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Analysis and Evaluation of Principal Component of Regional S& T Innovation Capability

YANG Yan-ping
(Management School, Henan University of Technology, Zhengzhou 450052, China)

Abstract; The paper reviewed and summarized regional S& T innovation capability, and established a comprehensive index system of S & T in-
novation capability from four factors of S& T foundation, input, output and contribution. The article selects nine sample cities and firstly ana-
lyzed the S& T innovation capability of central urban agglomerates by the Principal component analytical method. And then a comprehensive a-
nalysis on S & T innovation capability of individual city is carried out by ranking and comparison.

Key words: the central plain urban agglomerations; S & T innovation capability of regionals principal component analysis; evaluation
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The Effect of Media on Applicant Impression Management in Computer-based Assessment

PAN Lu-shan!'?, FAN Wei??, FU Jian-chun*?
(1. School of Management; 2. Center for Human Resource and Strategic Development;
3. College of Psychology and Behavior Science, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310058, China)

Abstract; Compared with other media, computer-based assessment is a relatively new mode of assessment that has emerged in the past two
decades, In the past decade, there have been a growing number of researches on applicant impression management in computer-based assess-
ment. There are two dominant views of impression management in computer-based assessment; the task-oriented and the social~emotion-orien-
ted. This review discusses the effect of media on applicant impression management in computer-based assessment from these two views. Results
indicate that both views emphasize different aspect of the effect on applicant impression management. Suggestions for future research are pro-

posed in order to more clearly identify the effect of media on applicant impression management in computer-based assessment.

Key words; computer-based assessment; impression management; task-oriented; social-emotion-oriented
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