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Co-integration Analysis of Science and Technology Innovation Performance and its
Influence Factors in Non-state—owned Science and Technology Enterprises

Li Hu, Fan Hong, Ou Jianfen
(School of Management, Wuyi University ,Jiangmen 529020, China)

Abstract:Using the co—integration method ,this paper discuses the dynamic equilibrium relationships between S&T innovation
performance and its influence factors on non—state—owned S&T enterprises from 1992 to 2006. The result shows that there is a
long—term equilibrium relationship between S&T innovation performance and its influence factors ,and the elasticity coefficients
of R&D capital reserve,enterprise scale,the quantity of scientist and engineer,system are 0.754, 0.334, 0.298 and 0.165,R&D
capital reserve is the leading factor. However ,R&D capital reserve,the quantity of scientist and engineer,system play a
important role only by enterprise scale,at present,the returns to scale of S&T innovation of non—state—owned S&T enterprises is
increasing.
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