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Further Thinking on “Discipline Assessment”

LIANG Chuanjie

(School of Law, Humanities and Sociology, Wuhan University of Technology, Wuhan 430070)

Abstract: At present, there are some prominent problems in “discipline assessment” in China, such as misuse of “discipline
assessment”, unclearly defined concept, ununiform indicator systems, and improper assessment approaches, which need to be
clarified urgently in theory. Corresponding to the three executors, namely, government, third-party social institution, and
university, the discipline assessments carried out should be named as degree program qualification assessment, discipline level
assessment, and degree program carrier”’ s self-assessment. As the three types of discipline assessments have their own
denotation and characteristics of connotation. the author suggests that the overall design and the specific content of the indicator
system need to be adjusted and improved.
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