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Global Resurgence of Industrial Policy: Evidence from 2023 GTA-NIPO Data?

Abstract. In recent years, the resurgence of global industrial policies has drawn significant scholarly attention. To
examine the main trends and characteristics of this revival, this study analyses 2,580 industrial policy measures
implemented in 2023. The analysis uses data from the GTA-NIPO database, which was jointly developed by
the Global Trade Alert (GTA) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to systematically collect and document
industrial policy measures worldwide. It is shown that advanced economies are the primary drivers of the
resurgence, with the United States playing a leading role. Fiscal allocation emerges as the dominant policy tool
in advanced economies, whereas import tariffs are the main instrument in non-developed economies. Climate
change mitigation is the principal policy motivation for advanced economies, while strategic competitiveness
motivates most policies in non-developed economies. Selective, enterprise-focused industrial policies are widely
used, with advanced economies employing them more extensively. These findings provide both theoretical
insights and practical guidance for rethinking industrial policy and underscore the need for a responsible global
governance framework to manage the resurgence of industrial policies in an increasingly interconnected world.
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no6anbHOE BO3pOXKAEHUE NPOMDILLIEHHOK NONUTUKM:
aHanus paHHbiX GTA-NIPO 3a 2023 rop,

AHHOTauums. B nocnenHue roabl BO3pOXAeHME NMPOMBILLIEHHON MOMUTUKM B MUpeE ABNSETCS 0ObeKTOM NpuUCTab-
HOr0 HAay4YHOro BHMMaHMS. B HacToaweM nccnenoBaHMM paccMaTpUBAOTCS OCHOBHbIE TEHAEHLMU U XapaKTepu-
CTMKM 3TOr0 MpoLecca, An9 Yero NpoBOAUTCS BCECTOPOHHUM aHanm3 2580 Mep NpOMbILWIEHHOM NOAUTUKM, NpU-
HaTbix B 2023 1. B nccnenoBaHuu ncnonb3yoTcs AaHHble 6a3bl GTA-NIPO, koTopas 6bina pa3pabotaHa COBMECTHO
npoektoM Global Trade Alert (GTA) u MexayHapoaHbIM BantoTHbIM doHaoM (MB®D) ong cuctematnyeckoro cbopa
TEKCTOB [LOKYMEHTOB O NPOMbILJIEHHOM NOAUTUKE NO BCEMY MUPY. AHaNM3 NOKa3bIBAET, YTO OCHOBHbIMU fpaliBe-
pamMu BO3POXAEHUS BbICTYMAKOT Pa3BUTble 3KOHOMMKM, Npu 3ToM CLUA urpaet Benylyto ponb B 3TOM npouecce.
BropxeTHble accurHoBaHus ABnAOTCS Hanbonee BOCTPeOOBAHHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM MOAUTMKM B Pa3BUTbIX CTpa-
Hax, B TO BPeMS KaK B HEPA3BWUTbIX IKOHOMMKAX NpeanoYTeHWe OTAAETCS MMMOPTHBLIM MOLWAMHAM. B pa3BuTbix
CTpaHax OCHOBHbIM LpPaiBEPOM MPOMbILLIEHHON MOMUTUKM SBASETCS CMArYEHUe NOCNenCTBUIA U3MEHEHUS KNU-
MaTa, TOr4a Kak B Pa3BMBAOLLMXCA IKOHOMMKAX [NaBHbIM CTUMY/IOM CNYXXWUT obecrneyeHne cTpaTernyeckon KoH-
KypeHTOoCnocobHocTH. LLUMpoko Mcnonb3yoTcs cenekTMBHbIE MePbl MPOMBILLIEHHOM MOIUTUKU, OPUEHTUPOBAHHbIE
Ha KOHKpeTHble NpeanpuaTUS, MPUYEM B Pa3BUTbIX CTPAHaX OHM MPUMEHSOTCS aKTUBHee. [onyyeHHble pe3ynb-
TaTbl HE TO/IbKO MOTYT CIYXXMUTb TEOPETUYECKOW M NPAKTUYECKOM OCHOBOM ANSi NEPEOCMbIC/IEHUS NMPOMBbILLIEHHON
MOMIUTUKM, HO U NOAYEPKMBAIOT HEOOXOAMMOCTb CO34aHMS FMO6aNbHOM CUCTEMbI OTBETCTBEHHOIO PEryMpOBaHMS
BO3POXAEHMS NMPOMBILLIEHHON MOMUTUKM B YCIOBUAX PACTyLLEeN B3aMM0O3aBUCMMOCTU MUPOBBIX 3KOHOMUK.

KntoueBble cnosa: ApOMbIWNEHHAa NONUTUKA, aHANIU3 OaHHbIX, 3KOHOMUYEeCKasa rnobanusauus, pernoHanbHaa 3KOHOMMUKa, Npo-
FHO3bI
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Introduction

Since the Industrial Revolution, the evolution of
industrial policy has closely followed the broader
trajectoryof globalization.Inrecent decades,however,
global economic and political developments have
revived interest in this policy tool. Challenges such
as sluggish global economic recovery, accelerating
climate change, the restructuring of global industrial
and supply chains, and increasing geopolitical
competition have prompted governments to
reconsider industrial policy as a strategic instrument.
After a period in which many scholars predicted
its decline or disappearance, industrial policy has
returned to the centre of policy debate. As noted by
Aiginger and Rodrik (2020), industrial policy appears
to be experiencing a “rebirth.”

