn anywhere anytime thanks to online teaching. Teachers
can also track students’ learning status in real time. Teaching
evaluation is not standardized anymore. So when teaching
platforms are identified, we are expected to consider how to
fully present quality teaching contents and integrate students’
individuality into platform-based teaching design and evalua-
tion to bring more vitality to teaching and learning [3].

This paper, in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic
outbreak, is based on a questionnaire survey of college
students’ satisfaction with online teaching conducted in
some colleges and universities in Sichuan, China. Through
the factor analysis, we have investigated factors contributing
to students’ satisfaction with teaching supported by different
online teaching platforms, in an attempt to provide some
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implications and recommendations to deepen teaching
reform, improve online teaching quality, and better teaching
quality assurance.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Online Teaching. From the perspective of teaching
design, given that students and teachers online stay spatially
apart, we are expected to have purposeful course design for
the whole process. An advanced teaching design needs to
have the holistic perspective of building a “teacher-guided
and student-centered” framework, giving full play to
teachers’ rich experiences and knowledge and considering
appeals and demands of students as the main participants
[4]. In terms of teaching media, online teaching is supported
by the Internet. With the help of cyber platforms, students
can learn anywhere anytime, breaking the limitation of time
and space on education. For those job holders who are busy
with their assignments and cannot arrange a regular sched-
ule, online distance teaching (i.e., online teaching) is quite
convenient and appealing [5]. Thanks to less limitation in
time and space, human and material resources can be uti-
lized to the maximum. Students can choose at will when
and where to learn. Student-teacher communication and
students’ autonomous learning are adopted alternatively.
Teachers can improve their individualized teaching design
and apply innovative teaching tools, namely, the Internet
to automatic online teaching management—these features
and advantages represent a revolution in teaching driven
by technology in the process of learning [6].

2.2. Online Teaching Satisfaction Evaluation. Teaching eval-
uation refers to evaluating the teaching contents, methods,
and attitude of a teacher [7]. An essential component of
teaching surveying is how to conduct students’ teaching
evaluation. Nevertheless, no unified criteria have been for-
mulated, due to factors such as earlier courses’ teaching
quality, coordination among various teaching links of the
course, teacher’s performance, and students’ foundation
and learning attitude. Conventional teaching advocates that
teaching evaluation is meant to help improve teaching qual-
ity. Therefore, teachers have to formulate a scientific indica-
tor system and criteria based on the teaching objectives,
apply effective techniques and methods to search and collect
teaching and learning information in a systematic and com-
prehensive manner, use all feasible evaluation methods and
techniques to judge the values of the teaching processes
and expected outcomes based on scientific analysis and
information processing, and measure the whole process
and outcomes of teacher-student interaction, so as to make
value judgement and evaluation [8].

In the final analysis, online education evaluation cannot
disobey the above principles. We also need to evaluate
teachers’ teaching ethics, teaching ability, teaching contents,
teaching methods, and teaching outcomes, with consider-
ation given to new teaching forms, i.e., modern network
technology-supported teaching that transfers conventional
classroom teaching onto cyber carriers. Students and the
teacher can have teaching and learning interactions sup-

ported by smart devices like notebook computers and
mobile phones. Therefore, we need to observe the whole
process assessment of conventional teaching evaluation
and choose suitable equipment and application package. In
this regard, online education is much more complicated
and requires a systematic and detailed teaching evaluation
framework [9]. The impact of different online teaching
platforms on students’ satisfaction with teaching is compre-
hensively evaluated from the aspects of teaching ethics,
teaching ability, teaching contents, teaching methods, and
teaching outcomes (Figure 1).

