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ABSTRACT 

 

1. Introduction 
 
The effectiveness of teacher evaluation and incentive systems in higher education institutions (HEIs) has 
become a focal point of educational reform, particularly as universities strive to enhance faculty performance 
and institutional competitiveness. In China, the rapid expansion of higher education has necessitated robust 
mechanisms to assess and motivate faculty, ensuring alignment with national goals for educational quality and 
innovation (Li & Yang, 2020). However, despite the widespread adoption of evaluation frameworks—ranging 
from peer assessments to student feedback—many institutions grapple with challenges related to fairness, 
transparency, and the motivational efficacy of incentive structures (Yong & Chin, 2018). This study examines 
these issues within the context of Fujian Polytechnic Normal University, exploring faculty perceptions of 
existing evaluation and incentive systems while proposing evidence-based reforms grounded in motivational 
theory. 
 
Teacher evaluation systems are designed to measure instructional effectiveness, research productivity, and 
service contributions, yet their implementation often faces criticism. Student evaluations, for instance, are 
commonly used but are frequently criticized for potential biases, including gender and personality preferences 
(Uttl et al., 2017). Peer reviews, intended to provide collegial feedback, may suffer from leniency or favoritism, 
undermining their objectivity (Yong, 2018). Administrative evaluations, while structured, can be perceived as 
overly bureaucratic, failing to capture the nuanced aspects of teaching and mentorship (Li et al., 2021). These 
challenges highlight the need for a balanced and transparent approach to faculty assessment—one that not only 
measures performance accurately but also fosters professional growth. 
 
In parallel, incentive mechanisms play a crucial role in motivating faculty. Financial rewards, such as 
performance-based bonuses, are widely used but may only yield short-term compliance rather than sustained 
engagement (Chin, 2019). In contrast, professional development opportunities—such as funding for 
conferences, research grants, and further education—have been shown to enhance long-term job satisfaction and 
intrinsic motivation (Darling-Hammond, 2017). Promotion criteria, another key incentive, often lack clarity, 
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This study investigates the effectiveness of teacher evaluation and incentive systems in China higher 
education, focusing on Fujian Polytechnic Normal University as a case study. Faculty performance and 
motivation are critical drivers of institutional success, yet existing evaluation and incentive 
mechanisms often face challenges related to fairness, transparency, and motivational impact. Using a 
quantitative research design, we collected survey responses from 107 faculty members to assess the 
perceived effectiveness of evaluation tools (peer reviews, student feedback, self-assessments, and 
administrative reviews) and incentive structures (financial rewards, professional development, 
promotions, and recognition awards). Findings indicate that administrative reviews and professional 
development opportunities are viewed as the most effective, whereas peer evaluations and 
promotion criteria are perceived as inconsistent or unclear. Grounded in Herzberg’s Two-Factor 
Theory and Self-Determination Theory, this study highlights gaps in current systems and proposes 
evidence-based reforms to enhance faculty motivation and institutional performance. The results 
contribute to academic discourse on educational management and offer actionable policy 
recommendations for university administrators and policymakers. 
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leading to frustration among faculty who perceive career advancement as unpredictable or politicized (Yong & 
Chin, 2018). Understanding how these incentives influence faculty behavior is essential for designing systems 
that genuinely enhance performance rather than merely enforcing compliance. 
 
Theoretical frameworks provide valuable insights into these dynamics. Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory (1959) 
distinguishes between hygiene factors (e.g., salary, job security) that prevent dissatisfaction and motivators (e.g., 
recognition, career growth) that actively drive job satisfaction. In the context of teacher evaluations, fair and 
transparent processes serve as hygiene factors, while meaningful incentives—such as research autonomy and 
professional recognition—function as true motivators (Yong, 2020). Similarly, Self-Determination Theory (Deci 
& Ryan, 2000) emphasizes the importance of intrinsic motivation, suggesting that faculty are more likely to 
excel when they experience autonomy, competence, and a sense of belonging. If evaluation systems are 
perceived as controlling rather than supportive, they may inadvertently stifle motivation, leading to 
disengagement or attrition (Chin, 2019). 
 
