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Abstract: Based on the data of innovative listed companies from 2007 to 2010, with R& D expenditure intensity as the substitution

variable for technological innovation, this paper empirically analyzed technological innovation’ s influence on firm growth
performance and the trend of it with two aspects: market growth and profit growth. Conclusions are that the first, technological
innovation are related with the firm’s market growth rate and its growth efficiency, and has nothing to do with the firm’s profit
growth rate; the second, technological innovation promotes the firm” s market growth, which has quick effect and short du—
ration. It has short lag in improving the efficiency of the firm’s growth, and its cumulative effect is fine. However, it fails to
create economic value. So we suggest that enterprises are supposed to converse technological innovation strategy from market —
driven to market — profit oriented at appropriate time, and strengthen breakthrough innovations. Meanwhile, in the process of
technological innovation implementation, enterprises should strive to explore innovative products’ value — added capacity and

space.
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