3. Students’ Evaluation of Teaching:
Satisfaction Analysis

3.1. Evaluation System. Having surveyed relevant literature
on online platform selection’s impact on students’ evalua-
tion of teaching (satisfaction) and some empirical studies
on online teaching of colleges and universities in Sichuan,
this paper divides the system of students’ evaluation of
teaching into five level 2 indicators—teacher’s teaching
ethics, teaching ability, teaching contents, teaching methods,
and teaching outcomes. These five parameters are employed
to measure students’ satisfaction with teaching. Among
them, teacher’s teaching ethics [10] is made up of four level
3 indicators—political standing, teaching dedication, care
for students, and sincerity and amicability. The evaluation
of teaching ability [11] involves five level 3 indicators—Pu-
tonghua teaching, mental outlook, logic speaking, special-
ized knowledge, and scientific research. Teaching contents
[12] are measured by five level 3 indicators—teaching
arrangement, useful information, theory and practice com-
bination, updated specialized knowledge integration into les-
sons, and exercise and homework assignment. Teaching
methods [13] are measured by four level 3 indicators—ra-
tional teaching tools (teaching platforms), class interaction
and guidance, effective class supervision, and distinctive
teaching features. Teaching outcomes [14] are measured
according to five level 3 indicators—ideological and political
progress, systematic mastery of course contents, comprehen-
sive specialized knowledge system, improvement in practice
and self-development, and teacher’s adaption to online
teaching. See Table 1 for details.
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3.2. Data Collection. To conduct this survey, 16 colleges and
universities in Sichuan that offer four categories—research-
oriented undergraduate colleges, research-oriented and
teaching-centered undergraduate colleges, teaching-
centered and research-involved undergraduate colleges,
and teaching-based undergraduate colleges—were identified
to survey among 7,846 students specializing in science and
engineering; economics and management; agriculture and
medical science; literature, history, and philosophy; law;
art; and education disciplines. Ultimately, 6,417 valid ques-

tionnaires were collected, accounting for 81.79% of the total
number. For a specific question, the Likert scale method was
employed to measure students’ satisfaction in a five-point
scale. The respondents were asked to choose and tick their
own choice from “very satisfied,” “satisfied,” “not sure,”
“not satisfied,” and “very unsatisfied,” which are, respec-
tively, assigned with scores of 1~5 points, so as to survey
their actual responses for evaluation [15].

The random sampling method and the snowball
sampling method were employed to survey the variables of

Table 1: Indicator variables.

Level 1 indicator Level 2 indicators Level 3 indicators (measured)

Students’ evaluation of teaching (satisfaction)

Teaching ethics

Q1: political standing

Q2: teaching dedication

Q3: care for students

Q4: sincerity and amicability

Teaching ability

Q5: Putonghua teaching

Q6: mental outlook

Q7: logic speaking

Q8: specialized knowledge

Q9: scientific research

Teaching contents

Q10: teaching arrangement

Q11: useful information

Q12: theory and practice combination

Q13: updated specialized knowledge integration into class

Q14: exercise and homework assignment

Teaching methods

Q15: rational teaching tools (teaching platforms)

Q16: class interaction and guidance

Q17: effective class supervision

Q18: distinctive teaching features

Teaching outcomes

Q19: ideological and political progress

Q20: systematic mastery of course contents

Q21: comprehensive specialized knowledge system

Q22: improvement in practice and self-development

Q23: teacher’s adaption to online teaching

Table 2: Statistics of samples’ basic information.

Variable name Variable options Variable data Proportion (%)

Gender
Male 2599 56.1

Female 2818 43.9

Grade

Sophomore 2556 46.1

Junior 2633 41.0

Senior 828 12.9

Specialty

Science & engineering 2889 45.0

Economics & management 1549 24.1

Literature, history, & philosophy 1278 19.9

Agriculture & medical science 228 3.6

Law 81 1.3

Others 392 6.1

3Wireless Communications and Mobile Computing



gender, grade, and specialty. In general, there are more male
respondents than females, accounting for 56.1%. Most
respondents surveyed are college sophomores, accounting
for 46.1%. The interviewees mainly specialize in science
and engineering, accounting for 45%. The basic information
statistics of the samples are shown in Table 2.

4. Data Analysis

4.1. Descriptive Statistics. The SPSS20 software has been
employed to conduct frequency analysis of the 23 level 3
indicators, which are all between 3 and 4, and their standard
deviation is relatively small. The above data apparently show
that the majority of respondents are “satisfied” with or “not
sure” about online teaching. Analyzing the level 3 indicators,
we find that all variables have 1 and 5, respectively, for the
minimum and maximum values. Surveying the mean values
of the 23 level 3 indicators, we find that “teaching tools
(teaching platforms)” has the lowest satisfaction with the
mean value of 3.3. After the weighted average processing of
level 3 indicators, we find that the level 2 indicator “teaching
method” has relatively low satisfaction, with a mean value of
3.528. Other level 3 indicators are all above 3.3, and all level
2 indicators are above 3.5. Apparently, colleges and universi-
ties should call attention to the indicator of “teaching tools
(platforms)” in particular. Detailed statistics of the variables
are shown in Table 3.