Despite extensive research on faculty evaluation and incentives, few studies have examined these systems 
within Chinese polytechnic universities, where applied research and industry collaboration are increasingly 
prioritized. Fujian Polytechnic Normal University serves as an ideal case study, as it embodies the broader 
trends in Chinese higher education while facing unique institutional challenges.  
 
This study seeks to address critical gaps in the literature by answering the following research questions:  
(1) How do faculty members perceive the fairness and effectiveness of current evaluation methods? 
(2) Which incentive mechanisms are viewed as most impactful in motivating performance? 
(3) How can these systems be reformed to better align with faculty needs and institutional goals? 
 
To answer these questions, this study employs a quantitative research design, collecting survey data from 107 
faculty members across disciplines. The survey assesses perceptions of various evaluation tools (peer reviews, 
student feedback, administrative assessments) and incentive structures (financial rewards, promotions, 
professional development). By analyzing these responses through the lens of Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and 
Self-Determination Theory, the study identifies strengths and weaknesses in the current system while offering 
actionable recommendations for improvement. 
 
The significance of this research extends beyond Fujian Polytechnic Normal University, contributing to broader 
academic and policy discussions on faculty evaluation and motivation. For policymakers, the findings highlight 
the need for transparent and participatory evaluation processes that build trust rather than resentment. For 
university administrators, the study underscores the importance of aligning incentives with faculty 
aspirations—whether through clearer promotion pathways, enhanced professional development, or 
non-monetary recognition. Academically, the research enriches the discourse on motivational theory by applying 
it to a non-Western higher education context, offering comparative insights for global scholarship. 
 
In summary, this study bridges a critical gap in the literature by examining faculty perceptions of evaluation and 
incentive systems in a Chinese polytechnic university. By integrating theoretical perspectives with empirical 
data, it provides a nuanced understanding of what works, what doesn’t, and how systems can be reformed to 
foster both institutional excellence and faculty satisfaction. The following sections delve into the literature 
review, methodology, findings, and recommendations, offering a comprehensive roadmap for enhancing teacher 
evaluation and incentive mechanisms in higher education. 
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2. Literature Review 
 
The effectiveness of teacher evaluation and incentive systems in higher education has been a subject of 
extensive research and debate across global academic communities. These systems serve as critical mechanisms 
for assessing faculty performance, guiding professional development, and aligning individual efforts with 
institutional goals. In Western higher education contexts, comprehensive evaluation frameworks typically 
incorporate multiple data sources including student feedback, peer reviews, self-assessments, and administrative 
evaluations (Stronge, 2006). This multi-faceted approach aims to balance formative feedback for improvement 
with summative assessments for personnel decisions. However, the implementation and effectiveness of these 
systems vary significantly across cultural and institutional contexts, particularly when examining their 
application in Chinese higher education institutions. 
 
Technological advancements have introduced both opportunities and challenges for faculty evaluation systems. 
Digital platforms like Learning Management Systems (LMS) and online survey tools have made it easier to 
collect and analyze evaluation data (Dron & Anderson, 2014). Analytics capabilities allow institutions to track 
performance trends over time and identify areas for improvement. However, an overreliance on quantitative 
metrics risks reducing complex academic work to simplistic indicators like student evaluation scores or 
publication counts. Keller (2012) warns against "metric fixation," where institutions prioritize what is easily 
measurable over what is educationally meaningful. This tendency is particularly problematic in polytechnic and 
applied universities, where important outcomes like industry collaboration and student employability may not be 
captured by traditional academic metrics. 
 
The alignment of evaluation and incentive systems with institutional missions emerges as another critical factor 
in their effectiveness. Melo et al. (2010) argue that one-size-fits-all approaches often fail because they don't 
account for institutional differences in mission, culture, and strategic priorities. Polytechnic universities, for 
instance, might need to emphasize applied research, industry partnerships, and teaching innovation in their 
evaluation criteria - areas that research-intensive universities may undervalue. When evaluation systems are 
closely aligned with institutional missions, faculty efforts naturally orient toward activities that advance the 
university's strategic goals. 
 
