Yt A o TR )

2021 4 113 )
( 510632)
2006—2018 A
o (D)
(43 ”» , (2)
. 1 (3)
“U ”» ; (4)
: F062.9 TA 11671 —9301(2021) 04 —0099 — 16
DOI:10.13269/j.cnki.ier.2021.04.008
( (2014—2020 ) )
{ »
o § 2020 )
2019 18.6% 20 7.6 2014
7.4 14.8 9.7
\’D? 1
( No. 15(2017) )
12021 —04 —10; 12021 —06 —25
(1992— ) (1993— )

(20&ZDO086)

( 19AZD008)



7 000

6.2% - 2011

2012 o

? ?
34

57 8
9 “ ”
10
“ » 11712
13
14
(1)
(2)
(1)

1 (2)

— 100 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

2011

2014

o

82.4%

»

(

2012 4 27

2015

76 ()

. 2016—2018

o

2017
17.13

— 101 —

23

” o«

o

(

2014

)

2021

23.23%
2.74
177.6% 2.

~



18
~ ’ ° ( 3)
19
0 . 1950—2000
22
2324
1: o
2: o
3 o
()
2012 .
2013 .2015 2016 o
64
20 “ ”
innovation, |, ., = o +a, did; ., +@CV, +6, +v, +v, +&, , (1)

— 102 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

i s t o innovation Ingrant  Ingrant_inv
o did Qa,
. CV o N (60,~v,~
v,) o € o
()
1. o ( Ingrant)
( Ingrant_inv) . { » ( N
)
2526
1 o
2. o 1
; s ; Ingrant
Ingrant_inv
did
1 0. size
Infirmage
3. ° leverage
roa
topl
. soefirm 0
( Slze) N salesgrowth
( Infirmage) . ( leverage) . cash_ratio
( roa) .
Inboardsize
(topl) ( soefirm) GDP Inpgdp GDP
( salesgrowth) Infdi
( cash_ratio ) . ind cbP
( Inboardsize)
GDP( Inpgdp) . (Infdi) . (ind) - 1.
()
2006—2018 A
o CSMAR Wind
( CNRDS) ( CCER) . ( Do
2006 2006 R&D
2006 o
2018
(2018 ) o
(1) ST " ST (2)
1 (3) N N N
1% o 224 2 497

— 103 —



o 2 2
o (N =9726) (N =12 568)
A Ingrant 1.815 1.594 1. 691 1. 565 1.912 1.611  —0.221™*
( ) Ingrant_inv ~ 0.889  1.099 0.812 1. 056 0. 949 1.128  —0.137%*
3 ( 1 ) size 8.082 1.284  8.102 1.328 8. 066 1.250 0.036™
1 Infirmage 2.732  0.382  2.734 0. 364 2.731 0.395 0. 003
° 3 ( ) leverage 0.441  0.216  0.450 0.215 0. 435 0.216 0.015™*
(3) N roa 0.043 0.061 0.040  0.063  0.044  0.059  —0.004™*
( 2) topl 0.350 0.149  0.351 0. 150 0. 350 0. 147 0. 001
soefirm 0.398 0.490  0.423 0. 494 0.379 0. 485 0. 044
( 4) salesgrowth 0.221 0. 537 0.221 0. 563 0.221 0.517 0. 001
o 3 cash_ratio 0.864 1.501 0.782 1.385 0. 927 1.582  —0.145™*
did Inboardsize 2.259  0.177  2.267 0. 171 2.252 0. 180 0.015™*
Inpgdp 4.104 1.053 3.758 1. 166 4.371 0.867 -0.6137
Infdi 4.314  2.480  3.638 2. 609 4. 836 2,240 —1.198™*
5% ind 0.475 0.172  0.430 0.195 0.509 0.142  -0.079**
3
N (1) (2) (3) (4)
9 949 10.90% . ‘ lngmnt” Ingrant Ingrant_inv  Ingrant_inv
did 0.1152™ 0.099 4™ 0.114 7% 0.109 0**
(0.047 8) (0.046 3) (0.036 4) (0.036 1)
size 0.403 4% 0.291 8
° (0.0212) (0.018 1)
() Infirmage ~0.310 3% ~0. 151 8%
1. (0.062 7) (0.047 0)
leverage -0.270 87 -0.175 6™
(0.1100) (0.079 3)
) roa 1.579 1% 0. 839 3™
(0.269 1) (0.205 3)
° topl -0.052 2 -0.099 0
Beck et al. ¥’ (0.138 3) (0.106 2)
soefirm -0.104 0™ -0.007 8
(0.0509) (0.038 0)
( 2) salesgrowth -0.053 5™ -0.031 4™
0.016 7 0.0117
innovation, , ., = &y *+ i. ¢ BiDis et s raio —(0. 0579 L —(0‘ 023 6’)°"*
+0€Vi“+0[+1)3+1}g+8i” (2) (0.009 1) (0.007 5)
Inboardsize 0.001 8 0.079 4
Dislo+k (0. 111 3) (0.083 0)
o 1y Inpgdp 0.0110 -0.008 9
(0.0307) (0.023 6)
Infdi 0.013 2 -0.004 4
6 5 . B, (0.013 2) (0.009 3)
ind 0.100 5 0.096 7
k (0.232'5) (0.173 1)
_cons 1. 829 9 -0.5550 0.8853™* —1.104 5™
(0.025 2) (0.373 1) (0.018 5) (0.279 8)
1 ( ‘d) 1 ( b) industry Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ingrant  lngrant_inv 90% city Yes Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 18 259 18 259 18 259 18 259
° Adj_R? 0.407 4 0.488 4 0.2838 9 0.3727
RN - N 2 10% 5% 1%