This renewed attention raises several important
questions. Who are the primary driving forces
behind the current revival of global industrial
policy? What empirical evidence supports the claim
that industrial policy is resurging? What are the key
trends characterizing this new wave of industrial
policy? And how should countries respond to
the expectation that this resurgence may persist
in the long term? It is essential to address these
questions in order to understand the changing
role of the state in economic development and to
evaluate the implications of industrial policy for
global economic governance.
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This study aims to explore these issues by
examining recent developments in global industrial
policy. Using newly available cross-country policy
data, the paper analyses the main features of the
current resurgence and reflects on the evolving
scope and objectives of industrial policy. Thus, the
study seeks to contribute to ongoing debates about
the role of industrial policy in achieving sustainable
development and managing global economic
competition.

The remainder of this paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature and
describes the research background, while Section
3 introduces the data and methodology used in
the analysis. Section 4 examines the major trends
associated with the resurgence of global industrial
policy, and Section 5 discusses the broader
implications and theoretical reflections. Finally,
Section 6 presents the concluding remarks.

Related Literature and Research Background

Industrial policy has long been one of the most
debated topics in economics. Few economic policy
areas have generated as much controversy among
scholars and policymakers. A central source of
disagreement concerns the definition, identification,
evaluation, and comparison of industrial policies.
The lack of consistent measurement standards and
comprehensive data has made it difficult to conduct
systematic empirical analysis. These challenges
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have limited the depth and rigor of research in this
field and have hindered the development of a broad
scholarly consensus.

The difficulty of identifying the objectives of
policy measures, combined with the scarcity of
reliable data on industrial policy interventions, has
fuelled ongoing debates about their effectiveness.
These debates are closely related to broader
discussions regarding the relationship between trade
policy and economic development (Rodrik, 2012). To
address these limitations, a growing body of research
has attempted to estimate the impact of industrial
policies by examining global policy practices and
systematically measuring government activities
(Criscuolo et al., 2022; Hanson & Rodrik, 2023).

A key task in this literature is distinguishing
government expenditures that serve industrial
policy purposes and aggregating them for analysis.
Following this approach, Criscuolo et al. (2022)
and other scholars examined OECD countries
and developed cross-country analytical methods
based on government expenditure data. Their work
provides a quantitative framework for assessing the
scale and distribution of industrial policy across
countries. Similarly, Hanson and Rodrik (2023)
provided comparable evidence across different
regions of the United States by looking at the
institutional structures supporting local industrial
policies. Their analysis tracked both sector-
specific initiatives, such as workforce development
agencies, and broader coordinating institutions,
such as regional economic development agencies.
These studies suggest that industrial policy remains
an important component of policymaking in many
advanced economies.

A significant methodological innovation in
the quantitative study of industrial policy was
introduced by Juhasz et al. (2022). The authors
definedindustrial policy asastrategicnational action
aimed at altering a country’s economic structure.
Their definition included two key criteria: first, the
presence of explicit policy goals intended to shape
the composition of economic activity; and second,
implementation at the national level. Based on this
framework, the authors argued that the textual
content of policy documents often contains valuable
information about policymakers’ objectives, which
can help researchers identify whether a given policy
measure qualifies as industrial policy.

Using natural language processing techniques,
Juhész et al. (2022) analysed the policy descriptions
contained in the Global Trade Alert (GTA) database.
Through supervised machine learning algorithms,
they classified policy measures and constructed a
comprehensive industrial policy database covering
the period from 2009 to 2020 at a high level of
resolution (country-industry-year). This text-
based approach helped overcome many of the

measurement challenges that had previously limited
empirical research on industrial policy.

Nevertheless, the authors also acknowledged
an important limitation of this method. In the GTA
database, policy measures are counted individually
regardless of their scope or scale. As a result, a
subsidy to a single firm and a comprehensive policy
affecting an entire industry may both be recorded as
one policy intervention. To address this limitation
and improve policy classification accuracy, the Global
Trade Alert initiative and the International Monetary
Fund jointly developed the GTA-NIPO database.

Building on the GTA-NIPO dataset, this paper
conductsacomparativeanalysisofthemainempirical
characteristics of contemporary global industrial
policies. The study makes three main contributions.
First, in terms of data, it employs the GTA-NIPO
database, which provides broader coverage and
greater reliability than many previously used
datasets. Second, in terms of conceptual perspective,
the paper argues that the scope and meaning of
industrial policy have expanded over time and can
be understood across three analytical dimensions:
micro-level collaboration between government and
private actors, meso-level industrial competitiveness
in domestic and international markets, and macro-
level achievement of national development
objectives under conditions of manageable policy
costs and limited distortions. Third, from a policy
perspective, the paper emphasizes the need for a
global governance framework for industrial policy
based on the principles of responsible globalization.
Strengthening coordination, inclusiveness, and
sustainability in industrial policy could help
prevent escalating policy competition and mitigate
the risks of fragmentation in global trade and
economic integration, thereby supporting long-
term sustainable development.