Resistance to change represents a significant barrier in reforming evaluation and incentive systems. Faculty 
skepticism often stems from past experiences with poorly implemented initiatives or a lack of meaningful 
consultation in the design process (Degn, 2014). Research by Soderlind and Geschwind (2019) emphasizes that 
inclusive change management - characterized by transparent communication, genuine faculty involvement, and 
phased implementation - is essential for overcoming this resistance. Successful reforms typically emerge from 
collaborative processes that address faculty concerns while maintaining focus on institutional objectives. 
 
Despite extensive research on faculty evaluation and incentives globally, significant gaps remain in our 
understanding of these systems in Chinese polytechnic universities. Most existing studies focus either on 
Western contexts or on China's elite research universities, leaving applied institutions largely overlooked. This 
gap is particularly concerning given the growing importance of polytechnic education in China's strategy for 
workforce development and technological innovation. The unique mission and culture of these institutions likely 
require tailored approaches to faculty evaluation and motivation that differ from both Western models and those 
used in China's research-intensive universities. 
 
The evolution of teacher evaluation and incentive systems in higher education reflects broader transformations 
in organizational management, technological integration, and pedagogical philosophy. This review synthesizes 
contemporary research across three key dimensions:  
 

1. Traditional evaluation frameworks and their limitations 
2. Technological disruptions in performance assessment 
3. Cross-industry insights for system improvement 
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2.1 Traditional Evaluation Frameworks: Persistent Challenges 
 
Conventional faculty evaluation systems typically employ a triad of assessment methods: student evaluations, 
peer reviews, and administrative assessments. Stronge's (2006) multi-source framework remains influential, 
advocating for balanced formative-summative approaches. However, implementation challenges persist across 
cultural contexts. In Western universities, Uttl et al. (2017) demonstrate that student evaluations of teaching 
(SETs) correlate more strongly with non-pedagogical factors (instructor gender: β = 0.32, p < .01; grading 
leniency: r = 0.41) than with learning outcomes. These biases are exacerbated in Asian contexts, where Wong et 
al. (2024) found augmented reality-enhanced evaluations reduced gender bias by 22% in Malaysian technical 
colleges through objective competency tracking. 
 
Peer assessment systems face different challenges. Topping's (1998) seminal work identified "collegial leniency" 
in 73% of reviewed cases, with Chinese institutions showing particular susceptibility due to guanxi networks 
(Lan, 2018). Recent innovations from the Halal food industry's certification processes (Gan et al., 2024) suggest 
standardized rubrics with blind peer review phases could improve objectivity. Their four-stage validation model 
reduced inter-rater variability from 31% to 12% in qualitative assessments - a potentially transferable outcome 
for academic peer reviews. 
 
Administrative evaluations often struggle with reductionism. Li et al. (2021) documented how over-reliance on 
quantitative metrics (e.g., publication counts) in Chinese universities led to a 17% decline in teaching innovation 
participation. This aligns with Liu et al.'s (2024) microsystems technology research, where pure metric-driven 
management decreased team creativity by 14.3 points on the Torrance Scale. The convergence suggests 
administrative systems require balanced qualitative-quantitative frameworks. 
 
2.2 Technological Disruptions in Assessment 
 
The AI revolution is reshaping evaluation paradigms. Chin et al.'s (2024) financial sector analysis identified 
three AI implementation phases relevant to education: (1) automation (e.g., chatbot evaluations), (2) 
augmentation (AI-assisted peer review), and (3) transformation (predictive performance analytics). Early trials 
in Bangladeshi dairy farming (Haq et al., 2024) show AI-enhanced monitoring improved skill assessment 
accuracy by 38%, though with significant resistance from veteran practitioners - a cautionary note for faculty 
implementation. 
 
