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On the Growing Course of National Science Fund for
Distinguished Young Scholars Grantees
Li Zuchao s Zhong Ping . Li Dongdong
Based on analysis of the growing course of the 1823 National Science Fund for Distinguished
Young Scholars grantees from 2003 to 2014, we use sparse matrix to make three-dimensional space

representation and storage of 11 properties of growing course, ( 117 )
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Multiple case studies of Discipline Organization Academic Entrepreneurial Capacity
Huang Yangjie, Luo Zhimin
Discipline organization Academic Entrepreneurial Capacity as the theoretical framework, using
the case of composite analysis, analysis of ASU, Stanford, IC, TUM academic situation and measures
of entrepreneurship. Finally, our universities to building this Capacity need to: Strategic planning;
Hierarchical classification advance; Close links with industry, especially with regional industry seam-

lessly embedded; Focus on balance; Establish iconic platform.

( 86 O including the course of education, working and winning. On the basis of setting aver-
age education course as standard trend course of Distinguished Young Scholars grantees, and aiming at
the differences between the two courses, we definite each attribute’ s deviation included in each
course, use PSO algorithm to find the optimal solution of each attribute’s weight value of, analyze the
practical significance of each weight value, and analyze the impact of each attributes on Distinguished
Young Scholars grantees, so as to explore the training orientation of national innovation talents of sci-

ence and technology.
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