Data and Methods

The data used in this article are derived from
the GTA-NIPO database!, which records industrial
policy measures announced or implemented by
major economies from January to December 2023.
The database is based on information collected by
the Global Trade Alert (GTA) initiative and aims to
identify industrial policy interventions undertaken by
governments worldwide. A policy measure is included
in the NIPO database if it satisfies at least one of three
criteria: (1) it is associated with predefined policy
motivations; (2) it applies to predefined product or
service categories; or (3) it constitutes a national
industrial strategy or policy plan.

! Evenett, S., Jakubik, A., Martin, F., & Ruta, M. (2024). The
return of industrial policy in data (IMF Working Paper WP/24/1).
International Monetary Fund. Retrieved April 24, 2024, https://
doi.org/10.5089/9798400260964.001
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The GTA-NIPO database improves upon
the original GTA database in several important
respects. First, it distinguishes between national
strategies, policy frameworks, or regulatory plans
and firm-specific interventions implemented under
these policies, such as subsidies or foreign direct
investment authorizations. Second, it records the
stated motivations for policy measures based on
official government sources. Third, interventions
are linked to predefined strategic product groups,
including medical products, semiconductors,
critical minerals, military or dual-use technologies,
low-carbon technologies, and other advanced
technologies. Fourth, the database expands the
scope of policy tracking to include a broader set of
technical and regulatory interventions.

The database covers 75 jurisdictions that
together account for more than 90 % of global
GDP and are continuously monitored by the GTA’s
long-term trade policy tracking system. Among
them, 45.3 % are advanced economies and 54.7 %
are emerging and developing economies. All major
regions are represented, including Asia—Pacific (13
jurisdictions), Europe and Central Asia (31), Latin
America and the Caribbean (9), the Middle East and
North Africa (9), North America (2), South Asia (4),
and Sub-Saharan Africa (7).

According to the data from the GTA-NIPO
database, throughout 2023, countries around the
world issued or implemented 2,580 industrial
policies!. Among them, 2,049 were considered to
have trade distortions, accounting for 79.42 %.
This proportion was as high as 84 % in developed
economies? and only 70.18 % in non-developed
economies. Although the dataset currently covers
only one year, it provides valuable evidence for
identifying key empirical patterns and motivating
further theoretical discussion on the resurgence of
industrial policy.

The empirical analysis proceeds in several
steps. First, descriptive statistical and classification
methods are used to examine the number of
industrial policy measures adopted by different
economies. Second, economies are grouped into
developed, developing, and transition economies
based on the United Nations’ World Economic
Situation and Prospects 2024, enabling cross-group
comparisons. Third, policy tools are categorized and
their frequency of use is calculated to analyse the

U https://www.globaltradealert.org/reports/112 (Date of access:
24.04.2024)

2 The classification of developed economies, developing
economies and transitional economies is derived from the “World
Economic Situation and Prospects 2024” released by the United
Nations. Furthermore, for the convenience of comparative
analysis, in this article, developing economies and transitional
economies are collectively referred to as underdeveloped
economies.

Ekonomika Regiona [Economy of Regions], 22(1), 2026

distribution of policy instruments across countries
and economic groups. Fourth, industrial policies
are classified by sector, including agriculture,
manufacturing, and services, in order to examine
their sectoral distribution. Fifth, policy interventions
are analysed according to targeted product
categories, such as low-carbon technologies, critical
minerals, and semiconductors, to identify the main
areas of policy focus. Finally, the stated motivations
behind policy measures, including national security
concerns and supply chain resilience, are examined
to compare the underlying drivers of industrial
policy across economies.

Through these analytical steps, the study
identifies several key patterns in the recent
resurgence of global industrial policy and provides a
basis for further discussion of its broader economic
implications.

Results

Based on the analysis of 2,580 industrial policies
collected in the GTA-NIPO database, several
important observations about the current resurgence
of global industrial policies can be derived.

The predominance of advanced economies
in the use of industrial policy

In earlier debates, economists often argued
that market failures were especially prevalent in
developing countries and that strong government
intervention was necessary for these economies
to escape poverty and underdevelopment (Rodrik,
2004). Consequently, many studies suggested that
late-developing countries were the main users
of industrial policy, employing such measures to
protect infant industries and strengthen domestic
technological capabilities. From this perspective,
one might expect that the current revival of industrial
policy would again be led primarily by latecomer
economies seeking to accelerate economic catch-up.

However, recent evidence suggests a different
pattern. Data from the GTA-NIPO database indicate
that the current resurgence of global industrial
policy is largely driven by advanced economies.
In 2023, of the 2,580 industrial policy measures
introduced by 68 economies worldwide, 1,623
were issued by advanced economies (see Fig. 1),
accounting for 62.91 % of the global total. If the 86
measures introduced by the European Union are
included, this share would be even higher.

