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Analysis of the Contribution Rate of University Science and Technology
in Regional Economy Development

HAN Xue-feng', JIN LI

(1. School of Economics and Management, Shenyang University of Chemical Technology, Shenyang 110142, China;
2. Teaching and Evaluation Center, Liaoning Education Institute, Shenyang 110034, China )

Abstract; Nowadays, technology progress has gradually become the major power of regional economy develop-
ment, while university science and technology is an important force to promote science and technology pro-
gress, making contributions to the development of regional economy inevitably. Therefore, on the basis of the
appropriate econometric model, we conduct an empirical analysis of progress rate and contribution rate of sci-
ence and technology on the regional economy development about university science and technology in Liaoning.
It is concluded that the R&.D expenditure of the universities is much more efficient than the average level of
other scientific institutions, and university science and technology plays an important role in promoting local e-
conomic growth. Therefore, the investment in university science and technology should be increased to improve

R&.D expenditure efficiency for the purpose of promoting the rapid development of the regional economy.
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1
«C (%) C (%) C (%) « (%)
1998 3.8183 — 9.3201 — 13.1283 — 26.2666 —
1999 4.3791 14.69 9. 3604 0.43 15. 2555 16. 19 29.9421 13.98
2000 2.4319 — 44,47 10. 9162 16.63 19.9174 30.52 41.6934 39. 26
2001 5. 6544 132.51 13.0242 19. 27 26. 7440 34. 26 53. 8980 29. 28
2002 6. 0805 7.54 12. 4186 —4.62 37.9007 41.74 71.5605 32.77
2003 7.6545 25. 89 15.2216 22.56 53.1728 40. 30 82.9699 15.94
2004 10. 2049 33.32 16.0363 5. 36 69. 9084 31.48 106. 9142 28. 86
2005 12. 2408 19. 95 17.9974 12. 20 84.3322 20.63 124.7086 16. 65
2006 15.6078 27.51 19. 9333 10. 74 85.9219 1. 89 135. 7857 8. 88
2007 17. 3274 11.02 25.0131 25.50 109. 2773 27.18 165. 3989 21.80
2008 21.1333 21.96 28.6226 14. 44 128.9771 18.02 190. 0662 14.91
2009 23.8643 12.92 31.1939 8.99 165. 4323 28.26 232. 3687 22.25
2010 24.4612 2.50 44,1462 41. 54 191. 3437 15.66 287.4703 23.71
5.41 16. 74 3.74 13. 84 13.57 25.01 9.94 22.07
( ) .
1 ,10 , .
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2010 24. 4612 , 5.41 (2) (4)
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, 4) a=0.6926,8=0. 3074, (2)
(a) B, EViews6. 0 R .
’ b b 2 o
2 . .
) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) (TFP)
1998 0. 3350 3. 4082 1. 3009 2.5754 26.1989 0. 2682
1999 0.3651 3.4748 1.3429 2.7187 25. 8757 0. 2856
2000 0.4166 3. 5737 1. 3666 3. 0481 26. 1504 0.3179
2001 0. 4489 3. 6588 1. 3826 3. 2466 26. 4630 0.3358
2002 0. 4868 3.7746 1.3277 3. 6666 28. 4296 0. 3609
2003 0. 5387 3. 8917 1.3181 4.0868 29. 5253 0.3919
2004 0.5874 4.0573 1.3761 41.2683 29. 4837 0. 4097
2005 0.7165 4.5812 1. 3982 5.1244 32.7653 0.4572
2006 0. 8365 5.1839 1.4119 5.9247 36. 7161 0. 4885
2007 1. 0031 6.0032 1. 4750 6. 8006 40. 6994 0.5221
2008 1.2367 7.1286 1. 4975 8. 2581 47. 6033 0.5688
2009 1.3798 8.6818 1. 5796 8.7349 54,9621 0.5446
2010 1. 6826 10. 8726 1. 6139 10. 4258 67.3683 0.5646
4 )
(2) )
(FRD) o
(TFP) ( ) ( ( )
1998 0. 2682 26. 2666 3. 8183 22. 4484 0.2717
1999 0. 2856 29.9421 4.3791 25.5629 0.2725
2000 0.3179 41. 6934 2.4319 39. 2615 0.3372
2001 0. 3358 53. 8980 5. 6544 48.2436 0.3274
2002 0. 3609 71. 5605 6. 0805 65. 4800 0. 3297
2003 0.3919 82.9699 7.6545 75. 3154 0. 3662
2004 0. 4097 106. 9142 10. 2049 96. 7093 0.4272
2005 0. 4572 124. 7086 12. 2408 112. 4678 0.4175
2006 0. 4885 135. 7857 15. 6078 120. 1779 0.4146
2007 0.5221 165. 3989 17.3274 148. 0715 0. 4050
2008 0.5688 190. 0662 21.1333 168. 9329 0. 3681
2009 0.5446 232. 3687 23.8643 208. 5044 0. 2825
2010 0.5646 287.4703 24,4612 263. 0091 0. 2959
— 1549. 0431 154. 8584 1394. 1847 —
6.40% 22.07% 16.74% 22.76% 0.71%
4 ) =( + )/
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4 ( )
%) (% %
( ) 6. 40 44, 44 51.78 1.37
( ) 2.11 14. 65 17.08 4.51
( ) 4,21 29.23 34. 06 1.00
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