- 2022 2

( 250100 )
( 276826)

2000—2019

« »

1 F427 A
:1007-7685(2022) 02-0077-12
DOI: 10. 16528 /j. enki. 22-1054 /{. 202202077

N 2003 10 (
Do N

( )

« "( 0 :119CJL021)



° 2022 2

4 5
()
N “ 7 2003
10 ( )
2004
o 2007
26 o
2004—2013 275.03%
255.80% - o
2013 4 (2013—2022 ) by
. 2016
<< >> “
()
67
68
o ?
2 ? o
910 4



- 2022 2

HO:

H1:

22

H2.
H2:

1.
) .LP

15 14
o HO.
16 17
17
18
o H1.
2
21
?
13 »
2
2
25
. OLS .OP ( Olley—Pakes
( Levinsohn—Petrin ) | (GMM ).



° 2022 2

OLS GMM
op o
2 LP 2000—2019 o
(1)
InY, =0+, InL, +o,In K, +a;In M, +¢, (1)
Y, 1ot y LK M, N
( InTFP) .
2. o 2003 2007
26 2013 95
o 2003 10
2004 o
2004 2007 2013
InTFP, =B,+B, DID, +B, X, +Ww; +A, t&, (2)
1 t ; InTFP ; DID,( treat; Xpost,)
B ( )
; treat, 2004 2007 2013
1 0; post,
1 0; DID, 1 t
1 0; X, HTHED W
€y o
( InTFP) .
( DID) . (1) ( Age) o
(2) ( SOE) 1 0. (3) ( InSize)
o (4) ( Profitability) - (5)
( ALR) . (6) ( Cashflow)
o (7) ( InGrowth) o
()
1
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
InTFP 11.7935 0.9384 9.5822 14.3924
Age 15.4609 6.3439 1. 0000 62.0000
SOE 0.5056 0.4999 0. 0000 1.0000
Profitability 0.0752 0.2005 -1.0799 0.5970
ALR 0.4381 0.2041 0.0530 0. 8986
Cashflow 0.0862 0.2104 -0.8612 0.7520
InGrowth 0. 1255 0.2157 -0.3956 1.0932
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(1) (2) (3) (4)
InTFP InTFP InTFP InTFP
DID 0.2430***(0.0000) | 0.0724**(0.0179) -0.0523(0.2213) -0.0102( 0.7936)
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R-squared 0.8897 0. 8668
N 1.7e+04 1.6e+04
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Research on the Promotion Effect of

Old Industrial Base Revitalization Policy on Enterprise Upgrading
Yao Peng Ge Xiao-li
( School of Economics Shandong University Jinan Shandong 250100)
( School of Economics Qufu Normal University Rizhao Shandong 276826)

Abstract: Enterprise upgrading is the key to realizing the comprehensive revitalization and high—quality de—
velopment of old industrial bases. In the current transition period of new and old kinetic energy it is of great
practical and policy significance to study the promotion effect of old industrial base revitalization policies on en—
terprise upgrading. Therefore based on the data of Chinese listed companies from 2000 to 2019 this paper a—
dopts a multi-stage double difference method to evaluate the revitalization policy implementation effect of the
old industrial base. The results show that the revitalization policy of the old industrial bases has significantly
improved the total factor productivity of enterprises and promoted the enterprise upgrading. The inspection re—
sults of the mechanism show that the revitalization policy of the old industrial base improves the total factor pro—
ductivity of enterprises and realizes the “hematopoietic” function by promoting the enterprise research and de-
velopment innovation and reducing the enterprise financing constraints. Heterogeneity analysis shows that the
implementation of policies has a significant positive impact on enterprises in the northeast and central regions
but has no significant impact on the eastern and western regions. Compared with state—owned enterprises the
positive impact of private enterprises is more significant; in terms of industries the revitalization policy can e—
liminate outdated production capacity such as mining promote the upgrading of enterprises in industries such
as manufacturing and have the effect of adjusting the industrial structure. This paper evaluates the effect of
the revitalization policy of the old industrial base from the perspective of the enterprise and puts forward the
policy path to further promote the revitalization of the old industrial base.

Keywords: Old Industrial Base; Enterprise Upgrading; Total Factor Productivity; Multi —Phase Double

Difference