Among advanced economies, the United States
stands out as the most active user of industrial policy.
In 2023, the United States introduced or implemented
369industrial policy measures (see Fig. 2), representing
14.30 % of the global total and 22.74 % of the measures
adopted by advanced economies. On average, this
corresponds to at least one industrial policy measure
being introduced or implemented each day.

www.economyofregions.org
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Fig. 1. The Number and Share of Industrial Policies Issued or Implemented by Different Economies from January to December

2023. Source: Authors’ calculations based on the GTA-NIPO database. https://www.globaltradealert.org/reports/112 (Date of
access: 24.04.2024)
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Fig. 2. The Top Ten Developed Economies in Terms of the Number of Industrial Policies Issued or Implemented from January
to December 2023. Source: Authors’ calculations based on the GTA-NIPO database, https://www.globaltradealert.org/
reports/112 (Date of access: 24.04.2024)

In contrast, developing and transition economies
introduced or implemented 754 and 101 industrial
policy measures respectively, totalling 855
measures (see Fig. 3). This accounts for 33.13 %
of the global total, only slightly more than half
the number recorded for advanced economies. In
addition, supranational organizations and regional
alliances introduced 102 industrial policy measures
(3.95 % of the global total), including the Eurasian
Economic Union (7), the European Union (86), the
Gulf Cooperation Council (2), Mercosur (6), and the
Southern African Customs Union (1).

Overall, the shift from developing economies as
the primary users of industrial policy in the past
to advanced economies today reflects the growing
challenges facing the global economic system,
including intensifying international competition,
technological rivalry, and increased concerns about
economic security.

Fiscal allotment as the primary policy tool

The second key observation is that fiscal
allocation is the dominant industrial policy

instrument in advanced economies, while import
tariffs are more prevalent in non-developed
economies. Industrial policy reflects a country’s
strategic allocation of resources at the micro level
and shapes the broader economic structure by
influencing relative prices of economic activities
at the macro level. Its design and implementation
often reveal a country’s strategic intentions. In the
context of global markets, the choice of industrial
policy tools reflects not only economic strength
but also governance capacity and implementation
capability. Financially supported measures, such as
subsidies, tend to be straightforward, intuitive, and
effective over the short term.

According to Table 1, the 2,580 industrial policy
measures implemented globally in 2023 span 52
types of interventions, including domestic subsidies,
import and export policies, localization measures,
FDI incentives, public procurement, and others.
Among these, subsidies are the most frequently
used instrument, accounting for 1,151 measures or
44.6 % of the total. Within subsidy policies, financial
allocations, state aid, and state loans are the most
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Fig. 3. The Top Ten Developing Economies in Terms of the Number of Industrial Policies Issued or Implemented from January
to December 2023. Source: Authors’ calculations based on the GTA-NIPO database, https://www.globaltradealert.org/

reports/112 (Date of

access: 24.04.2024)

Table 1

The Specific Industrial Policy Tools Released or Implemented and the Number of Industrial Policies Involved from January to
December 2023

Exports (13 policy instruments involving
413 industrial policies)

Imports (7 policy instruments involving
636 industrial policies)

Anti-dumping (42); Anti-subsidy (14); Export tax (53); Trade
financing (81); Export subsidy (3); Export ban (61); Export
quota (13); Export licensing requirement (44); Local supply
requirement for export (1);

Tax-based export incentive (8); Financial assistance in
foreign market (63); Export-related non-tariff measure (4);
Other export incentive (26).

Import quota (14);

Import tariff (466);

Import ban (32);

Import tariff quota (52);

Internal taxation of imports (35); Import licensing
requirement (34); Import-related non-tariff measure (3).

Foreign direct investment (3 policy instillments involving
49 industrial policies)

Public procurement (2 policy instruments involving
40 industrial policies)

FDI: Financial incentive (8);
FDI: Processing and operation (22); FDI: Entry and ownership
rule (19).

Public procurement (36); Public procurement access (4).

Localization (7 policy instruments involving 183 industrial
policies)

Domestic subsidies (11 policy instruments involving 1151
industrial policies)

Localization, nes (9); Local labour incentive (1);

Local operations requirement (1); Local content requirement
(3);

Local value-added incentive (20); Local content incentive
(31);

Public procurement localization (119).

Financial grant (382); State aid (225); State loan (222); Loan
guarantee (58); Production subsidy (22); Interest payment
subsidy (9); Import incentive (1); In-kind grant (7); Price
stabilization (19); Tax or social insurance relief (127); Capital
injection and equity stakes (including bailouts) (79).

Other policies (9 policy instruments involving 108 industrial policies)

commercial trading and investment tools (69).

Anti-circumvention (2); Safeguard measure (1); Post-immigration disposal (1); Foreign customers limit (1); Trade payment
measure (5); Regulation of credit operations (1); Labour market access (10); File not clear (18); The regulation on

Source: Compiled by using GTA-NIPO database, https://www.globaltradealert.org/reports/112 (Date of access: 24.04.2024)

common, covering 382, 225, and 222 measures,
respectively.

Advanced economies are the primary users of
domestic subsidies. Of the 1,151 subsidy measures
worldwide, 853 (74.1 %) were implemented by
advanced economies. Among the 1,623 industrial
policies issued by advanced economies in 2023, more
than half (52.56 %) were domestic subsidies. The
United States led in subsidy-based interventions,
introducing 175 measures, followed by Canada
with 101. By comparison, China implemented 53

Ekonomika Regiona [Economy of Regions], 22(1), 2026

domestic subsidy measures, representing roughly
30 % of the number issued by the United States.

