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The impact of environmental regulation tools and government support

on green technological innovation

DONG Jingrong' > ZHANG Wenqing' CHEN Yuke’

(1. School of Economics and Business Administration Chongqing University Chongqing 400044 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Chongqing Normal University Chongqging 401331 China)

Abstract: The government usually uses a combination of regulatory policies and support policies to stimulate green
technological innovation and having a reasonable selection of policy tools available is the key to ensuring effective policy
collocation. This paper selects three types of environmental regulations: command-based cost-based and investment-based,;
and two types of government support: R&D subsidies and low-earbon grants. Taking the provincial panel data of China’s
industry from 2008 to 2018 as a sample this paper empirically studies the direct and coupled effects of different
environmental regulatory tools and government support behaviors on green technological innovation. The results show that
under the current policy intensity command-based regulations investment-based regulations and R&D subsidies promote
green technological innovation low-carbon grants inhibit green technological innovation and cost-based regulations have little
effect on green technological innovation. R&D subsidies are shown to positively adjust the green innovation incentive effects of
cost-based regulations and investment-based regulations while low-earbon grants negatively adjust the green innovation
incentive effects of cost-based regulations and investment-based regulations. Further analysis finds that due to differences in
the level of green innovation between regions the effects of the above policy tools show obvious regional heterogeneity. The
eastern coastal areas and the middle and lower reaches of the Yangtze River should make full use of the positive coupling
effect of “R&D subsidies—market-based regulations” to promote green technological innovation while the non middle and
lower reaches of the Yangtze River in the central and western regions should establish a “R&D subsidy + command-based
regulation” as the main body of innovation incentive policy system. Finally the paper by discussing the empirical results of
its survey and the main shortcomings of the current policy tool selection methods in each region provides corresponding
countermeasures and suggestions for different policy subjects.

Key words: environmental regulation tools; government support; R&D subsidies; low-carbon grants; green technological

innovation



