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The Decline of Corporate Performance under the New Normal

An Interpretation based on Entrepreneurship
——Evidence from 2015 Guangdong Manufacturing Matched
Enterprise— Employee Survey

Cheng Hong (Wuhan University)
Song Feifei (Wuhan University)

Abstract : Since China’s economy entered the new normal in 2013, both the macro-economic growth rate and micro corporate
performance have experienced a significant decline. Focusing on this topic,according to the 2015 Guangdong manufacturing
matched enterprise-employee survey data,we selected the entrepreneur human capital, work experience and innovative spirit
as the proxy variables of entrepreneurial spirit and used a dual fixed-effects model to examine relationship between them.
Empirical tests showed that: Entrepreneur spirit has produced a certain degree of inhibitory effect on enterprise technology
innovation, allocation of resources and staff welfare, We also found that the shortage of entrepreneurship was an important
cause of the decline of corporate performance. Based on empirical findings, we recommend that entrepreneurs born in the
1960s should accelerate their transformation from “conformist type” entrepreneurs to “innovative type” entrepreneurs; the
government should alter the phenomenon of “paternalism” which is consisted of the enterprises who excessively depend on
financial subsidies and other preferential policies and let the market eliminate entrepreneurs who aren’t able to adapt to the
new normal and take advantage of multi-level capital market to speed up the curing of the shortage of entrepreneurship and
increase public input to the training of the next generation of entrepreneurs. Eventually, the government should make
innovative entrepreneurship to become an important driving force to improve corporate performance under the new normal.

Key words:entrepreneurship; performance; survey data; advice
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