These patterns indicate that fiscal allocation is
a central tool for advanced economies, reflecting
both their capacity to deploy financial resources
strategically and the short-term effectiveness
of subsidies in shaping economic outcomes. In
contrast, non-developed economies tend to rely
more on tariffs and trade-related measures as a
means of influencing industrial development.

If we look at the specific instruments employed,
we will see that advanced economies primarily rely

www.economyofregions.org
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on fiscal allocation, import tariffs, state aid, state mainly use import tariffs, state aid, and export taxes
loans, and localization of government procurement (see Fig. 5). While state aid and import tariffs are
(see Fig. 4). Non-developed economies, by contrast, widelyused across both groups, advanced economies
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Fig. 4. Main Industrial Policy Tools Issued or Implemented by Developed Economies from January to December 2023. Source:
Authors’ calculations based on the GTA-NIPO database, https://www.globaltradealert.org/reports/112 (Date of access:
24.04.2024)
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Fig. 5 Main Industrial Policy Tools Issued or Implemented by Non-Developed Economies from January to December 2023.
Source: Authors’ calculations based on the GTA-NIPO database, https://www.globaltradealert.org/reports/112 (Date of access:
24.04.2024)

Note: For the purposes of this study, non-developed economies comprise developing and transition economies and do not include

cross-regional alliances.
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leverage their economic strength to prioritize fiscal
allocation, with 353 policies employing this tool
compared to only 25 in non-developed economies.

The current resurgence of global industrial
policy thus reflects not only a large quantitative
gap between advanced and non-developed
economies but also a qualitative difference in the
“value content” of policies. For example, in 2023,
African countries implemented only 22 industrial
policies, representing just 1.36 % of the total issued
by advanced economies. Advanced economies
frequently deploy policies backed by substantial
financial resources, making modern industrial
policy measures “expensive” and effective. This
creates additional challenges for the economic and
social development of less-developed countries,
particularly in Africa, and increases the cost of
pursuing industrial policy for late-developing
countries. As a result, the resurgence of industrial
policy risks widening the development gap between
the Global North and South.

Policy motivations: Climate change
vs. strategic competitiveness

The third key observation is that industrial policy
motivations differ between advanced and non-
developed economies. Economic development stage,
institutional conditions, and national objectives
shape the orientation of industrial policies,
which are typically motivated by factors such as
national security, supply chain resilience, strategic
competitiveness, climate change mitigation, and
geopolitical concerns.

Globally, the three most common motivations
for industrial policy in 2023 were strategic
competitiveness (686 policies, 26.59 %), climate
change mitigation (439 policies, 17.02 %), and
supply chain resilience and security (344 policies,
13.33 %). Advanced and non-developed economies
show similar emphasis on supply chain resilience,
which accounts for 13.49 % and 12.51 % of policies
in their respective groups. This suggests that
industrial and supply chain security is a shared
priority across economies.

Significant differences are found in other areas.
Advanced economies place greater emphasis on
climate change mitigation, geopolitical concerns,
and national security, with the number of policies
motivated by these factors exceeding those of
non-developed economies by 6.04, 5.18, and 2.58
times, respectively. This reflects the frequent use
of industrial policy by the United States and other
Western advanced economies to address national
security and geopolitical considerations.

By contrast, strategic competitiveness is the
primary motivation for non-developed economies,
accounting for 33.80 % of their industrial policies.
This reflects the strong desire of these economies to

Ekonomika Regiona [Economy of Regions], 22(1), 2026

accelerateindustrial development,enhance domestic
technological capabilities, and strengthen their
overall industrial competitiveness as a foundation
for achieving broader national development goals.

Industrial focus: Secondary and tertiary
industries dominate

The fourthkeyobservationis thatindustrial policy
measures in 2023 are concentrated in the secondary
and tertiary industries, with the primary industry
receiving relatively little attention. Industrial
policy does not target manufacturing alone but
spans all three sectors. The allocation of policy
resources reflects government priorities and the
strategic focus of different economies. Economies at
different stages of development naturally prioritize
different sectors: late-developing economies focus
on manufacturing to accelerate industrialization,
whereas advanced economies rely increasingly on
services as the main engine of economic growth.

Among policies targeting a specific sector,
66.94 % were directed at manufacturing, 9.57 % at
services, and 2.36 % at agriculture. Both advanced
and non-developed economies exhibit the general
pattern of secondary-tertiary—primary industry
prioritization. However, advanced economies
allocate a larger share of their industrial policies to
services (11.95 %) compared with non-developed
economies (491 %), while non-developed
economies focus slightly more on manufacturing
(69.47 %) than advanced economies (65.80 %).

In absolute terms, advanced economies issued
1,068 manufacturing-targeted policies, nearly twice
the 594 measures implemented by non-developed
economies. This indicates a strong push toward
“re-industrialization” in advanced economies,
reflecting continued investment in manufacturing
as a foundation for economic strength. At the same
time, the increasing emphasis on services suggests
that advanced economies are gradually shifting
toward a more balanced industrial structure.

