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Impact of government subsidies on total factor productivity of Chinese agricultural
listed companies: Based on panel threshold model

YANG Xue', HE Yucheng!, LIU Cheng?

(1.College of Economics & Management, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan, Hubei 430070, China;
2.Hubei-School of Management, Wuhan Institute of Technology, Wuhan, Hubei 430205, China)

Abstract: Based on the panel data of 32Chinese agricultural listed companies from 2010 to 2018, the fixed effect model
and threshold regression model were adopted to study the impact of government subsidies on the total factor productivity
(TFP) of Chinese agricultural listed companies from the micro level. The results show that government subsidies have a
non-linear effect on the TFP of Chinese agricultural listed companies, and an “U-shaped” relationship between them
exists. When the intensity of government subsidies is lower than 0.016, government subsidies have a positive effect on
TFP of Chinese agricultural listed companies. When the intensity of government subsidies is higher than 0.016, the
government subsidies have a negative effect on TFP of Chinese agricultural listed companies. Robustness test results
show that moderate government subsidies can promote the TFP of Chinese agricultural listed companies by increasing
their investment in R&D while excessive government subsidies will hinder TFP through "rent-seeking".
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