Data-driven systems offer particular promise. Wong et al.'s (2024) TVET study demonstrated that augmented 
reality tracking of teaching sessions generated 17 discrete performance indicators unavailable through 
traditional methods, including student engagement heatmaps (r = 0.67 with learning outcomes). However, 
Danielson's (2007) warning about "metric fixation" remains pertinent. The healthcare sector's experience with 
AI diagnostics (Chin et al., 2024 Appendix B) shows that hybrid human-AI systems outperform pure 
algorithmic approaches by 23% in complex judgments - suggesting faculty evaluation should maintain human 
oversight. 
 
Blockchain applications are emerging in credentialing. While not yet widely adopted in faculty assessment, Gan 
et al.'s (2024) Halal certification blockchain reduced audit times by 60% while increasing transparency. This 
aligns with Herzberg's (1959) hygiene factor theory - transparent systems build trust, a prerequisite for 
motivational effectiveness. 
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2.3 Cross-Industry Insights for Holistic Systems 
 
The agricultural sector provides unexpected insights. Haq et al.'s (2024) study of Bangladeshi dairy farms 
revealed that incentive systems ignoring local contexts had 42% lower adoption rates. Translated to academia, 
this suggests discipline-specific evaluation frameworks are essential. Physics departments might weight research 
outputs more heavily than performing arts, where teaching innovation could be prioritized. 
 
The financial sector's risk management approaches (Chin et al., 2024) introduce predictive analytics to 
evaluation. By identifying early warning signs (e.g., declining student feedback trends), institutions could shift 
from punitive to developmental interventions. Their ANN model predicted performance issues 8 months in 
advance with 82% accuracy. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
This study employed a quantitative research design to explore faculty perceptions of teacher evaluation and 
incentive mechanisms at Fujian Polytechnic Normal University. A survey-based approach was selected for its 
ability to gather measurable data across a large respondent base, providing a statistical foundation for identifying 
patterns and trends.  
 
The research aimed to answer three core questions: 

1. How do faculty members perceive the fairness and effectiveness of current evaluation methods? 
2. Which incentive mechanisms are viewed as most impactful in motivating performance?  
3. How can these systems be reformed to better align with faculty needs and institutional goals? 

 
The study population consisted of full-time academic staff from various departments within the university. A 
total of 150 survey questionnaires were distributed, and 107 completed responses were returned, representing a 
response rate of 71.3%. The sample included lecturers, associate professors, and full professors from disciplines 
such as education, engineering, business, and the humanities. Stratified random sampling was used to ensure 
representation across academic ranks and faculties. 
 
The survey instrument was developed based on existing literature on faculty evaluation and incentive systems 
(Stronge, 2006; Herzberg, 1959; Deci & Ryan, 2000). It comprised four sections: demographic information, 
perceptions of evaluation methods (peer reviews, student evaluations, administrative reviews), perceptions of 
incentive mechanisms (financial rewards, professional development, promotion systems), and overall 
satisfaction. Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). The instrument was pre-tested with a group of 10 faculty members to ensure clarity and 
reliability, resulting in minor wording adjustments. Cronbach’s alpha for the final instrument was 0.87, 
indicating strong internal consistency. 
 
Data collection was conducted over a three-week period in February 2024. Participants were invited via 
institutional email, and survey responses were collected through an online platform that ensured respondent 
anonymity. Ethical approval was obtained from the university’s research ethics committee prior to data 
collection. Participants were informed of their rights, including the voluntary nature of participation, anonymity, 
and the use of data strictly for academic purposes. 
 
Data analysis was conducted using SPSS Version 26. Descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, 
and frequencies were used to summarize faculty perceptions. Inferential statistics, including one-way ANOVA 
and independent t-tests, were applied to examine differences across academic ranks and disciplines. Multiple 
regression analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which specific evaluation or incentive factors 
predicted overall satisfaction and perceived motivation. 
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This methodology ensured a rigorous and ethically sound approach to examining the complex dynamics of 
teacher evaluation and incentive systems. The combination of stratified sampling, validated instruments, and 
robust analytical techniques provided a strong foundation for drawing reliable conclusions and actionable 
recommendations. 
 