These patterns highlight that manufacturing
remains central tothe development strategies ofnon-
developed economies, while advanced economies are
simultaneously promoting manufacturing renewal
and expanding the role of modern service sectors.
Ensuring a robust manufacturing base, supported by
advanced services, remains crucial for sustainable
economic and social development, particularly in
large economies, and cautions against the risks of
premature deindustrialization.

Product focus: Dual-use, advanced technology,
and low-carbon products

The fifth key observation is that dual-use
products (for both military and civilian purposes),
advanced-technology products, and low-carbon
technology products are the primary targets of
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industrial policies globally. Governments prioritize
specific products and sectors to achieve strategic
economic objectives, given the limited availability of
policy resources and the desire to influence relative
prices across the industrial composition.

Globally, industrial policies targeting dual-
use products, advanced-technology products, and
low-carbon technologies account for 61.90 %,
38.26 %, and 37.98 % of all measures, respectively.
Both developed and non-developed economies
emphasize these categories. However, non-
developed economies place even greater emphasis
on dual-use and advanced-technology products,
with 69.59 % and 41.99 % of their policies targeting
these areas—12.04 and 5.95 percentage points
higher than developed economies, respectively.
This reflects non-developed economies’ efforts to
achieve high-quality industrial development by
upgrading technological capabilities, often through
military-civilian integration strategies similar to
those historically used by the United States.

Regional alliances also show distinctive patterns.
For example, among the 86 industrial policies issued
by the European Union in 2023, 30.23 % focused on
cutting-edge technologies such as semiconductors
and hydrogen, far above the global average of 10.19 %.
Hydrogen-related policies accounted for 20.93 %,
roughly four times the global average, while policies
targeting key minerals reached 29.07 %, significantly
above global, developed, and non-developed economy
averages. This concentration demonstrates the EU’s
intensive focus on core technologies and strategic
commodities. While such selective policies can
generate long-term spillover effects in the region,
they may also restrict technological exchange, limit
application scenarios, and hinder the improvement
of global scientific and technological capacity.

Selective industrial policy:
Focus on specific enterprises

The sixth key observation is that selective
industrial policies, that is, those targeting specific
industries or enterprises, are common across all
economies, but advanced economies employ them
more extensively. Selective policies are traditionally
considered effective during the catch-up phase for
late-developing countries, after which economies
are expected to transition toward horizontal or
broadly competitive industrial policies. In the current
resurgence of industrial policy led by advanced
economies, these patterns are evident in practice.

In 2023, the vast majority of industrial policies
globally (97.21 %) were non-horizontal, indicating a
strong preference for targeted interventions across
both developed and non-developed economies.
Policies aimed at specific enterprises accounted
for 39.96 % of the total. However, in developed
economies, more than half of industrial policies

(52.31 %) focused on specific enterprises, compared
with only 18.36 % in non-developed economies.
Among the 1,576 non-horizontal industrial policies
in developed economies, 53.81 % targeted specific
enterprises, and within the 353 financial allocation
instruments, 197 (55.81 %) were enterprise-specific.

Thus, we can conclude that advanced economies
are using selective, enterprise-focused industrial
policies to a degree that contrasts with long-standing
principles of free trade and market competition.
This raises important questions about the potential
economic and geopolitical impacts of the current
global industrial policy resurgence.

Discussion

Few economic policies are as widely debated
among economists as industrial policy, yet
governments continue to use it extensively (Juhasz
et al.,, 2023). In recent years, the resurgence
of industrial policy, particularly in advanced
economies, has prompted renewed reflection on its
definition, role, and effectiveness.

Defining industrial policy and its effectiveness

The intellectual origins of industrial policy can
be traced at least to the Report on Manufactures
submitted by Alexander Hamilton to the U.S.
Congress in 1791 (Huang Qunhui, 2017), which
systematically proposed the infant industry
argument. The idea was further developed by the
German historical economist Friedrich List in
The National System of Political Economy (1841).
List argued that Britain was the first country to
successfully promote infant industries and that such
protection played an important role in the prosperity
of many nations. The United States later became one
of the most enthusiastic adopters of this strategy.
Economic historian Paul Bairoch famously described
the United States as the “birthplace and bastion of
modern trade protectionism” (Bairoch, 1993). More
broadly, many of today’s advanced economies relied
on interventionist industrial, trade, and technology
policies to support infant industries during their
catch-up phases (Zhang, 2007).

Different theoretical perspectives, including
neoclassical economics (Bardhan, 1971; Succar,
1987; Stiglitz, 1989), developmental state
theory (Gerschenkron, 1962; Amsden, 1992),
and neoconservative views, generally agree that
governments adopt industrial policies to influence
the composition of economic activities and move
the economy toward a desired industrial structure.
Since national development objectives evolve over
time, industrial policy is inherently stage-dependent
and selective. Governments must allocate limited
resources among competing priorities at different
stages of development, which inevitably requires
policy choices (Juhasz et al., 2023).
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At the same time, national development goals
are complex and multidimensional. This complexity
requires a diversified mix of industrial policy
instruments rather than reliance on a single policy
type. Therecent return of selective industrial policies
in advanced economies, despite long-standing
scepticism from many scholars, calls for renewed
reflection on their functions and potential impacts
in a changing economic context. It also highlights
the need to revisit the conceptual foundations of
industrial policy.

