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Constructing Evaluation System of Research-oriented

Teaching in Higher Institutions
She Yuan fu, Wang Qingren
The promotion of research-oriented teaching is the inevitable choice of deepening the teaching re-
form and cultivating high-quality and creative talents. The difficulty and key task of promoting re-
search-oriented teaching in higher institutions in China lie in the reform of the traditional teaching e-
valuation system and the construction of a new one. The construction of evaluation index system
should be closely linked to the basic elements in teaching and start with raising questions, analyzing
questions, answering questions and assessing performance so as to adapt to the characteristics of re-

search-oriented teaching.
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On Teachers’ Management in American Universities (Part [ )
Zhao Juming
This is a study of practices of faculty management in the USA, including general structures of po-
sition and employment, hiring, performance, evaluation, compensation, resource location with 6 ca-
ses. The study focuses on institutional and cultural features of the management and gives attention to
new changes in the past three decades. It ends with three suggestions: 1) systematically enhancing
construction of constitution and institution; 2) introducing human resources management; and 3) fos-

tering universal academic professionalism.
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