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Does the Key Industry Policy Affect the Innovation Efficiency

of Micro-enterprises?
XIONG Kaijun

( School of International Trade and Economics University of International Business and Economics Beijing 100020 China)

Abstract: This paper uses the patent data of China’ s listed manufacturing companies from 2007 to 2018 and collects the
key industrial policies mentioned in the three five-year plans of the country and region and uses the DID method to empirically
analyze impact of corporate innovation efficiency of key manufacturing industries policies in China. The study has found that the
key manufacturing industries mentioned in the five-year plan at the national and regional levels have a promoting effect on the
innovation efficiency of micro-enterprises. There are significant differences in the impact of different regions. The policy has a
greater impact on the efficiency of enterprise innovation in the east and central regions of China. In addition considering differ—
ent levels of economic development among regions enterprises with high or low technological comparative advantages can all
significantly improve the innovation efficiency of enterprises with taking enterprises in the context of key industrial policies as
the analysis object and compared with enterprises in provinces with lower technological comparative advantages key industrial
policies have a higher impact on enterprises in provinces with lower technological advantages. Based on this conclusion the fol—
lowing policy recommendations are put forward: to focus on the development of regional advantageous industries to coordinate
development plans between regions and to improve the development methods of enterprises in different regions thereby to in—
crease the innovation efficiency of manufacturing enterprises.

Key words: industrial policy; micro-enterprise innovation efficiency; technological comparative advantage
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