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Table 2 Descriptive comparison between treatment and control group universities before and

after the “double first — class” policy ( full sample)
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Figure 2 Trends in mean values of outcome variables for treatment and control group universities (full sample)
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Table 3 Regression outcome of DID analysis ( full sample)
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Figure 3 Event study plot of dynamic treatment effects ( full sample)
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Table 4 Descriptive comparison between treatment and control group universities before and
after the “world — class discipline” policy
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Figure 5 Trends in mean values of outcome variables for treatment and control group universities ( subsample)
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Figure 5 Regression outcome of DID (subsample)
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Policy effects and spillover of China’s “double first — class” initiative
——Empirical evidence from DID analysis
WANG Liang', ZHANG Wei’, LI Fei’, CHEN Jin’
(1. Graduate School of Education, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024, China;
2. Institute of China Science Technology and Education Policy, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310058, China;
3. School of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China)

Abstract: The “Double First — Class” initiative represents a major strategic endeavor in the reform of higher education in China. Cen-
tral and local governments have provided substantial resources to support the selected universities, making it as a policy shock that is
exogenous to universities. Using a Difference — in — Differences (DID) model, this study exams the “Double First — Class” impact on
the quantity and quality of scientific research output of universities. The results indicate that the “Double First — Class” policy has a-
chieved significant outcomes in both increasing the quantity and enhancing the quality of research output. Specifically, the “First —
Class Discipline” policy during the first phase of the initiative demonstrated notable spatial spillover effects. In particular, regarding
quality dimensions such as highly cited papers, top 1% leading papers, and Category Normalized Citation Impact (CNCI) , non - se-
lected universities surpassed the construction universities, thereby driving an overall improvement in the quality of scientific research
output across the higher education system. Based on these findings, the study discusses issues such as the balance between construction
— oriented and development — oriented thinking in the “Double First — Class” policy, the focus on institutions versus disciplines, and
the tensions between homogenization and diversification. Looking ahead, it is recommended to better leverage the systemic driving role
of “Double First — Class” in national higher education, and to vigorously advance the strategy of building a strong education system
through mechanisms such as dynamic adjustment and categorized development.

Key words: double first — class; policy effect; spillover mechanisms; difference — in — differences (DID)



