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Innovation carries a niche for a high-tech enterprise; the exclusiveness of

patent rights serves an important tool for enterprises to fight and defend. Owing to

the fact that innovative efficiency is the key to competiveness, the study focuses on

technological diversification and discusses whether technological diversification is

able to improve innovative efficiency and thus becomes an option of the technique

strategies for technological industries.

The subjects of the study include those TWSE/GTSM listed companies who

applied for patents from U.S. Patent & Trademark Office from 2001 to 2010. The

financial data was retrieved from TEJ database. The study adopts DEA (Data

Envelopment Analysis) to evaluate the innovative efficiency. Firm size was used as

the moderator to further find out the differences in firm size of the enhancement of

technological diversification on innovative efficiency.

The findings show that technological diversification has positive effect on

innovative efficiency. Technological diversification enhances the efficiency of

applying R&D resources in two aspects: the production of enterprise patents and

patent citations, both of which lead to revenue. Optoelectronic industries and

electronic parts industries reveal more positive effect than others. In addition, the

results of the study indicate larger enterprises, compared to smaller ones, have

better innovative efficiency. The advantage of the firm size is that larger companies

are able to stably invest resources and thus accumulate sufficient R&D capital.

Finally, however, firm size does not lead to positive effect in all aspects; when an

high-risk technological enterprise implements technological diversification, a small

company may better overcome organizational rigidity and have better innovation

efficiency due to its flexibility and cooperativeness. The study consolidates various

views on the effects of how innovative efficiency exists in different firm size.
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2003 20 2 15 9 6 9 19 80

2004 27 3 16 10 8 12 24 100
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2008

25 2 173-193

2005

10 2 57-86

2004

12 3 573-593

(Peter F. Drucker) 1985

http://cdnet.stpi.org.tw/techroom/pclass/2011/pclass_11_A203.htm

2007

45 27-55

2009

2006

11 3 1-30

2010

2010

2008

27 4 29-56

2001

29 1 69-87

2002

30 1 27-48

2002 35

1-29

2005

24 2 29-56
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