From this perspective, industrial policy can be
understood as a dynamic process of collaboration
between government and the private sector aimed
at achieving national development objectives.
Its purpose is to enhance the comprehensive
competitiveness of targeted industries while serving
specific public goals at a given stage of development.
Three key dimensions characterize industrial policy:
phased objectives, industrial competitiveness, and
dynamic coordination.

First, phased objectives operate at the macro
level. As part of the government’s broader economic
policy framework, industrial policy is designed to
support specific national development goals that
vary across stages of development.

Second, industrial competitiveness represents
the meso level. Industrial policy targets specific
sectors across the economy, including but not
limited to manufacturing, and influences the
allocation of policy resources and relative prices to
strengthen overall industrial competitiveness.

Third, dynamic coordination occurs at the
micro level. Effective industrial policy involves
continuous interaction between government
agencies and private actors. A prominent example
is the ARPA model in the United States, which relies
on iterative cooperation between the public and
private sectors. Through processes of information
discovery, identification, and consensus building,
policymakers can identify key obstacles to structural
transformation and determine appropriate policy
interventions (Rodrik, 2004). In this dynamic
process, industrial policies are continuously refined.

The key challenge is not only whether governments
can identify potential “winners,” but also whether
they have the capacity to allow unsuccessful
initiatives to exit.

Accordingly, the effectiveness of industrial policy
should be evaluated across three levels. At the micro
level, it depends on the quality of cooperation
between government and the private sector. At
the meso level, it is reflected in improvements in
the domestic and international competitiveness of
targeted industries. At the macro level, it is measured
by the extent to which industrial policy contributes
to achieving national development goals while
keeping policy costs and distortions under control
(Sheng & Zhu, 2025).

Overall, industrial policy should be understood
from a system-evolution perspective (see Fig. 6).
Viewing it through the integrated framework of
macro, meso, and micro dimensions provides a
more comprehensive understanding of its role and
effectiveness.

Constructing industrial policy
under technological uncertainty

Mainstream research on industrial policy
suggests that government intervention by latecomer
economies is relatively effective in traditional
industries, but tends to be less successful in emerging
technology sectors where the technological frontier is
still evolving. One reason is that latecomer countries
cannot rely on established development models as
first movers did. In addition, emerging technology
industries involve high levels of technological and
market uncertainty. Government intervention
may constrain large-scale market experimentation
and rapid technological iteration, making it less
compatible with the development and catch-up of
emerging technology sectors (Jiang et al., 2021).

The above raises an important question for
advanced economies: how should industrial policies
be designed for future industries and emerging
technologies that are inherently uncertain? In
practice, many developed economies are promoting
sectors such as hydrogen, semiconductors, and other

Macro level

Phased development goals

Mitigating climate change, safeguarding
national security, etc.

>
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5 competitiveness industrial system, etc.
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S
£
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collaboration

problems of policy implementation, etc.

Fig. 6. A Three-Level Framework for Understanding Industrial Policy. Source: Compiled by the authors.
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advanced technologies through relatively closed
alliances. However, such closed policy approaches
have clear limitations. They may hinder the
iterative upgrading of frontier technologies and
may also constrain the overall development of
global industrial technology.

To address these challenges, future industries
can be conceptualized at three levels: field,
industry, and sub-industry. The field and industry
levels primarily focus on technological functions
and market demand, and they generally do not
involve specific technological routes. As a result,
policymakerscan makerelativelyreliablejudgments
at these levels. By contrast, sub-industries typically
involve more specific technological pathways.
Government support for future industries should
therefore concentrate on the field and industry
levels while avoiding premature selective support
for particular sub-industries (Li, 2022).

Although the general development direction
of future industries and technologies is often
relatively clear, specific technological trajectories
and market demand remain uncertain. Industrial
policy design should therefore account for
this combination of directional certainty and
technological uncertainty. At different stages of
technological development, governments should
adopt a combination of horizontal and selective
industrial policies.

In the early stage of technological development,
governments  should emphasize inclusive
innovation policies that encourage the formation
of innovation networks and strengthen intellectual
property protection. In this phase, the government’s
role is primarily to address market failures and
provide a stable and patient environment that
supports experimentation and the collective
emergence of technological innovation. At
the same time, governments should make use
of coordination-oriented policy instruments
to address institutional and implementation
challenges during the development of emerging
technologies.

In the intermediate stage, horizontal industrial
policies can support pilot testing, incubation, and
the scaling of multiple potential innovators. As
exploration of independent innovation deepens,
uncertainty gradually declines. Through iterative
technological development, certain technological
pathways and product forms become more viable
and better aligned with market demand. This
creates the conditions for the gradual introduction
of selective industrial policies.

