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Abstract; Selecting indicators from the three dimensions of innovation environment, innovation
investment and innovation output, an evaluation index system for technological innovation
capability was constructed. Aiming at the problem that the index system is characterized by
hierarchical structures and has existing correlations, a SEM-G evaluation model was proposed for
the indirect importance of the fusion index, and the technological innovation capability of
30 provinces in China from 2009 to 2017 was evaluated and analyzed. It was found that the
technological innovation capability of 30 provinces in China is relatively weak, and the
development of technological innovation capability in most provinces is insufficient. The level gap
between innovation environment, innovation investment and innovation output is significant, and
the balance between different innovation elements is low. On this basis, corresponding suggestions
were given.
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Fig. 1 Correlation situation between indicators
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Table 1 Evaluation indexes of technological innovation capacity
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Table 2 Evaluation results of technological innovation capacity in China(2009—2017)

B 2009 4F 2010 4F 2011 4F 2012 4F 2013 4F 2014 4F 2015 4F 2016 4F 2017 4F YE
dtat 0.8035 0.8000 0.8143 0.8186 0.8246 0.8293 0.8305 0.8309 0.8340 0.8206
RHE 0.6967 0.6824 0.6857 0.7234 0.7399 0.7463 0.7502 0.7379 0.7064 0.718 8
G 0.2839 0.2949 0.3194 0.3623 0.3915 0.4143 0.4421 0.4652 0.4822 0.3840
iy 0.3231 0.3331 0.3203 0.3350 0.3638 0.3782 0.3597 0.3399 0.4173 0.3523

WEEE 0.2081  0.2509 0.2591 0.3132 0.3096 0.2847 0.3202 0.3610 0.3703 0.2975
Ly 0.5226 0.5356 0.5617 0.5726 0.5823 0.5690 0.5551 0.6057 0.6149 0.568 8
GRS 0.4135 0.3540 0.3731 0.4062 0.4188 0.4084 0.4074 0.4647 0.4300 0.408 4

SIpiT 0.3903  0.3914  0.3893  0.4040 0.4006 0.4176 0.4202 0.4221 0.3963 0.403 5
(s 0.7586 0.7564 0.7676 0.7712 0.7647 0.7793 0.7870 0.7947 0.7837 0.7737
LI 0.7023 0.7190 0.7403 0.7499 0.7572 0.7647 0.7801 0.7868 0.7919 0.7547
WL 0.6417 0.6452 0.6808 0.6907 0.7050 0.7121 0.7218 0.7291 0.7346 0.6957
L 0.3856 0.3808 0.4832 0.5430 0.5655 0.5852 0.6411 0.6564 0.6647 0.5451
Fingz: 0.5494 0.5854 0.6222 0.6436 0.6460 0.6461 0.6458 0.6325 0.6617 0.6259
bANLi) 0.3306 0.3502 0.3618 0.3911 0.3993 0.4064 0.4391 0.4787 0.5140 0.4079
AR 0.5782 0.5962 0.6336 0.6399 0.6413 0.6434 0.6772 0.6837 0.6851 0.642 1
baN) 0.3483 0.3577 0.3900 0.3930 0.5657 0.5650 0.5609 0.5773 0.5718 0.4811
el 0.5174 0.5314 0.5586 0.5843 0.6155 0.6350 0.6491 0.6362 0.6520 0.5977
ike] 0.4111 0.3941 0.4607 0.4931 0.5469 0.5598 0.5928 0.5845 0.6074 0.5167
IR 0.7100 0.7409 0.7635 0.7795 0.7845 0.7767 0.7964 0.8056 0.7963 0.772 6
i) 0.1970 0.2031 0.2597 0.2751 0.2965 0.3038 0.2897 0.3173 0.3271 0.274 4
fiaea) 0.2158 0.2223 0.2286 0.2376 0.2677 0.2275 0.2337 0.2214 0.2464 0.2335
HER 0.4512 0.4400 0.5151 0.4795 0.4734 0.5615 0.5984 0.6297 0.6448 0.5326
P 0.5192 0.4037 0.4851 0.5154 0.5417 0.5710 0.5768 0.5816 0.6117 0.5340
B 0.2626 0.2871 0.2720 0.2577 0.2861 0.2847 0.2775 0.3065 0.3520 0.2874
PG| 0.2143 0.1997 0.2276 0.2490 0.2642 0.2671 0.2784 0.2906 0.3408 0.2591
(S} 0.5141 0.5342 0.5525 0.5760 0.5962 0.6207 0.6282 0.6340 0.6288 0.5872
Ho 0.2927 0.3060 0.2950 0.3289 0.3219 0.3423 0.3564 0.3669 0.3674 0.3308
Hilg 0.2070 0.2303 0.2416 0.2424 0.2159 0.2165 0.2129 0.2930 0.3004 0.2400
TH 0.3183 0.2938 0.3115 0.2977 0.2744 0.3093 0.3818 0.3977 0.4149 0.3333
i 0.1209 0.1687 0.1768 0.1494 0.1468 0.1451 0.1808 0.1998 0.1817 0.1633