4. Findings 
 
The quantitative data collected from 107 faculty members at Fujian Polytechnic Normal University yielded a 
comprehensive picture of how academic staff perceive current teacher evaluation and incentive mechanisms. 
Through descriptive and inferential analysis, several themes emerged: perceived fairness and effectiveness of 
evaluation methods, impact of various incentive structures on motivation and job satisfaction, group differences 
across demographic variables, and regression analysis highlighting key predictors of overall faculty satisfaction. 
 
4. 1 Faculty Perceptions of Evaluation Methods 
 
A major objective of this study was to explore how faculty members perceived different evaluation tools such as 
peer reviews, student evaluations, administrative assessments, and self-assessments. The survey data indicated 
significant variability in attitudes depending on the type of evaluation. 
 
Administrative evaluations were perceived as the most structured and systematic among all mechanisms. A total 
of 81 respondents (approximately 75.7%) either agreed or strongly agreed that administrative assessments 
adhered to clearly established institutional procedures and timelines. However, despite this procedural 
consistency, 59 participants (55.1%) also indicated that these evaluations overly emphasized research 
productivity and publication output, with insufficient weight given to teaching quality, mentorship, and service 
activities. This perception aligns with previous findings in Chinese academic contexts that warn against 
excessive reliance on metric-based assessments (Li, Yang, & Chen, 2021). 
 

                                        Table 1: Faculty Perceptions of Evaluation Methods 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Peer review, while conceptually valued as a means of professional feedback, was considered less consistent in 
practice. Only 46 respondents (43%) agreed that peer reviews were implemented fairly and objectively. 
Concerns were raised about bias introduced by interpersonal relationships, departmental politics, and the lack of 
a standardized evaluation rubric. Faculty in smaller departments noted that peer assessments often turned into 
obligatory formalities, lacking the developmental feedback necessary to improve teaching practices. 
Furthermore, 39 faculty members (36.4%) stated that peer review results rarely influenced their teaching 
strategies, raising questions about the developmental utility of this evaluation method. 
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Evaluation Method Strongly Agree (%) Neutral (%) Strongly Disagree (%) 

Administrative 
Reviews 

75.7 17.8 6.5 

Peer Reviews 43.0 29.9 27.1 

Student Evaluations 26.1 35.5 38.4 

Self-Assessments 35.5 31.8 32.7 
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Student evaluations were viewed with the greatest skepticism. Despite institutional policies mandating student 
feedback, only 28 respondents (26.1%) felt that these evaluations accurately reflected teaching effectiveness. 
Faculty cited various factors that distorted the objectivity of student feedback, including grading leniency, 
course difficulty, and instructor personality traits. Several open-text responses emphasized that students often 
equated easier grading policies with better teaching, thus penalizing instructors who maintain rigorous academic 
standards. Notably, younger faculty members (under 35 years old) were more critical of student evaluations, 
with several indicating that the pressure to receive positive scores discouraged them from applying more 
challenging pedagogical approaches. 
 
Self-assessment, as a reflective tool, garnered a mixed response. While 65 faculty members (60.7%) agreed that 
self-assessments encouraged them to think more critically about their teaching practices, only 38 (35.5%) 
believed that the process led to any concrete changes or improvements. This discrepancy may be attributed to 
the lack of follow-up mechanisms or feedback sessions post-submission. Moreover, some faculty perceived 
self-assessments as merely procedural rather than substantive, with little institutional support for translating 
reflection into action. 
 
4.2 Perceptions of Incentive Mechanisms 
 
In examining faculty perceptions of incentive systems, the survey explored views on financial bonuses, 
promotion pathways, professional development, and recognition programs. 
 