— 104 —

°



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

( Ingrani_inv)

( Ingrant)

T T T T T T T T T T T
pre 5 pre 4 pre 3 pre 2 pre_1 cument post 1 post 2 post 3 post 4 post 5

T
re_6

T T T T T T T T T T T T
pre_6 pre5 pre4 pre3 pre2 pre_i cument post_ post 2 post3 post4 post5

0.3

-0.1

0.2

BRI S
(b)

pre_{

(a)

B

28

1

(63

did

500

3
3
5|
mm
S| =
-3
=
w |~
SR
=S
=Y
- 8
S| S
S
)
\A
+
3

o =

control

o
o
o= '3
< o ®
= o
8
| o
-~
S
Wc <
= ES)
o W3
Il Hm
]
o
,
— °
-~ T T T T T
< < < © < N ]
a -~ o o o o o _
% B
= e
— =
0
of2 _
o ° 2
—_ §
3
o S
SIS §
X
=
—
’
S
& E
S e __] Shk =
o) R
— ~.
—_
=
—_
N
8
i
— ol 8
< , - 3
o o
o o

(

0.8

0.6
4

Bd

did



CNRDS ( »
7 000 o
1
o ( college)
( post) o
4 4
. (1) (2) (3)
did Ingrant Ingrant_inv
Anderson-Rubin did 0.121 6™ 0.113 4™
o (0.033 8) (0.026 0)
IV: college X post 0.261 17
(0.008 0)
controls Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes
| | i city Yes Yes Yes
ngrant ngrant_inv year Yes Yes Yes
( did) _cons —0.442 37 _2.105 4™ -2.561 7**
(0.048 1) (0.514 1) (0.394 4)
N 17 992 17 992 17 992
R? 0.944 7 0.4959 0.381 8
( 10% Anderson-Rubin Wald test 18.79( p =0.000)
) N R 10% 5% 1%
4 5 ()
(0 (2 (3 (4 (5 (6
Ingrant Ingrant_inv Inapply Inapply_inv grant grant_inv
did 0.1132%  0.1203™*  0.1070™ 0.13727* 0.139 1™ 0.121 1™
(0.0480) (0.0375) (0.0473) (0.0428) (0.0466) (0.0551)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
province No No No No Yes Yes
° _cons -0.4826 -1.0753™" -0.6084 -1.092 1 -2.2457%% -7.904 1
(k=3) (0.3847)  (0.2891) (0.3991) (0.3452)  (0.4123)  (0.4980)
® N 16 127 16 127 18 259 18 259 18 188 18 188
° 5 Adj/Pseudo_R>  0.488 3 0.374 6 0.474 5 0.414 1 0.074 8 0.1170
(2) DE ek | sk 10% 5% 1%
did o

