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The performance analysis of China postdoctoral science fund on

promoting young talents growth
FAN Wei' LIU Wen —lan > YANG Fang — juan' SONG Sai - sai'
(1. School of Management and Economics Beijing Institute of technology Beijing 100081 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Tsinghua University Beijing 100083 China)

Abstract: The China Postdoctoral Science Fund ( CPSF) has funding 27412 postdoctoral till 2011 since it was established in 1985
and the total funding reached 690 million yuan. In the past 25 years the CPSF has trained a large number of talents for our country’
s S&T intelligent team. This paper focus on the performance of CPSF on promoting the growth of talented youth and carry out evaluation
from the following aspects: 1. Verify the function of CPSF on stabilize the postdoctoral team provide " first bucket of gold" and pro—
mote talents growth via funding statistical analysis and the subsequent growth condition of grantees; 2. Demonstrate the CPSF facilitate
the grantees with extracting the research direction of scientist and lay the foundation for subsequent research results via the tracking of
current situation and bibliometric analysis of first batch grantees.
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Research on the knowledge production efficiency of scientific research institutions in china

BAI Jun - hong
( School of Business Nanjing Normal University Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: Using the Data of regional research institutions in China we analyze the knowledge production efficiency of scientific re—
search institutions by three — stage DEA method. The main conclusions include that the knowledge production efficiency of regional re—
search institutions is lower and the lower scale efficiency is the main constraining factor that affect knowledge production efficiency;

the regional economic development level and the cooperation between enterprise and scientific research institution have a significantly
positive influence on knowledge production efficiency while the human capital the government and foreign subsidize have a significant
negative impact on the knowledge production efficiency of research institutions. The conclusions of this paper provide revelations to the
improvement of knowledge production efficiency of regional research institutions.

Key words: scientific research institution; knowledge production; efficiency; three — stage DEA



