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Abstract: Technology and capital are key elements of enterprise innovation activities.Based on the data of 31 provinces and
cities from 2014 to 2017, this paper analyzes and empirically tests whether technological information acquisition and gov-
ernment science and technology funding affect regional enterprises’ innovation capability. The results show that the techno-
logical information acquisition has a significant positive impact on the regional enterprises’ innovation capability; govern-
ment science and technology funding have significant" inhibiting effects' on regional enterprise innovation activities; The
interaction of technology information acquisition and government science and technology funding has a significant negative
impact on regional enterprises innovation capability. The conclusion of the study is that whether government science and
technology support is" supporting effect’ or" inhibiting effect' for regional enterprises innovation ability, how to build in-
frastructure such as technology information network, and how to formulate government science and technology subsidy
policy have certain reference significance.
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