— 106 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

5.
(1) o
o 1 ( Inapply)
1 ( Inapply_inv) o
5 (3) (4) - (2) o
o did
0. (3) 6 ()
o OLS
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrani_inv Ingrant Ingrani_inv
6 (1) did 0.0533°  0.0707%  0.0994° 01090 0.2297% 0,147 2%
( 2) did (0.0294)  (0.0345) (0.0463) (0.0361) (0.0703)  (0.0548)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
industry No No Yes Yes No No
city o o es es o o
(4) ° ) N N Y Y N N
OLS did year Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
Sfirm Yes Yes No No No No
- (5)
year X industry No No No No Yes Yes
° year X city No No No No Yes Yes
city X industry No No No No Yes Yes
( _ . _ _cons 0.0074  —2.6252%% —2.1224™% -2.565 0 -0.4510 -1.493 0%
(0.376 8)  (0.4206) (0.3701)  (0.2786)  (0.3073)  (0.3003)
A - ) N 18 012 18 012 18 188 18 188 17 450 17 450
0 6 (5) adr 0.695 6 0.6858 0.488 3 0.3725 0.561 7 0.440 7
(6) did DE ok | ok 10% 5% 1% (n
1% (4 (5 (9 -
- (6)
. 7 ()
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv
did 0.0868"  0.0958** 0.097 8™ 0.1085* 0.098 7" 0.110 1™
(0.0468) (0.0365) (0.0463) (0.0361) (0.0455) (0.0355)
inno 0.063 4 0. 066 2
(0.0529) (0.0437)
smart -0.0898" -0.0300
(inno) (0.0538)  (0.040 5)
tech 0.609 0™ 0.408 1**
(0.058 6) (0.0435)
( sm(lrt) controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
( tech) 5 7 city Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
_cons -0.5854 -1.1363°% -0.5067 -1.0883™" -1.3604™* -1.689 3"
(0.3753)  (0.2815) (0.3741) (0.2791) (0.3770) (0.2860)
N 18 259 18 259 18 259 18 259 18 057 18 057
Adj_R? 0.488 4 0.372 8 0.488 5 0.3727 0.504 3 0.388 1
D ek | sk 10% 5% 1%

— 107 —



“« ” 29-30
( )
o 8 (1) (3)
did o
° 8 (4) (7)
did 5% did
31
8 ()
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Ingrant_des Ingrant_uti Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv
did 0.042 4 0.083 2" 0. 109 0™ 0.027 7 0.010 5 0.139 17 0.148 6™
(0.034 5) (0.046 7) (0.036 1) (0.057 4) (0.035 8) (0.049 4) (0.067 5)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
_cons -0.087 1 -0.454 8 -1.104 57 -0.809 7 -0.564 5 -0.2113 -1.072 8"
(0.285 8) (0.3804) (0.279 8) (1.0119) (0.620 8) (0.808 4) (0.596 9)
N 18 259 18 259 18 259 7 468 7 468 10 782 10 782
Adj_R? 0.1823 0.449 8 0.3727 0.5457 0.466 1 0.4712 0.342 8
N R 10% 5% 1% o
HHI HHI o
N o 9 (1) (4)
did 5% did

— 108 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

o 9 (5) (8)
9 ()
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv
did 0.159 2% 0.151 0™ -0.058 9 0.004 4 0. 080 4™ 0.0833  0.0358™  0.053 8™
(0.034 2) (0.0529) (0.114 1) (0.076 0) (0.0337) (0.057 2) (0.012 1) (0.0122)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
_cons -0.1986  -0.8757" -2.9240™ -2.7324™ _-0.5613" -1.0599™ -0.2822" -2.251 8%
(0.553 8) (0.3797) (1.173 2) (1.196 6) (0.262 8) (0.485 6) (0.037 4) (0.031 3)
N 14 014 14 014 4230 4230 16 356 16 356 1901 1901
Adj_R? 0.480 4 0.3522 0.569 4 0.500 9 0.468 3 0.365 8 0.483 3 0.402 1
Dok | Sk 10% 5% 1% .
() 10 ()
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Ingrant Ingrant_inv Ingrant Ingrant_inv
° did —-0.068 7 0.014 1 0.19477%  0.197 27
N (0.040 4) (0.036 3) (0.048 2) (0.069 3)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes
° 10 ( 1) ( 4) city Yes Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes Yes
_cons 0.1420  -0.9409"  -0.9272 -1.2737*
(0.5921) (0.528 4) (0.601 2) (0.5337)
N 7 645 7 645 10 614 10 614
Adj_R? 0.4959 0.379 5 0.494 5 0.380 5
N R 10% 5% 1%
3( a) 3(b) Ingrant  Ingrant_inv. 3
. “@u” s

