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Obstacles to University-Industry-Research Cooperative Innovation in Shanghai

Zhang Lin
(School of International Business Administration, Shanghai University of Finance and Economics, Shanghai 200433, China)

Abstract: Through the establishment of an evaluation system on cooperative innovation efficiency, this paper makes an empirical
analysis on the obstacles in cooperative innovation of 17 major manufacturing industries in Shanghai by using factor analysis
method. The results indicate that industries with different market structure or competition level have different obstacles. For
natural monopoly, monopolistic competition and quasi-perfect competition industries, main obstacles to cooperation are human
capital efficiency, objective environment and ability improvement efficiency respectively. Therefore, the government should play
different roles according to industrial structure and technical characteristics of industries in promoting cooperative innovation.
At last, the paper puts forward appropriate policies suggestion.
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