4.2. Reliability Test. To ensure all indicators in the question-
naire are reliable, we have used Cronbach’s α coefficient
(α = ðk/ðk − 1ÞÞ ∗ ð1 − ð∑Si2Þ/St2Þ) to measure the reliability
of indicators related to students’ satisfaction. Suppose higher
α coefficient represents higher reliability, so we assume that
samples with a α value higher than 0.6 are taken as accept-
able, and the assumed optimal sample α value is above 0.8
[16]. Statistics of level 1 and level 2 indicators’ reliability
(see Table 4) show that the reliability coefficient value for
the level 1 indicators is 0.887, higher than 0.8. This means
that level 1 indicators are in the scope of optimum applica-
tion. The reliability coefficient values for the level 2 indica-
tors are, respectively, 0.746, 0.797, 0.713, 0.646, and 0.689,
all above 0.6. This indicates that level 2 indicators are in
the scope of normal application.

4.3. Factor Analysis. To further determine the factors used to
measure students’ satisfaction, we have employed factor
analysis to extract the main factors for students’ evaluation
to reconstruct a teaching evaluation indicator system. With
the help of the KMO test, we have conducted a validity test
of the partial correlation among various factors for students’
teaching evaluation and found that the KMO value of this
data set is 0.916, which is between 0.8 and 1.0. We have also
conducted Bartlett’s test for the data. The result shows that
the approx. chi-square value is 70646.062, and the corre-
sponding significance value is near 0, which is close to
0.05. So the relevant coefficient and its corresponding data
are remarkably different. Based on the KMO and Bartlett’s
test results, we can determine that it is appropriate to carry

out factor analysis [17]. Relevant data test results are shown
in Table 5.

Common factor variance is employed to indicate the
communality among variables, which shows the representa-
tion of common factors extracted from original information
contained in various variables, so it is an important indicator
for measuring the effect of factor analysis. The measurement

Table 3: Statistics of variables.

Measured
variables

Total
samples

Minimum Maximum
Mean
value

Standard
deviation

Q1 6417 1 5 3.66 1.199

Q2 6417 1 5 3.58 1.183

Q3 6417 1 5 3.6 1.147

Q4 6417 1 5 3.51 1.173

Q5 6417 1 5 3.57 1.144

Q6 6417 1 5 3.77 1.157

Q7 6417 1 5 3.56 1.118

Q8 6417 1 5 3.33 1.186

Q9 6417 1 5 3.32 1.181

Q10 6417 1 5 3.34 1.177

Q11 6417 1 5 3.64 1.109

Q12 6417 1 5 3.43 1.137

Q13 6417 1 5 3.71 1.115

Q14 6417 1 5 3.59 1.084

Q15 6417 1 5 3.3 1.089

Q16 6417 1 5 3.6 1.087

Q17 6417 1 5 3.56 1.109

Q18 6417 1 5 3.36 1.099

Q19 6417 1 5 3.37 1.087

Q20 6417 1 5 3.68 1.052

Q21 6417 1 5 3.61 1.073

Q22 6417 1 5 3.62 1.075

Q23 6417 1 5 3.57 1.098

Table 4: Reliability analysis.

Indicators
Cronbach’s
alpha value

Indicators
Cronbach’s
alpha value

Teaching ethics 0.746 Teaching methods 0.646

Teaching ability 0.797 Teaching outcomes 0.689

Teaching
contents

0.713
Students’ overall

satisfaction
0.887

Table 5: KMO and Bartlett’s tests.

Sufficient sampling for Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measurement

0.916

Bartlett’s test

Approx. chi-square 70646.062

Degrees of freedom 253

Significance 0.000
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variable’s common factor variance is shown in Table 6.
Statistics in the table show that the extracted value for each
factor is higher than 0.5, and their communality is within
the normal scope. This means that the extracted commu-
nality can reflect the relevant information of the original
indicator variables.

Principal component analysis-based solution for factor
loadings readily shows that the first principal component
has an eigenvalue of 7.258, whose total variance explained
is 31.556%. The first three components’ eigenvalues are all
above 2, but their accumulative contribution is only
53.776%, while the first four principal components only have
58.68% total variance explained. Suppose the standard accu-
mulative contribution for principal components extraction is
60%~70%: when the fifth component is added, the accumu-
lative variance contribution can reach 63.429%, so we have
five principal components in this paper. The details are
shown in Table 7.

