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Abstract

The reform of the university system in China has been one of the hot issues in the academic circles,
and how to scientifically and reasonably evaluate the comprehensive performance of the Univer-
sity’s cooperative innovation is the key to measure the reform of the university system. Based on a
lot of research and analysis, this paper constructs a comprehensive evaluation system of the sys-
tem of university system, which is based on the “2011 plan”. The evaluation index system is di-
vided into two parts: quantitative index and qualitative index system. The index weight is set up
by using analytic hierarchy process. Finally, the empirical analysis is conducted with the example
of the cooperative innovation center for two-oriented society.
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Figure 1. The performance evaluation process of the mechanism of collaborative innovation
for university institutional based on the 2011 plan
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Table 1. The performance evaluation index system of the mechanism of collaborative innovation for university institutional
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Tr']abzlg 2. Tlhe qualitative evaluation index of the mechanism of collaborative innovation for university institutional based on
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Table 3. The relative weight of quantitative evaluation index system of the mechanism of collaborative innovation for uni-

versity based on the 2011 plan
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Table 4. The relative weight of qualitative evaluation index system of the mechanism of collaborative innovation for univer-
sity based on the 2011 plan
= 4. BT 2011 WX B ERARSIALH 1 E SIFT SR N IR iR A REX AN ER
WE IHE
— R ARbR g dehR BE =Y ARbR o B k& E RE
5 4 3 2 1

fe 4 NFEFHIE GL 0.14

RS B I B G2 0.15

{4 55 22 v E G3 0.14

EHBIESE G 025 {@AemEILESIEGs 014

fi 42 Rl I FE G5 0.14

fe 4 N AR5 HIE G6 0.15

e SR BRI E G7 0.14

R BE HL 0.35

SET 2011 iRl ketky  ALSEMIEEH 017 ERINIGEINFR 2 027

BRI SR e AR S AR H .38
PAHRA R N B R AR 1 048

Eahivitgdw | 018 LR BRI 1L 12 0.31
Kol PE BERHIC 4% 13 0.21

AFPET R 01 0.17

BHIFET ANA 5152 32 0.32

RHEAA R H 590533 033

Jifi 9% 77 L % 34 0.18

H bras iS5 &1 KL 0.31

DRGIHTRI S E K2 0.69

AABMEEEB I 0.25

BIEF AL B K

DOI: 10.12677/ces.2017.54060 386 eI G=R Tl


https://doi.org/10.12677/ces.2017.54060

3.4. IB¥RFERERE

GUEN G IR Z A, R PO RE BRI & TR o 4 & 555

AT TR R B AR RN I B IBUINE SR AN 51 38Rk R N=AE IR, — B — E T .
— M ZF 8RR ERIIG, B =H b IR E SR KR AR IR v USRI = den InAUE; A5, e TH
— A R IR TR S AR InBUEAR I R A I8 BEEE; BTk, BE TR ——%38 1
B I IAUE AT — A e R e B — R dein 2B, 15 EHRA SN E.

AT TR 78 M FE b R R 22 5 0 9 [15]. S RE R SR, HAiPmas R — e, 142
— AN RIKIFIRFEE RN S N TEREMEN SR, NiZRABEMSGEETEN k. BZEE
FEHIN AR T2 . Folid s B R ST vk, SRS AR R IT S B E, T
T B PEAN R G AR 25 450 R HB R [16]
4, SCIERRER AR B4t S [E] e F e 5l
4.1 BubEA

L PAFR RS R 2E . R K2R A O B R, IR B PRI, TR B K2R N E B [E AT,
FEFGEE TS, Rl ARBUF. FERERSE N FSSS5hFEAA, T 201246 H 13 HIE
REBIESIEN L. %8R “ DIHLHR S SCE 5 e FAET, PV R AT 51 40 45 4 B0 B de 1 i 41
/A7 RESR, DAHSUVE ARSI S N3ERT, DA S MR A O, DRI R 4L e, DULAA
BRI SOE AR T A U R B A S, DURIRERCE A8, E PR EEA AL BE & B R, #ds
JiL B B BUFT I AR R, 3O TE AN 2R BT “ =4 —4R” B E A RE A E BRAKE,
AR ARSI O, VIR E A S 5SSOI E R IR RS B 8 S F AR B .
4.2. FESHIEM

JE IS R T FR I AR R B R BEAT U R S AT, 15 BN R B FE AR 2% TR bR AR ECE AT R P Nk 5.
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Table 6. The fuzzy comprehensive evaluation matrix before reform

6. BERIMRMGAITMNIER

RO 25 A VAN AR
— R A8ER /& =7 =qdEbR o B & BEOE
5 4 3 2 1
fe A N I G1 0 0 065 035 0
AR FLHIE G2 0 0 075 025 0
{42 %522 v G3 0 0 055 045 0
EHH L G e BRI I G4 0 0 0.4 06 0
{4 U w1 B G5 0 0 0.4 06 0
s NAHEHHIE G6 0 01 065 025 O
{4 5 B B G7 0 015 065 02 0
SRR E HL 0 045 04 015 O
AL H RN EFNFERH2 0 045 05 005 0
BRI AR N ARKESAALIEHS 0 045 045 01 0
BHIMUAR SR BCS 11 0 045 055 0 0
Femtii it e | FERBHIR IO 12 0 05 025 025 0
Hodls PE BORHEC 7% 13 0 05 025 025 O
U IETEBL L 0 025 075 0 0
BT NA 513 2 0 025 04 035 0
NA BB )
BHFAA 5 E 50 3 0 025 065 01 0
Ui gE Rl )4 0 03 065 005 O
EBRA 5 &1 K1 0 03 065 005 0
BB E K
P F BB SO K2 0 00 035 065 0
DOI: 10.12677/ces.2017.54060 389 (lE R S= R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ces.2017.54060

Table 7. The fuzzy comprehensive evaluation matrix after reform
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