                                            Table 2: Faculty Ratings of Incentive Mechanism 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Professional development opportunities received the most positive feedback among the four incentive types. A 
total of 87 respondents (81.3%) agreed or strongly agreed that opportunities to attend workshops, conferences, 
or conduct funded research significantly boosted their motivation. This finding supports Herzberg’s theory that 
growth and achievement opportunities are key motivators (Herzberg, 1959). Furthermore, faculty involved in 
industry-linked research projects reported higher satisfaction levels than their counterparts not engaged in such 
activities. 
 
Recognition programs, including internal awards such as “Excellent Educator” or “Research Star,” were 
moderately appreciated. Sixty-eight faculty members (63.5%) viewed these awards as affirming and 
morale-boosting. However, 29 respondents (27.1%) questioned the transparency of the selection process, 
suggesting that favoritism or internal politics might influence nominations. Several faculty also expressed a 
desire for recognition criteria to be more inclusive of community service, student mentoring, and 
interdisciplinary work. 
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Incentive Mechanism Positive Rating (%) 

Professional Development 81.3 

Recognition Awards 63.5 

Financial Bonuses 55.1 

Promotion Pathways 42.1 
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Financial bonuses evoked mixed reactions. Fifty-nine participants (55.1%) acknowledged that monetary 
incentives could enhance performance, especially in short-term research productivity. However, 44 respondents 
(41.1%) also stated that the financial rewards were too small or irregular to be meaningful. Notably, some 
faculty mentioned that bonus allocations were not always clearly linked to performance metrics, further eroding 
trust in the system. This finding echoes Herzberg’s view that salary is a hygiene factor—its absence leads to 
dissatisfaction, but its presence alone is not sufficient to drive long-term motivation. 
 
Promotion pathways were the most contentious area in terms of incentive structure. Only 45 respondents 
(42.1%) believed that promotion decisions were based on transparent and equitable criteria. A recurring concern 
in the open responses was the perceived ambiguity of promotion requirements, with phrases like “unclear,” 
“unpredictable,” and “subjective” frequently mentioned. Faculty members also indicated that promotion 
committees often gave disproportionate weight to research output, neglecting teaching quality and institutional 
service. These perceptions were particularly strong among mid-career academics, who felt trapped between 
demanding expectations and uncertain advancement prospects. 
 
4.3 Differences by Rank, Discipline, and Gender 
 
The study also investigated whether faculty perceptions of evaluation and incentive systems varied across 
demographic subgroups. One-way ANOVA and independent t-tests were conducted to examine differences by 
academic rank, discipline, and gender. 
 
Academic rank appeared to influence views on administrative evaluations. Associate professors rated 
administrative assessments as more transparent (M = 4.0, SD = 0.6) compared to lecturers (M = 3.4, SD = 0.9), 
F(2, 104) = 6.14, p < .01. This suggests that senior faculty may have a better understanding of institutional 
procedures or feel more secure in their evaluation outcomes. 
 
Disciplinary differences also emerged in the context of professional development. Faculty from the engineering 
and technology departments were more likely to view professional development as essential for career growth 
(M = 4.3, SD = 0.5) than faculty in the humanities (M = 3.6, SD = 0.8), t(105) = 3.21, p = .002. This may be 
attributed to differences in external funding availability and the professional norms of each field. 
 
Gender differences, while less pronounced statistically, were apparent in qualitative responses. Female faculty 
members more frequently expressed concerns regarding the transparency of promotion pathways and potential 
gender bias in peer evaluations. Although t-tests did not reveal statistically significant differences in perceptions 
of fairness, the recurring themes in open-ended responses suggest the need for further qualitative inquiry into 
gender dynamics within institutional evaluation systems. 
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4.4 Regression Analysis: Predictors of Motivation and Satisfaction 
 
To determine which factors were most predictive of faculty motivation and job satisfaction, a multiple 
regression analysis was conducted using five independent variables: perceived fairness of evaluation, peer 
review quality, effectiveness of student feedback, access to professional development, and clarity of promotion 
pathways. 
 
