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Development of Practice Bases for Full Time Engineering Master s Students
from the Perspective of Stakeholders

LI Ye, WANG Wei

(Tongji University, Shanghai 200092)

Abstract: In light of the business stakeholder theory and the Tongji University s experience in developing practice bases for full
time engineering master s students, a discussion is presented on the planning and operation management of such practice bases
that take the interests of all parties into consideration. Sound planning and management enable the effective operation and
development of the practice bases.
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International Mobility of Highly Cited Scholars and Its Effects on Their Growth

LU Gerrshu, PENG Zheng xia

( Xian Jiaotong University, X ian, Shaanxi 710049)

Abstract: Based on the data from ISI Highly Cited, an analysis is made on the international mobility of highly cited scholars,
disciplinary ratios of such scholars, and their geographical and career backgrounds. An assessment is then presented on the
advantages and disadvantages of such international mobility and response strategies that may be adopted by universities.

Key words: Highly Cited Scholars; brain drain; cumulative strength



