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Government Subsidies, Tax Incentives or Low Interest Loans

— Comparison of the Effect of Industrial Policies on Green Technology

Innovation in Environmental Protection Industry
HE Ling-yun, LI Zi, LIANG Xiao, ZHU Jing-ran

Abstract: Based on the panel data of 158 listed environmental protection enterprises from 2009 to 2018,
from a nonlinear perspective, a semi-parametric model is adopted to measure and compare the effects
and differences of different types of industrial policies on green technology innovation of environmental
protection enterprises, and the influence of enterprises’ environmental protection investment on the re-
lationship between them is also analyzed. The results show that: First, the relationship between gov-
ernment subsidies, tax incentives and low interest loans and green technology innovation of environmen-
tal protection enterprises is M-type, inverted U-type and linear promotion relation. Within the sample
range, government subsidies have the most significant effect on green technology innovation of environ-
mental protection enterprises, while low interest loans have the least effect. Second, considering the
regulatory role of enterprises’ environmental protection investment, there are N-type, N-type and line-
ar suppression relationships between government subsidies, tax incentives and low interest loans and
green technology innovation of environmental protection enterprises. The effect of industrial policies on
enterprises’ green technology innovation was improved, in which the effect of low interest loans on the
innovation was changed from promotion to inhibition. Third, the influence of industrial policies on the
green technology innovation of non-state-owned environmental protection enterprises is more complicat-
ed than that of state-owned environmental protection enterprises. Fourth, the same industrial policy has
different effects on the green technology innovation of environmental protection enterprises in different
industries, so different industrial policies can be adopted for each industry to play a greater role. Fifth,
compared with the central region, the industrial policies in the eastern and western regions have a signif-
icant positive effect on the development of green technology innovation in the environmental protection
industry.

Key words: government subsidies; tax incentives; low interest loans; green technology innovation;

environmental protection investment