The maximum variance method of factor analysis has
been employed to rotate relevant factors, and the factor load
matrix before relevant factor analysis rotation shows that the
load values for F1 and F3 are below 0.5. The values are rela-
tively small, which means the two factors bear no explicit
implications and cannot be clearly explained. Thus, factor
rotation is employed to have further specified the reflection

of various dimensions. The rotated factor load matrix is
shown in Table 8. As can be seen from the matrix, F1 and
F5 have quite high load values in teaching contents and
teaching methods, respectively, among which the load value
in teaching tools (teaching platforms) is as high as 0.907.
Thus, we may conclude that F1 reflects students’ satisfaction
mainly in terms of teaching contents and teaching methods,
which have the biggest impact on teaching tools (teaching
platforms). F2 and F3 show relatively high load values in
teaching ethics and teaching ability, respectively, whose
values are between 0.511 and 0.848, all of which are higher
than 0.5. Thus, we can conclude that they represent students’
satisfaction with teacher’s teaching ethics and teaching
ability, respectively.

Based on the mean value of the above five satisfaction
indicators of students from 16 colleges and universities in
Sichuan, we can obtain a ranking of students’ teaching satis-
faction evaluation. This ranking shows that different stu-
dents have quite different satisfaction with online teaching
regarding teacher’s teaching ethics, teaching ability, teaching
contents, teaching methods, and teaching outcomes, espe-
cially in terms of teaching tools (teaching platforms). Thus,
colleges can overcome their own shortcomings by learning
from others’ strong points in this respect, so as to achieve
a higher overall teaching satisfaction.

Table 6: Variable common factor variance.

Variable Initial value
Extracted
value

Variable Initial value
Extracted
value

Putonghua teaching 1 0.732 Updated specialized knowledge integration into class 1 0.621

Handwriting 1 0.751 Exercise and homework assignment 1 0.737

Clear & logic speaking 1 0.718 Teaching tools (teaching platforms) 1 0.522

Specialized knowledge 1 0.582 Interaction and guidance 1 0.673

Scientific research 1 0.556 Effective class supervision 1 0.714

Political standing 1 0.600 Distinctive teaching features 1 0.633

Teaching dedication 1 0.639 Ideological & political progress 1 0.578

Care for students 1 0.704 Systematic mastery of course contents 1 0.705

Sincerity & amicability 1 0.753 Comprehensive specialized knowledge system 1 0.673

Teaching arrangement 1 0.549 Improvement in practice and self-development 1 0.577

Useful information 1 0.659 Teacher’s adaption to online teaching 1 0.522

Theory and practice combination 1 0.691

Table 7: Total variances explained.

Component 1 2 3 4 5

Initial eigenvalue

Total 7.258 3.048 2.063 1.128 1.092

Variance (%) 31.556 13.253 8.968 4.904 4.749

Accumulation (%) 31.556 44.809 53.776 58.680 63.429

Extraction sums of squared loadings

Total 7.258 3.048 2.063 1.128 1.092

Variance (%) 31.556 13.253 8.968 4.904 4.749

Accumulation (%) 31.556 44.809 53.776 58.680 63.429

Rotation sums of squared loadings

Total 4.315 3.611 2.421 2.254 1.988

Variance (%) 18.761 15.700 10.525 9.799 8.644

Accumulation (%) 18.761 34.461 44.985 54.785 63.429
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5. Online Teaching Platform’s Impact on
Students’ Overall Satisfaction with Teaching

5.1. Variation Analysis. Variance analysis [18] is employed
to analyze students’ satisfaction with different online plat-
forms. From the result of the variation analysis, we can learn
that students of different grades and specialties show no
significant difference in their satisfaction with teacher’s
teaching ethics. However, a certain significant difference
can be found in students’ satisfaction with teaching ethics
based on students’ gender, teaching ability based on grade,
teaching contents based on specialty, and teaching outcomes
based on grade and specialty. Additionally, a larger signifi-
cant difference is noted in students’ satisfaction with teach-
ing ability based on gender and specialty, teaching contents
based on specialty, teaching methods based on grade, and
teaching outcomes based on gender. The difference in stu-
dents’ satisfaction with teaching contents based on gender
and teaching methods based on gender and specialty is the
most significant. The details are shown in Table 9. This
variance analysis shows that the results lie in several aspects.
On the one hand, students’ satisfaction with teaching plat-
forms is mainly attributed to students’ mastery of teaching
contents and teachers’ teaching methods. On the other
hand, students’ satisfaction with teaching platforms directly
impacts whether the teaching contents and methods can be

presented to the maximum extent during their teaching
process. Therefore, students’ satisfaction with teaching is
also dependent on their satisfaction with teaching methods
and contents.

