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Efficiency Evaluation of Project 985 Universities Based on SE-DEA Model

— An improved model integrating China Universities Evaluation and Netbig University Ranking

LUO Hang', GUO Zhen*

(1. School of Public Policy and Management ,» Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084 ;
2. Graduate School o f Education , Peking University ., Beijing 100871)

Abstract; 34 universities under Project 985 are chosen as decision-making units (DMU), and the China Universities Evaluation
and Netbig University Ranking are integrated to build a target system. A Super Efficiency Data Envelopment Analysis (SE-
DEA) is performed by using EMS software to obtain the 34 universities’ scores of super efficiency and ranking, followed by a
slack variable analysis to include their surplus input targets and deficiency output targets. Based on the analyses,
recommendations are presented for improving the universities’ efficiency and optimizing their allocation of education resources in
view of the current situation and future development of Chinese higher education.

Keywords: efficiency evaluation of Project 985 universities; SE-DEA model; China universities evaluation; Netbig University

Ranking



