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A university student physical education teaching satisfaction degree model and 
its empirical study 
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Abstract: By applying “expectancy value theory” and “push-pull theory”, the author established a physical educa-

tion satisfaction degree model, and built an evaluation index system. In order to verify the model and evaluation 

system, the author did an empirical analysis on some students at some universities in Zhengzhou. Through satisfac-

tion degree analysis, the author found that the main reason for the university students to have a not so high overall 

satisfaction degree on physical education teaching is that the university students had a high physical education 

teaching expectancy value and a low teaching experience satisfaction degree. Through importance-satisfaction de-

gree (IPA) analysis, the author put forward the following suggestions: open related physical education courses ac-

cording to needs and interests; establish a “student oriented” teaching management conception, adjust teaching ar-

rangements, perfect physical education teaching hardware facilities, etc 
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A B C D E

A1 A2 A3 B1 B2 B3 C1 C2 D1 D2 D3 D4 E1 E2

3.43 3.45 3.59 3.72 3.53 3.71 3.21 4.15 4.04 3.47 3.63 2.89 3.67 2.96 3.65

4.15 3.63 4.13 4.25 3.85 4.16 3.86 4.01 3.75 4.31 4.06 3.82 3.65 3.87 4.21

3.58 3.72 3.79 3.85 3.97 3.47 3.39 4.04 3.92 3.91 3.64 3.85 3.87 3.93 3.56

3.73 3.97 3.83 3.26 4.37 3.98 4.13 2.82 3.83 3.83 3.78 3.91 4.24 3.74 3.91

3.84 3.84 3.71 3.52 3.72 4.28 3.58 4.16 4.02 3.64 3.95 3.96 4.15 3.37 3.69

3.50 4.02 3.69 4.19 3.59 3.78 3.62 3.71 3.84 3.34 4.09 3.51 3.95 4.32 3.90

3.49 4.17 3.73 4.06 3.37 3.91 3.35 3.97 3.98 4.12 3.82 4.13 4.43 3.63 4.11

3.75 3.94 3.68 3.91 3.44 3.79 3.79 3.91 3.83 3.75 3.75 4.00 3.85 3.94 4.06

1)
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F G H I J

F1 F2 G1 G2 H1 H2 I1 I2 J1 J2 J3

3.43 3.51 3.13 4.12 3.58 4.17 4.11 3.87 3.36 3.41 3.60 3.45

4.15 3.72 3.55 3.92 4.35 4.18 4.21 3.66 3.72 4.23 4.17 4.36

3.58 3.26 3.57 3.62 3.84 3.53 3.43 4.12 3.68 3.39 3.97 4.02

3.73 3.85 3.81 3.46 3.98 4.12 3.71 3.63 4.12 3.86 3.59 3.32

3.84 4.05 4.13 3.90 4.21 4.02 4.02 4.28 4.17 3.54 4.09 3.68

3.50 3.68 3.31 3.81 3.79 3.91 3.71 3.36 3.53 4.23 3.71 4.09

3.49 3.26 3.66 4.12 3.69 4.22 3.58 3.45 3.56 3.84 4.15 3.98

3.75 3.95 3.71 4.16 3.56 3.91 4.13 3.75 3.43 4.11 3.90 3.96

1)
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IPA

W1 4.12 0.87 3.49 0.99 13.73
W2 4.46 0.91 4.13 0.92 -7.29 
W3 4.10 0.93 3.34 0.95 14.61 
W4 4.59 0.96 3.88 0.99 1.24 
W5 4.37 0.82 4.06 1.07 -5.95 
W6 4.01 0.98 3.40 1.03 17.96
W7 3.78 1.00 3.52 0.94 8.45 

W8 3.94 0.95 3.66 0.95 6.73 
1) IPA
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