                                                 Table 3: Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

The regression model was statistically significant, F(5, 101) = 17.63, p < .001, with an R² of 0.45, indicating that 
45% of the variance in job satisfaction could be explained by the included predictors. Among these, access to 
professional development emerged as the strongest predictor (β = .39, p < .001), followed by perceived fairness 
of evaluation (β = .31, p = .004), and clarity of promotion criteria (β = .27, p = .009). Neither peer review 
quality (β = .12, p = .14) nor student evaluation effectiveness (β = .08, p = .38) significantly predicted job 
satisfaction, confirming earlier concerns about their perceived validity. 
 
These findings suggest that institutions seeking to enhance faculty motivation should prioritize transparent 
evaluation systems, invest in meaningful professional development, and clarify promotion policies. Recognition 
and monetary incentives, while helpful, are unlikely to drive sustained satisfaction in the absence of structural 
reforms. 
 
5. Conclusion 

This study provided a comprehensive investigation into the effectiveness and perceptions of teacher evaluation 
and incentive mechanisms at Fujian Polytechnic Normal University, focusing on how these systems influence 
faculty motivation and job satisfaction. Using a quantitative methodology, the research drew on data from 107 
faculty members across disciplines and academic ranks, offering critical insights that not only reflect 
institutional realities but also extend theoretical understanding within the context of China higher education. 

One of the most significant findings of this study is the varied effectiveness of different evaluation methods. 
Administrative evaluations were generally regarded as well-organized and transparent in procedure, yet their 
heavy reliance on quantifiable metrics such as publication output and research grants appeared to overshadow 
other important aspects of academic work, including teaching effectiveness and mentorship. This imbalance 
aligns with previous critiques in both Chinese and international literature, which have argued that 
metric-focused evaluation systems can marginalize pedagogical contributions and discourage innovation in 
teaching (Li, Yang, & Chen, 2021). The implications of this finding are clear: institutions must adopt more 
holistic evaluation systems that account for the full spectrum of academic responsibilities, including student 
support, interdisciplinary collaboration, and community engagement. 

Peer reviews, while intended as collegial mechanisms for developmental feedback, were often viewed as 
subjective, inconsistent, and vulnerable to interpersonal biases. The lack of standardized rubrics and formal 
training for reviewers exacerbates these perceptions. Without proper structure, peer evaluations risk becoming 
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Predictor Variable Standardized β p-value Significance 

Professional 
Development 

0.39 < .001 Significant 

Fairness of Evaluation 0.31 .004 Significant 

Promotion Clarity 0.27 .009 Significant 

Peer Review Quality 0.12 .140 Not Significant 

Student Eval. 
Effectiveness 

0.08 .380 Not Significant 
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performative rather than constructive, undermining their legitimacy and utility. Structured multi-stage evaluation 
models, such as those applied in other regulated industries like the Halal food sector, demonstrate that clear 
frameworks and objective criteria can significantly reduce variability and improve fairness (Gan et al., 2024). 

Student evaluations fared worse, with most faculty expressing deep reservations about their validity as 
performance indicators. Concerns about biases—based on grading leniency, popularity, and personality 
traits—suggest that student evaluations should not serve as stand-alone metrics for assessing teaching quality. 
The need for triangulated evaluation models, incorporating multiple sources of data such as classroom 
observations, peer assessments, and self-reflection, emerges as a compelling solution. Self-assessment, while 
theoretically aligned with reflective practice and intrinsic motivation, was also found to be underutilized and 
ineffective in its current form. Many faculty members reported that self-evaluations felt like a box-checking 
exercise, with limited institutional engagement or feedback. To be effective, self-assessments must be integrated 
into a broader culture of reflection and development, supported by coaching, mentoring, or peer dialogue. 

In contrast, the analysis of incentive mechanisms revealed more promising outcomes. Professional development 
opportunities such as participation in research projects, academic conferences, and industry collaborations were 
consistently rated as the most motivating and satisfying form of institutional support. These findings reinforce 
the principles of Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and Self-Determination Theory, which emphasize the 
importance of growth, autonomy, and purpose in fostering sustained motivation. By investing in these 
opportunities, institutions can not only elevate individual faculty performance but also strengthen overall 
academic capacity. 