5.2. Empirical Analysis. To know online teaching platforms’
impact on contributors to students’ satisfaction with teach-
ing more clearly, we build a multiple linear regression model
[19], whose computational formula is y = β0 + β1 × 1 + β2
× 2 +⋯ + βn × n + §. For modeling and data analysis, the
explained variable is students’ satisfaction with teaching,
with the satisfaction with teaching ethics (F1), teaching abil-
ity (F2), teaching contents (F3), teaching methods (F4), and
teaching outcomes (F5) being the proxy variables. The selec-
tion of online teaching platforms is the major explanatory
variable; the impacts of age, gender, specialty, and teaching

Table 8: Rotated factor load matrix.

Level 2 indicators Level 3 indicators
Components

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

Teaching ethics

Political standing 0.092 0.848 0.039 0.007 0.173

Teaching dedication 0.359 0.777 0.011 0.129 0.070

Care for students 0.069 0.722 0.005 0.167 0.387

Sincerity & amicability 0.051 0.511 0.229 0.228 0.208

Teaching ability

Putonghua teaching 0.022 0.098 0.722 0.007 0.340

Handwriting 0.062 0.001 0.742 0.131 0.211

Clear & logic speaking 0.052 0.015 0.796 0.006 0.007

Specialized knowledge 0.167 0.067 0.543 0.593 0.183

Scientific research 0.425 0.017 0.741 0.111 0.011

Teaching contents

Teaching arrangement 0.041 0.300 0.097 0.364 0.626

Useful information 0.207 0.088 0.062 0.004 0.805

Theory and practice combination 0.135 0.116 0.391 0.257 0.671

Updated specialized knowledge integrated into class 0.039 0.477 0.060 0.054 0.598

Exercise and homework assignment 0.185 0.104 0.024 0.008 0.851

Teaching methods

Teaching tools (teaching platforms) 0.907 0.022 0.071 0.119 0.021

Class interaction and guidance 0.679 0.027 0.031 0.414 0.206

Effective class supervision 0.832 0.141 0.009 0.039 0.220

Distinctive teaching features 0.742 0.079 0.142 0.043 0.379

Teaching outcomes

Ideological and political progress 0.219 0.304 0.341 0.558 0.015

Systematic mastery of course contents 0.030 0.108 0.012 0.832 0.204

Comprehensive specialized knowledge system 0.134 0.389 0.019 0.706 0.027

Improvement in practice and self-development 0.328 0.010 0.061 0.610 0.434

Teacher’s adaption to online teaching 0.364 0.085 0.072 0.533 0.460

Table 9: Variation analysis of teaching platforms.

Students’
satisfaction with
teaching

Components

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

Grade 0.065 0.036∗ 0.039∗ 0.030∗∗ 0.042∗

Gender 0.023∗ 0.013∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗

Specialty 0.060 0.034∗∗ 0.036∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.036∗
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platform on students’ satisfaction with teaching are all incor-
porated into the multiple linear regression model as dummy
variables. Based on the above formula, we obtain the results
in Table 10, which indicates that teaching platforms have a
direct impact on students’ satisfaction with teaching. Thus,
different platforms have significantly different impacts on
students’ satisfaction with teaching. This conclusion is
further analyzed and explained from the five dimensions of
students’ satisfaction with teaching.

As can be seen from the regression analysis, gender,
specialty, and teaching platform play significant roles in
the students’ satisfaction with teaching ethics. Specifically,
male students’ satisfaction is slightly higher than that of
female students, students specializing in science and engi-
neering are the most satisfied, and the satisfaction with
teaching platforms is averaged 3.37, which belongs to the
moderate level. This means that male students’ require-
ments for teaching ethics are lower than those of female
students. Specialty has a relatively significant impact on
students’ satisfaction with teaching, while teaching plat-
forms not only have an impact on students’ satisfaction
with teaching methods but also contribute most to their
overall satisfaction with teaching.

