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Selective industrial policy corporate innovation and innovation
survival time: empirical evidence from Chinese industrial enterprise

CAO Ping WANG Guijun
( Business School Guangxi University Nanning 530004 China)

Abstract: The paper takes the “Five—Year Plan” of central government as the entry point and uses the data of Chinese
industrial enterprises from 2001 to 2010 to analyze the micro-effects of China’ s selective industrial policies on corporate
innovation. The results show that selective industrial policies can significantly improve the innovative capability of supported
enterprises represented by new products. This conclusion has passed various robustness tests such as instrumental variable
method and difference in differences method. Further the examination of the mediating effect shows that the selective
industrial policy’ s role in promoting corporate innovation can be achieved through fiscal subsidies tax incentives and market
access mechanisms. However compared with private enterprises state-owned enterprises can only improve their innovation
ability through tax incentives and market access mechanisms. The direct intervention mechanism of fiscal subsidies even has a
significant negative effect on the innovation ability of state-owned enterprises. This paper also studies the influence of selective
industrial policies on the survival time of corporate innovation based on survival analysis method and the results show that
selective industrial policies can significantly prolong the survival time of corporate innovation. This conclusion not only
enriches the relevant literature research but also gives government important policy enlightenment and provides theoretical
support for the formulation of subsequent industrial policies.

Key words: selective industrial policy; corporate innovation; survival analysis method; innovation survival time



