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The Level of Students’ Capacities and Higher Education Value-Added in China
Based on the “2016 National Assessment of Collegiate Capacity”

SHEN Hong, ZHANG Qing-gen
(School o f Education, Huazhong University of Science & Technology, Wuhan 430074, China)

Abstract; With the sampling of 16,000 students across 83 higher education institutions
(HEIs) in sixteen provinces in China in December 2016, it measured four general capacities,
namely critical thinking, creativity, interpersonal communication and problem-solving. It
found that, these general capacities were changing along with institution’s reputation after
grouping and engineering students took on strong capacities in creativity and problem-sol-
ving. Chinese higher education exerted certain value-added effect on undergraduates’ capaci-
ties, though the effect size was limited. After grouping, institution’s better reputation didn’
t guarantee the enhancement of its effect on students’ value-added among capacities. Com-
paratively, HEIs exerted the largest value-added effect on students of liberal arts as to criti-
cal thinking and interpersonal communication capacities, and the largest value-added effect
on students of sciences as to creativity and problem-solving capacities.
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