In terms of students’ satisfaction with teaching ability,
the regression analysis shows that only specialty plays a rel-
atively significant role, with certain impact being given to
teaching platforms. Considering that students with science
and engineering backgrounds show slightly higher signifi-
cance than students with other specialty backgrounds and
different platforms are interconnected, this indicates that
students’ satisfaction with teaching ability impacts their sat-
isfaction with teaching platforms and is one of the main
indicators that affects their satisfaction with teaching.

As for students’ satisfaction with teaching contents, all
factors in the regression analysis have certain significant
impact on this dimension, among which teaching platforms
play a major significant role. This indicates that teaching
platforms and their ability to get the teaching contents well
presented are the leading contributors to students’ satisfac-
tion with teaching contents.

In regard to students’ satisfaction with teaching
methods, the regression analysis shows that this dimension

is similar to students’ satisfaction with teaching contents,
and their difference mainly lies in grades. Students at higher
grades have slightly higher satisfaction than lower graders.
This demonstrates that teaching platforms do play a major
role in students’ satisfaction with teaching methods and that
teachers need to present high-level teaching methods apart
from selecting suitable teaching platforms.

With regard to students’ satisfaction with teaching out-
comes, the regression analysis shows that both grades and
teaching platforms have significant impact, among which
teaching platforms plays the most significant role. This
suggests that students’ satisfaction with teaching not only
significantly relies on grades but also highly depends on
teaching platforms.

In conclusion, the regression analysis of the five
dimensions of students’ satisfaction with teaching shows
that teaching platforms play a significant role during the
whole process of online teaching. Only with a suitable
teaching platform can a teacher deliver a satisfactory
online teaching experience.

6. Conclusion and Recommendations

This paper carries out a questionnaire survey of students’
satisfaction with online teaching among students from 16 col-
leges and universities in Sichuan. To conduct the factor analysis,
we studied students’ satisfaction from five dimensions—teach-
ing ethics, teaching ability, teaching contents, teachingmethods,
and teaching outcomes. The multiple linear regression model is
adopted to analyze the key contributors to students’ satisfaction.
According to our results, the following recommendations are
proposed to improve students’ satisfaction with teaching using
proper teaching platforms.

As the teaching mastery, ability, contents, and methods
vary from teacher to teacher, students’ satisfaction also
differs, which will be somehow dependent on teaching plat-
forms. In other words, students’ satisfaction with teaching
platforms can positively regulate the overall satisfaction with
teaching. The regulative intensity, however, changes along
with the different indicators of students’ satisfaction. Among
them, teaching ethics has not been significantly affected,
teaching ability, contents, and methods are influenced

Table 10: Regression analysis.

Students’ satisfaction with teaching
Components

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

Grade 0.016 (12.995) 0.016 (1.185) 0.015∗ (1.718) 0.013∗∗∗ (0.327) 0.079∗∗ (12.299)

Gender 0.020∗ (3.972) 0.013 (0.546) 0.014∗ (1.590) 0.021∗∗ (1.795) 0.032 (16.282)

Specialty 0.005∗ (20.731) 0.012∗∗ (3.738) 0.008∗∗ (15.765) 0.024∗∗ (3.624) 0.049 (2.047)

Teaching platform 0.004∗ (0.257) 0.028∗ (1.464) 0.021∗∗∗ (1.319) 0.125∗∗∗ (7.616) 0.174∗∗∗ (12.387)

Regular variables 0.076∗ (33.191) 0.954∗∗ (11.679) 0.970∗ (12.299) 0.957∗∗ (11.459) 0.892∗∗ (10.403)

N 6417 6417 6417 6417 6417

R2 0.432 0.496 0.702 0.856 0.536

N.B.: (1) ∗, ∗∗, and ∗∗∗ refer to 1%, 5%, and 10% statistical significance, respectively. (2) Numbers in brackets represent the T values.
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significantly, and teaching effect is mostly impacted. There-
fore, while choosing a teaching platform, colleges and
universities should emphasize teaching mastery, ability,
and contents, as well as the ultimate outcomes. For different
teaching contents, correspondingly suitable platforms
should be chosen, so as to enhance students’ satisfaction
with teaching to the greatest extent.
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