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Abstract: The higher education system is an important part of a country, based on this, a comprehensive 

model that allows analyzing the higher education system of any country was developed. Each aspect is 

evaluated by a small model, and different methods are used to analyze them according to the different 

influencing factors and their interralationships, The final scores were summed up by the weights 

calculated by the hierarchical this analysis method and percentaged to obtain the total score.And then 

we analyze how the model reflects the health and sustainability of the education system. Using this model, 

we obtained scores for the United States, Japan, Australia and China. With this model, we can not only 

know the health of the whole higher education system, but also the development and sustainability of the 

system in all aspects, so that we can plan accordingly. 
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1. Models 

1.1 Model 1: Evaluation of colleges and universities based on PCA 

The total number of students enrolled in higher education institutions, the number of students enrolled 

per million population, the number of staff per million population, the number of higher education 

institutions per million population, the number of schools in the top 100 of the Times World University 

Rankings, the number of top 100 universities per 1,000 universities and the score of the highest ranked 

university on the list as evaluation indicators. 

1.1.1 Data Processing 

Considering national conditions, differences in economic development and the completeness of 

available data, we choose China, Germany, the United States, Japan, and the United Kingdom as 

samples .The above data are normalized. 

1.1.2 Calculations and Results 

Correlation analysis was performed on these data to obtain the correlation matrix. According to the 

gravel plot and the total variance interpretation table, components 1 and 2 were taken as principal 

components, with a cumulative variance percentage of 82.692, which holds a major role in evaluating 

this indicator for schools. 

Table 1: Total variance explained 

 

The normalized processing matrix was multiplied by the component score coefficient matrix to obtain 

the Fa1 and Fa2 data in the table below. The proportion of component 1 in the sum of components 1 and 

2 Pa1 = 0.899940324 and the proportion of component 2 Pa2 = 0.100048825. From the formula: 
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              2211 FaFaFa PaPa                             (1) 

The degree value scores Fa were obtained for different countries. 

Table 2: F1 score by country 

 

Given the intuitive nature of the presentation and the fact that the selected countries are above the 

medium level of school development in the world, list the formul 
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The F1 score, calculated as a percentage, is the final school indicator score for a given country. 

Note: Famax, Famin in the formula are the highest and lowest Fa scores in the countries shown in the 

table above.3 

1.2 Model 2: Research level assessment based on grey correlation analysis 

We select 25 representative countries as benchmark countries, and use the total number of 

publications, the number of hot papers and the cumulative number of Nobel Prizes as the main indicators 

to conduct gray correlation analysis and obtain their ranking Fc1.Data comes from ISI Essential Science 

Indicators.The scores Fc2 are based on the formula: 
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The number of Fields Prize and Turing Award winners are counted as additional items in the score, 

which is calculated by the formula,  
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Where 3Fc , 4Fc are the number of Turing Award and Fields Prize winners, 3Fc max, 4Fc max 

are the current highest Turing Award and Fields Prize winners, respectively, and this model takes the 

highest number of Fields Prize winners and the highest number of Turing Award winners as the available 

data of 18 and 52 in the United States, respectively.Lastly, calculation results by the formula: 
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Is Scientific Research total score F3. For countries other than the benchmark countries, we still use 

gray correlation analysis to compare with the benchmark countries and take their Fc2 scores as the 

average of the countries above and below them to calculate the Fc2 scores. The reference data for Fc2 

calculation are shown in the following table:  
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Table 3: F3 score by country 

 

1.3 Model 3: Funding input rating based on principal component analysis 

1.3.1 Data processing 

The data were obtained from the official websites of the ministries of education and the World Bank, 

and the data were normalized using SPSS. 

1.3.2 Calculations and Results  

Table 4: Total variance explained 

 

The data were then subjected to correlation analysis to obtain the correlation matrix. According to the 

gravel plot and the total variance interpretation table, components 1 and 2 were taken as principal 

components with a cumulative variance percentage of 84.893, which holds a major role in evaluating this 

indicator of funding input. Define the funding input score Fe. 

Table 5: F5 score by country 

 

Taking into account the intuitive nature of the presentation and the degree of development of the 

indicator in the selected countries, the F5 score on the percentage scale is calculated by the following 

formula: 
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Which is the final indicator score for schools in a given country. 

Note: Femax and Femin in the formula are the highest and lowest Fe scores for the countries shown 

in the table above. 

2. Testing the Model 

We chose to score the higher education systems of the United States, China, Australia and Japan using 

the model built in the previous section 

2.1 Model Applications 

The process described above yielded percentiles for each indicator for China, the United States, and 

Japan, and the model was tested for reliability and applicability using Australia as an example. The 

Australian indicators were collected, and the research, funding, school, and equity items were calculated 

directly by the formula given above, while the research indicator items were ranked by grey correlation 

analysis with the data of the 25 countries given above, and the scores of Australia were calculated by the 

formula after the ranking scores were given. Similarly, the model can be applied to any country's higher 

education "health check", and the composite scores of the four countries are shown in the figure below. 

 

Figure 1: Total score by country 

The overall results show that the United States has the best comprehensive education status, Australia 

is the second best, and Japan is better than China.  

2.2 Healthiness Analysis 

•The United States: The United States ranks first in most indicators, especially in scientific research, 

which is far ahead of other countries. A good positive cycle is formed between its high funding and high 

scientific research output, and a good social culture of higher education is formed. The figure shows that 

although the U.S. colleges and universities are ranked first in the four countries as well as other indicators, 

they are not as ahead of other countries as other items, and need to strengthen school construction.  

•Australia: Australia's higher education is generally in good shape, with excellent overall scores and 

high scores in the areas of university construction. The country is in good shape in terms of research, but 

has not been able to produce more cutting-edge output and could use more funding.  

•Japan: Japanese higher education is stable in terms of university construction, degree value and 

research, and good in terms of equity, but Japan could increase funding to promote its positive cycle. 

•China: Chinese higher education has the lowest score among the above countries. This is due to its 

late start in higher education and oversized population, but it also covers a major deficiency in the health 

of Chinese higher education, and there is significant room for improvement in several areas.  

2.3 Sustainability Analysis 

An important part of the sustainability of higher education in the country is the formation of a positive 

relationship between funding inputs and research outputs, which in turn needs to be supported by a certain 
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social ethos of schooling and academic value formation. It is possible to evaluate the input-output 

relationship of the national higher education system initially by calculating the state funding, the total 

rating, and the long-term development of the national higher education. However, it is not enough to 

simply assess its sustainability through sub-data. 

Comprehensive above-mentioned countries, the sustainability of higher education system is not only 

reflected in the assessment of the final score of the country, but requires that its indicators score is more 

balanced, there is no obvious depression, otherwise an indicator is too low will certainly affect its long-

term development, so that the specific indicators can be further analyzed to predict the overall stability 

and sustainability of the national higher education system to support the adjustment of education policy, 

to achieve the purpose of comprehensive and stable development of the higher education system 
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