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Rethinking and Transcending Meritocracy in
the University Teacher Evaluation

ZHANG Dan, SHI Ding—fang

(Faculty of Education, Liaoning Normal University, Dalian Liaoning 116029, China ;
Undergraduate School , Southwest University, Chongqing 400715, China)

[Abstract] Teacher evaluation serves as a steering mechanism for the development and capacity —
building of university faculty. Influenced by the ideology of meritocracy, current evaluation practices
have exacerbated deep—seated issues such as academic stratification, inequitable resource allocation, hy-
per— competition, and hierarchical disparities. These practices exhibit merit— centric tendencies charac-
terized by technological monopoly, indicator traps, and winner — takes —all dynamics, alongside prob-
lematic features including the fetishization of instrumentalism, dataism bias, and an obsession with fi-
nite games. Consequently, they have led to the homogenization of faculty, fragmentation of academic or-
ganizations, and marketization of academic development. To envision high — quality development in
teacher evaluation, it is imperative to establish an ontological evaluation contract centered on educational
purpose, reshape evaluation pathways through shared resonance and collaboration, and foster an organi-
zational ecology grounded in justice of contribution. These approaches aim to forge new evaluation
frameworks and explore optimized path for transcending the limitations of meritocracy in university
teacher evaluation.

[Key words] Higher Education; Educational Evaluation; Meritocracy; Recognition Justice; Distrib-
utive Justice; Public Good
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