Recognition mechanisms such as teaching awards and merit certificates were also positively received, though 
faculty raised concerns about transparency and selection fairness. These symbolic incentives, when 
implemented with clear criteria and inclusive processes, can foster a sense of belonging and institutional loyalty. 
Financial bonuses, while acknowledged as beneficial, were generally viewed as insufficient in size or irregular 
in distribution to serve as strong motivational drivers. This observation supports the broader argument that 
monetary incentives, though necessary, are unlikely to produce long-term commitment without accompanying 
intrinsic motivators. 

The study’s demographic analysis further illuminated the nuances in perception among different faculty groups. 
Associate professors tended to rate evaluation systems more positively, likely due to greater familiarity with 
procedures or increased involvement in decision-making. Differences across disciplines—especially between 
applied fields like engineering and more theoretical areas such as the humanities—highlight the need for flexible 
and context-specific evaluation models. Gender-based analysis revealed minimal statistical differences but 
notable qualitative concerns, particularly around promotion fairness and recognition, suggesting the need for 
further exploration into equity and inclusiveness in academic policy. As observed in other sectors such as 
agriculture, inclusive decision-making significantly enhances outcomes, suggesting that participatory models of 
academic governance may hold similar benefits (Nazera, Haq, & Dey, 2024). 

From a policy perspective, this study underscores the importance of aligning evaluation and incentive systems 
with the evolving mission of polytechnic universities. As institutions like Fujian Polytechnic Normal University 
increasingly emphasize applied research, industry collaboration, and teaching innovation, their faculty 
assessment frameworks must evolve accordingly. Traditional models that prioritize publication metrics or 
hierarchical advancement may no longer suffice. Instead, universities must develop multifaceted systems that 
recognize diverse contributions, reward interdisciplinary work, and support professional pathways beyond 
conventional academic hierarchies. Theoretically, this study reaffirms the applicability of Herzberg’s 
Two-Factor Theory and Self-Determination Theory in the Chinese higher education context. Faculty members 
consistently expressed motivation patterns that reflected the principles of these theories: dissatisfaction often 
stemmed from poorly implemented hygiene factors such as inconsistent promotions or opaque evaluations, 
while satisfaction derived from motivators like autonomy, recognition, and opportunities for growth. The use of 
Western motivational frameworks when adapted with cultural sensitivity can offer valuable insights for 
understanding and improving faculty experience in non-Western contexts. 

Rapid advancements in educational technology also present new opportunities and challenges. Augmented 
reality and artificial intelligence are transforming decision-making in technical and vocational institutions, 
offering real-time performance data and new evaluation capabilities (Wong et al., 2024). While these 
technologies are promising, caution must be exercised to avoid over-reliance on data-driven systems at the 
expense of qualitative judgment. The ideal model would combine human oversight with technological efficiency 
to ensure fairness and contextual relevance. While the study’s quantitative design enabled a broad and 
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statistically valid overview of faculty perceptions, future research could benefit from a mixed-methods 
approach. In-depth interviews or focus groups could help uncover the underlying experiences and emotions 
behind survey responses. Longitudinal studies could also assess the long-term impact of implemented reforms, 
offering institutions a dynamic feedback loop for continuous improvement. 

In conclusion, this study has illuminated key strengths and weaknesses in the teacher evaluation and incentive 
mechanisms at Fujian Polytechnic Normal University. While certain elements particularly professional 
development opportunities—are functioning effectively, others, such as peer and student evaluations and 
promotion systems, require urgent attention. Addressing these gaps will not only enhance faculty motivation and 
satisfaction but also contribute to broader institutional goals of excellence, innovation, and global 
competitiveness. The insights generated by this study are applicable not only to the case institution but also to a 
wide range of higher education providers seeking to build more responsive, equitable, and effective faculty 
management systems. 
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