— 109 —



0.20 0.25
0.20
0.10-
0.15-
2 2
] S
0.00 0.10-
0.05-
-0.10
0.0, - : i : :
00 02 04 06 08 10 0.0 02 04 06 08 1.0
ML SMLER
(a) (b)
3
o (1)
Mi«\'l:BO+Bldid£sl+gcv£st+01+vs+vg+8£sl (4)
innovation, ., =cq +c did; +c,M; , +yCV, ,+6, +v +v, +¢g, (5)
M 1
o (1) (2) (3)
rd_ratio Ingrant Ingrant_inv
) did 0.002 1™ 0.083 6™ 0. 086 6™
( rd_ratio) (0.000 9) (0.032 4) (0.024 3)
( researcher) rd_ratio 4.249 8 6.225 9™
( . ) 11 (0.358 3) (0.327 3)
masser ° controls Yes Yes Yes
12 11 ( 1 ) industry Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes
5 year Yes Yes Yes
° ( ) _cons 0.103 37 —-1.246 6 -2.492 67
1% (0.008 0) (0.302 6) (0.246 6)
did 3 N 12 466 12 230 12 230
Adj_R? 0.426 2 0.412 1 0.3453
BRGNS T 10% 5% 1%
12 (1) (4)

— 110 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

(5) 12
1%
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
researcher Ingrant Ingrani_inv master Ingrant Ingrani_inv
did 0.698 37 0.089 5% 0.095 1 0.2812*% 0.089 7 0.094 5™
o (0.1619) (0.0316) (0.0240) (0.0801) (0.0316) (0.0238)
researcher 0.012 6™ 0.017 77
(0.0015) (0.0013)
master 0.031 6™ 0.047 17
° (0.0028) (0.0027)
1 ( 6) controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
o
industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
( 6) Y1 year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
. _cons 7.440 7% —0.6339%F —1.2149™*  0.4653 -0.567 2% -1.126™
Intobi " (1.5792) (0.2436) (0.1886) (0.6836) (0.2429) (0.1875)
ntobing; , =y, +y,patent _stock;, 4053 3913 3913 7222 6 839 6 839
xdid; , + vy, did;, + vy, patent _stock,, A4_R>  0.3665 04911  0.3839  0.1732  0.4927  0.3930
+fy'CVit+5i+0t+gi, (6) DLk | dokk 10% 5% 1%
Intobing; , it ‘
Q patent _stock; , i 13
; (1) (2) (3) (4)
Intobing Intobing Intobing Intobing
CV[ . 0,0, ; o
patent_stock X did 2.773 6
° (0.4505)
( 6) inve_stock x did 8. 680 3
(2.2672)
° util_stock x did 3.789 8
13 ( patent _stock x (0.662 8)
de) desi_stock x did 14. 626 1
(1.586 1)
_cons 2,411 5% 2,397 3% 2,407 1% 2.423 7%
(0.1917) (0.1890) (0.1904) (0.1905)
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 13 652 13 652 13 652 13 652
® Adj_R? 0.7434  0.7432 0.743 1 0.742 3
HOENE S 10% 5% 1%
32
33
(IPC) CNRDS .
|10
z IPC
know_width =1 - Z o Q i
« _ »”
34

— 111 —



14

35 (1) (2) (3)
° did 0.010 2" 0.012 8 0.1112*
1 (0.0059) (0.005 6) (0.0519)
14 controls Yes Yes Yes
industry Yes Yes Yes
city Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes
_cons -0.089 5** -0.161 7% 0.3146
° (0.045 1) (0.0429) (0.4830)
. N 7393 7393 7941
Adj_R? 0.129 7 0.092 7 0.3121
2006—2018
HEOEINS & ntd 10% 5% -
A 1% .
“«u” i .
« » o« »”
X » 20 10 .
@ > http: //www. zs. gov. en/zjj/ o
® .
1 . J . 2018(3) : 116 —135.

2 GALLINI N SCOTCHMER S. Intellectual property: when is it the best incentive systen? ] . Innovation policy and the
economy 2002 2:51 —77.
— 112 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

KANG K H KANG J. Do external knowledge sourcing modes matter for service innovation? Empirical evidence from South
Korean service firms J . Journal of product innovation management 2014 31( 1) : 176 — 191.
CASSIMAN B VALENTINI G. Open innovation: are inbound and outbound knowledge flows really complementary? ] .
Strategic management journal 2016 37( 6) : 1034 —1046.
N J . 2012( 5) : 88 —98.
N : J . 2013(8) : 136 — 149.