Selective industrial policies at this stage
should still operate within a process of multi-
actor discovery and dynamic collaboration. The
objective is not only to identify potential “winners”
but also to allow unsuccessful initiatives to exit,

thereby fostering a competitive environment for
technological development. Both the selection of
winners and the elimination of losers require clear
evaluation criteria established in advance. Without
transparent standards for assessing success and
mechanisms for observable supervision, industrial
policy interventions may become ineffective.

Because a substantial increase in total factor
productivity is widely regarded as a core indicator
of new quality productivity, the success of future
industrial technologies should ultimately be
evaluated in terms of productivity performance,
including both the rate of productivity growth and
the absolute level of productivity.

Global industrial policy governance for
responsible globalization

From a domestic perspective, industrial policy
carries the risk of inefficiency caused by resource
misallocation and rent-seeking (Krueger & Tuncer,
1982). From an international perspective, it may
produce spillover effects, trade tensions, and
retaliatory dynamics (Lorenzo & Ruta, 2024). In
recent years, advanced economies have frequently
implemented industrial policies that distort global
trade liberalization and economic globalization,
negatively affecting the security and stability
of global industrial and supply chains. These
spillover effects have triggered industrial policy
confrontations between countries, fuelling the
recent revival of global industrial policy—a trend
that shows no signs of reversing in the near term.
In the context of a weak global economic recovery,
developed economies have often failed to contribute
positively to responsible globalization and have at
times acted as drivers of anti-globalization, raising
questions about the need for a modern global
industrial policy governance system.

Global industrial policy governance is closely
linked to the broader development of economic
globalization. To prevent stagnation or even
regression of trade liberalization due to excessive
competition, antagonism, or retaliatory industrial
policies, itis urgent to establish a global governance
framework grounded in responsible globalization.
Such a framework should prioritize coordination,
inclusiveness, and sustainability.

Aiginger and Rodrik (2020) argue that industrial
policies differ across countries and stages of
development, but they also generate a wide range
of positive and negative spillovers that can provide
valuable lessons across fields such as trade and
investment rules, property rights protection,
social standards, energy efficiency, and new energy
development. One practical measure could be
the establishment of an annual Global Industrial
Policy Forum to coordinate national strategies,
phase out subsidies for fossil fuels and large-scale
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agriculture, and shift from the current “turbo-
globalization” toward responsible globalization.

It is also critical to expand the policy space for
developing countries within the multilateral trading
system. International rules should not impose
identical restrictions on countries at different stages
of development. Instead, they should account for
developmental differences, coordinate interactions
to minimize negative externalities, and improve the
inclusiveness and sustainability of global industrial
policies (Rodrik, 2004).

To support these goals, the World Trade
Organization and global trade rule systems can
be optimized, while tools such as the Global Trade
Early Warning system can provide monitoring and
advisory support. A global forum on Industrial
Policy and Economic Globalization could serve
as a platform for discussion, innovation, regional
practice exchange, and coordination. By fostering
consensus on industrial policy concepts, such a
forum would create a more open, inclusive, and low-
cost environment for designing and implementing
industrial policies, thereby laying the foundation
for responsible globalization.

Conclusion

This study uses the 2023 global industrial policy
data from the GTA-NIPO database to analyse
the current resurgence of industrial policy. The
empirical evidence and subsequent analysis lead
us to several critical conclusions.

First, industrial policy is widespread, and there
is clear evidence of a global resurgence. Advanced
economies, particularly the United States, are
the main drivers of this revival, challenging the
traditional view that industrial policy is primarily
associated with late-developing countries.
Moreover, the emphasis on selective, enterprise-
focused industrial policies by advanced economies

also contrasts with conventional wisdom, which
holds that such policies are effective mainly during
the catch-up phase. The proactive use of industrial
policy by economies long associated with market
liberalism raises important questions about global
economic fragmentation and invites a reevaluation
of both traditional industrial policy theory and
market economy practices.

Second, the gap between advanced and non-
developed economies is reflected not only in the
quantity of industrial policies but also in their
“gold content.” Advanced economies leverage
substantial financial resources to implement
resource-intensive instruments such as fiscal
allocation, which are Ilargely inaccessible to
non-developed economies. This creates a high
threshold for participation and development.
Non-developed economies, particularly the least
developed regions, face challenges in competing
within the space shaped by advanced economies’
“domestic-priority” industrial policies. Trade flows,
production cooperation, and market access may be
disrupted, further widening the development gap
between the Global North and South.

Finally, the resurgence of industrial policies led
by advanced economies raises questions about the
effectiveness of existing trade rules, multilateral
oversight, and enforcement mechanisms in
mitigating negative spillovers. To minimize
potential adverse effects and promote responsible
globalization, there is an urgent need to establish
a fair, inclusive, and sustainable global industrial
policy governance framework. Platforms such
as a Global Industrial Policy and Economic
Globalization Development Forum could help build
consensus on the principles and use of industrial
policies, fostering positive interactions between
industrial policy, economic globalization, and
sustainable global development.
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Hcnonb3oBanue cpeacts U

ABTOpr 3a4BJIAIOT O TOM, UTO ITPpU HAIIMMICAHUN 3TOI CTaThy HE IMMPUMEHSINCH CPeaCTBa e HEePaTUBHOTO MCKYCCTBEH-
HOT'O MHTEJIJIEKTA.
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