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Table 1 The evaluation index system of innovation efficiency of

high — tech enterprise
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Table 2 Innovation input and output of high — tech enterprises in Jilin province
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Table 3  Results of innovation efficiency evaluation of high — tech enterprises
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Table 4 Classification of high — tech enterprises by innovation efficiency
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Table 5 Results of innovation efficiency analysis of high — tech enterprises
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Table 6 Results of analysis of returns to scales of high — tech enterprises
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Table 7 Results of projection analysis of non DEA efficient enterprises
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Table 8 Adjustment of innovation input and output of non DEA efficient enterprises
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The characteristics comparison of entrepreneurial social network evolution

between college students and enterprise staffs

Peng Huatao
(School of Management, Wuhan University of Technology, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract: That the characteristics of entrepreneurial social network evolution for different groups have both commonalities and
differences is pointed out, and then the characteristics of strong and weak ties, structure typology, function integration, and value
diversification are displayed. Moreover, the structural equation models are established and the samples are divided into groups for
comparison, then the conclusions are drawn out. During the course of the entrepreneurial social network evolution for both college
students and enterprise staffs, there is no positive influence of strong and weak ties on function integration or value diversifica-
tion, and there is no positive influence of structure typology on function integration. There is positive influence of function inte-
gration on value diversification during the course of the entrepreneurial social network evolution of college students; meanwhile
there is no positive influence of function integration on value diversification during the course of the entrepreneurial social network
evolution of enterprise staffs.

Key words: college students; enterprise staff; entrepreneurial social network; the characteristics of evolution
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The innovation efficiency of hi - tech enterprises in Jilin Province based on DEA method

Zhao Shukuan, Yu Haiqing, Gong Shunlong
(School of Management, Jilin University, Changchun 130022, China)

Abstract . First, based on existing research, the research on the construction of evaluation index system and model for the inno-
vation efficiency of high — tech enterprises is proceeded, and then the innovation activity of 151 high — tech enterprises in Jilin
Province is evaluated and analyzed in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, returns to scale, and projection analysis by using DEA
method and the data acquired though field survey. The result shows that the general level of innovation efficiency for high — tech
enterprises is low, with significant discrepancy between different types of enterprises; and scale efficiency is the main factor that
leads to low innovation efficiency; for most enterprises, returns to scale is increasing, and input of S&T personnel and funds is
insufficient, leading on to low scale efficiency. Finally, the objective, program, and corresponding policy proposals to improve
innovation efficiency of high — tech enterprises are offered on the basis of empirical analysis.

Key words: high — tech enterprise; innovation efficiency; DEA; return to scale; projection analysis