7 ANG J S CHENG Y WU C. Does enforcement of intellectual property rights matter in China? Evidence from financing

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
19

20

21
22

23

24

25

26
27

28
29

and investment choices in the hightech industry J . Review of economics and statistics 2014 96( 2) : 332 —348.
. N — I 2016
(11):125-139.

2016( 10) : 118 — 133.

() 2020(3):1081 —1102.

HORII R IWAISAKO T. Economic growth with imperfect protection of intellectual property rights J . Journal of
economics 2007 90( 1) : 45 —85.
“ ” TFP . 2021
(2):46 —57.
- .
2020( 5) :45—57.
? 7. 2021(5) :49 —63.
J. 2018(6) : 117 —135.
?2 ). 2019( 8) : 70 —85.
CZARNITZKI D HUSSINGER K. The link between R&D subsidies R&D spending and technological performance R .
ZEW discussion papers 04 —56 2004.
J. 2016( 8) : 191 —206.
J . ( ) 2019
(5):101 —112.
?7 — J . 2019

(11) :102 —118.
ZINGALES L. In search of new foundations J . The journal of finance 2000 55(4) : 1623 —1653.
FUNK R J. Making the most of where you are: geography networks and innovation in organizations J . Academy of
management journal 2014 57(1) : 193 —222.
BESEN S M RASKIND L J. An introduction to the law and economics of intellectual property J . Journal of economic
perspectives 1991 5(1):3 —-27.
BUZZACCHI L. SCELLATO G. Patent litigation insurance and R&D incentives J . International review of law and
economics 2008 28(4) : 272 —286.
HE Z . TONG T W ZHANG Y et al. Constructing a Chinese patent database of listed firms in China: descriptions
lessons and insights J . Journal of economics & management strategy 2018 27( 3) : 579 —606.
. N I 2017(10) : 118 —136.
BECK T LEVINE R LEVKOV A. Big bad banks? The winners and losers from bank deregulation in the United States
J . The journal of finance 2010 65(5) : 1637 —1667.
J. 2018(3) :62—-79.

2016( 1) : 83 - 98.
— 113 —



30 . ?7 — J. 2016
(4) :60—73.

31 . — A

J. 2021(1): 17 —35.
32 . ?7 J. 2018(5) :28 —41.
33 . ? — I
2019( 6) :39 —49.

34 HARHOFF D SCHERER F M VOPEL K. Citations family size opposition and the value of patent rights J . Research
policy 2003 32( 8) : 1343 —1363.

35 . — I

2020(9) : 175 —192.

Urban intellectual property strategy and enterprise innovation:
a quasi-natural experiment from national intellectual

property model city
XU Yang WEI Dongming

( Institute of Industrial Economics Jinan University Guangzhou 510632 China)

Abstract: Strengthening intellectual property( IP) rights protection is an important strategic direction for advancing the
modernization of the national governance system and its capabilities. A systematic assessment of the innovation effects of
urban IP policies is necessary to accelerate the construction of an IP power and an innovative country. This paper takes the
establishment of a national IP model city as a quasi-natural experiment. Based on patent data of China’s A-share listed
companies from 2006 to 2018 this paper uses a difference-in—differences model to examine the impact of urban IP strategies
on corporate innovation. The results are as follows. (1) The IP model city policy promotes an increase in corporate patents
and an improvement in their quality. (2) The innovation effect of the policy promotes an increase in the number of patents
granted for inventions and utility models and is concentrated in non-state-owned enterprises industries with high-intensity
competition and with products or processes that are easily reverse-engineered and ordinary prefecturedevel cities. ( 3) The
innovation effect of the TP model city policy is nondinear with an inverted “U” trend. (4) The IP model city policy can
positively impact corporate innovation by increasing corporate R&D investment improving human capital structure and
enhancing the value of patents. The research reveals the role of the urban IP strategy in promoting enterprise innovation. It
provides experiential support for expanding the construction of IP model cities accelerating the construction of an intellectual
property power country and promoting high—quality economic development.

Key words: intellectual property strategy; national intellectual property model city; enterprise innovation; patent

quality; patent value; DID model
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