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Table 1 Design of "input-output" indicators of DEA model
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Table 4 Definition of Type I and Type Il errors in project evaluation
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Fig.3 Scattered distribution of scores and DEA super-efficiency value in projects
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Table 5 Proportion of Type I and Type Il errors in the peer review of projects

TH A &%
TEf RS 81 64.3
P 22 17.5
P 23 18.2
ISk i 126 100.0

6 THMIRIIT 5 DEA #50% (SE) SR A IEZS Ak 6

Table 6 Normal distribution test of the score and DEA super-efficiency (SE) frequency in projects

Kolmogorov-Smirnov £ %

Shapiro-Wilk #%:

Givt i
HLVHE Statistic A df WEM Sig. HVHE Statistic A df WM Sig.
DEA-SE 0.102 126 0.003 0.953 126 0.000
Scores 0.070 126 0.200%* 0.774 126 0.067**
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Table 7 Spearman correlation test between the score and typical input/output indicators in projects
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Fig.4 Scatter distribution of the score and typical input/output indicators in projects
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Table 8 Spearman correlation test of the DEA super efficiency (SE) and typical input/output indicators in projects
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Table 9 Spearman correlation test between the score and DEA super-efficiency in projects
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The Validity of Peer Review Results of DEA Based Super Efficiency Projects

WAN Hao', ZHANG Fujun?, LV Qiangian®
(1. Library of Shandong University of Science and Technology, Qingdao 266590;
2. Development Planning Office, Shandong University of Science and Technology, Qingdao 266590;

3. Document Information Center, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190)

Abstract: [Purpose/Significance] This article uses some projects'peer review results as an example to explore the effectiveness of peer
review based on expert knowledge. [Method/Process] It uses data envelopment analysis to measure the R&D efficiency of the projects.
The evaluation model is a CCR model modified by super-efficiency, and the efficiency index is used as a verification standard for the
effectiveness of peer review results. The data source is 126 "948 projects" implemented by the State Forestry Administration, covering
13 input and output evaluation indicators. [Results/Conclusions] The experiment found that there was a moderate positive correlation
between the project peer review results and the actual R&D efficiency (DEA super efficiency), and the Spearman correlation coefficient
p=0.250 (Sig.<0.01). The percentages of type I errors and type II errors made by subjective review were 17.5% and 18.2%, respectively,
and effective peer review decisions accounted for 64.3%. It is confirmed that there are certain systematic errors in peer review, but they
are inevitable.

Keywords: peer review; project evaluation; effectiveness; super efficiency DEA
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