RIGHARQUFTRE T HEZ 2L Kb 30 4 BRI CHOR

R0k 4 FREARY, 55 —FhAsE Y (30% ) - iz X
8 Dy B AR BT e A AR, R AL
BN BRVE MR LT TE SR EIE L
9O RN IGEE Y (23.33% ) AR I R
BIFTRE ) 2B AR TS, RE K 0]
[ IRAN I TN E i e S Ol ) ) i
(23.33% ) iz X9 48 1 B AR BT RE T HE 44 D%
SRR BT RE T BT BB/, B R
fE BN AR VLR WL L. S AR R A
(23.33% ) iz A 1y B AR BIHT e 1 HE4
LT B AT ), 2B SRR YT AR AL I i

2% 2 A RS H RLR 596 . D2009—2017 4F
o 4 SR BTRE 1 IEAEAR U 13 M0y
PG IR KT 0.1, H 2508 0y 2 30k sh A48
b, BEARBIHTRE ) e (et R k. @ 7R L =4
FARCIHRE I HEZ FFEe TR, o BB TR 6
DR FRTFES DMK ILT TR 4 D2
(32009—2017 4, LR AR BIHTRE ) 2 0% 4 4
FHOZS B, KR i (CEHES 12 44,2009
EHESS 17 44,2017 “EHESE 8 £4). iR H |
UM A 0 AR BT RE 1 K BAIK, BN
T .



%4 H i3

P4 . AT 4Mar 26 B E SRR 5 340 603

2.3 BIFEESL

IR RS i o s g (| Sl TN Ol 5 N
[T EE R KSRk, il LUE . ORI R I
PER A2 75 4K (0. 035 0) , E A1 357 g 7 40 X #5¢
55, Ho O 22 #0(0.054 1) H i (0.062 4) ; B Hr
BRI MR 22 02 BN (0. 244 2)  HAH = H
0. 406 0, {HAH A HRA 0. 161 8, 1 KAGANHr
BRIV 2ZBERR S T A1 H RE iR T QA0

2.4 AREFEILE

W AR B A5 H (PRSI ) (AN IR DG ¢
R (FEPRZ BIRAEAE A G 3R, 1 S 25 40 Oy R A
RUFNP & R ML) V455 5 SEM - G BiAIZE L
BT LG, AR ik HE# a2 3 FoR. R 3 Al

g
2 PIHERTMERILR

Fig. 2 Comparison of evaluation results of innovation elements
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Table 3 Comparison of evaluation results obtained with different methods

Ay BB JdEMXE SEM -G | &y dREEBT dEAHSC SEM -G || &y JEERY JEMX SEM -G
Jb= 1 1 1 W 5 5 6 53] 26 29 29
K 6 6 5 LR 12 12 12 5N 14 13 14
bl 19 20 20 finge 8 9 8 | 13 15 13
v 21 19 21 VANL] 20 22 18 S 27 27 25
WL 24 23 24 AR 7 7 7 =M 29 28 27
fiy 10 11 11 ML) 16 16 16 (5] 11 8 10
K 18 18 17 il 9 10 9 H 23 21 23
B 17 17 19 Wi 15 14 15 Hifg 28 26 28
i 2 2 2 &K 3 4 3 THE 22 24 22
T 4 3 4 i} 25 25 26 B 30 30 30

(F4% 608 W)



