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()
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In(1 +
) o

)

In( 1+

. 38 39
cis et al. ~Brown and Petersen

(1)

(

0.01

16

()
( http: //www. sipo. gov. cn/)
1999—2014
2014
(2011) »
CSMAR
1999—2014
;2.
21 502
2
PPS
()
3
0. 01

o

Cornett et al. *’ Fran—

0.99

PPS

PATENT_INVENT
PATENT_UTILITY
PATENT_DESIGN

PATENT
logINVENT ~ In( 1+ )
logPATENT In( 1+ )
PPS_M
PPS_M_DUM 0
AGE In( - +1)
InTA
LEV /
ROA /
QUICK ( - )/
CASH /
PRIVATE 1; 0
OWNER
B H 1
BH 0
INDEP
DEVELOP 1; 0. 2009
2009
MSHARE
INSTSHARE
2
N p25 p50 p75
PATENT_INVENT 21 502 2.980 59.45 0 0 0
PATENT_UTILITY 21 502 3.770 33.33 0 0 0
PATENT_DESIGN 21 502 1.278 12.71 0 0 0
PATENT 21502 8.028 85.24 0 0 0
logINVENT 21502 0.242 0.736 0 0 0
logPATENT 21502 0.471 1.113 0 0 0
PPS_M 21 502 3.995 8.447 0 0.028 3.986
PPS_M_DUM 21502 0.490 0.500 0 0 1
InTA 21502 21.53 1.245 20.67 21.39 22.23
LEV 21502 0.514 0.234 0.358 0.505 0.645
ROA 21502 0.038 0.061 0.012 0.038 0.068
QUICK 21502 1.204 1.450 0.533 0.842 1.321
CASH 21502 0.158 0.120 0.074 0.128 0.210
PRIVATE 21502 0.350 0.477 0 0 1
OWNER 21502 0.381 0.165 0.253 0.359 0.505
BH 21502 0.106 0.308 0 0 0
INDEP 21502 0.304 0.132 0.333 0.333 0.364
AGE 21502 2.084 0.706 1.792 2.197 2.639
DEVELOP 21502 0.772 0.419 1 1 1
MSHARE 21502 0.019 0.076 0 0 0
INSTSHARE 21502 0.182 0.219 0.005 0.072 0.320
0.012 2.98
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3 PPS TOBIT

(1) (2) (3) (4)
logINVENT  logPATENT  logINVENT  logPATENT

PPS_M_DUM PPS_M_DUM  PPS_M PPS_M
° CONSTANT -19.909 ™ —21.514™* —-19.804™" -21.366**
( -29.541) ( -30.556) ( -29.410) ( -30.376)

PPS 0. 199 ** 0.233 % 0.012%* 0.013

(3.760) (4.018) (3.895) (3.590)

InTA 0.727 %% 0.817** 0.724 % 0.813 7

0 8 (25.709) (26.290) (25.582) (26.129)
Chang et al. LEV —0.400™  -0.785™*  -0.388"*  —0.768"
. (-2.360) ( -4.273) ( -2.289) ( —4.181)

ROA 1.013" 2.892 7% 0.996" 2.887

(1.890) (4.948) (1.855) (4.928)

. QUICK 0. 000 -0.025 0.003 -0.023

(0.014) ( -0.907) (0.119) ( -0.839)

N N CASH —0.440 -0.396 -0.451 -0.401

(-1.596) ( -1.325) ( -1.633) ( —1.344)

PRIVATE ~ -0.223**  -0.129" -0.214™*  -0.125"

(-3.463) (-1.832) (-3.325) (-1.762)
OWNER  —0.875™%  -0.546™*  -0.894%*  _(.566"*
(-4.743) ( -2.729) ( -4.850) ( —2.829)

° BH 0.996 ** 1.353 %% 1.011 %% 1.370 %%
(11.648)  (14.455)  (11.800)  (14.613)
INDEP 0.096 -0.118 0.114 -0.093
(0.233)  ( -0.266)  (0.276)  ( —0.209)
o AGE —-0.817** —0.724** —0.833 % —0.738 %
( —13.954) ( -11.633) ( —14.202) ( —11.849)
DEVELOP  0.388** 0.403 ™ 0.392 %% 0. 408
(5.621) (5.414) (5.677) (5.483)
MSHARE 0.711* 1.872%* 0.709** 1.877%%
(2.119) (4.999) (2.111) (5.009)
o INSTSHARE 1.081** 1.316™ 1.101 1.338 %
(6.862) (7.284) (6.983) (7.403)
YEAR and
° INDUSTRY
( ) Sigma 2. 240 % 2.829 ¥ 2.243 7% 2.831%%
PPS (66.855)  (80.111)  (66.854)  (80.109)
loglikelihood —10565.92 -15618.47 -10565.57 -15 620.20
PPS Pseudo R? 0.203 0. 156 0.203 0.156
o N 21 502 21 502 21 502 21 502
PPS ot ( cluster) ;
REINE NS il 10% 5% 1% o
75% 0
PPS
Heckman 0
( PATENT_D)
( MlogPATENT) o 4,
X inverse mills ratio o PPS



( ) 4 PPS ——Heckman
8 (1) PPS_M_DUM (2) PPS_M
PPS 8 PPS Stage 1( Probit) Stage 2( OLS) Stage 1( Probit) Stage 2( OLS)
Prob - Prob S
( PATENT D =1) logINVENT ( PATENT D =1) logINVENT
CONSTANT —8.297 % ~36. 085 ~8.250 % ~36.193
( -29.699) ( —4.949) ( -29.567) ( -4.927)
PPS MlogPATENT 0.635 % 0.634
(10732 ) (2.986) (2.979)
PPS 0. 086 ** 0.275* 0.004 = 0.014"
° (3.494) (2.168) (2.990) (1.849)
2014 InTA 0.299 *=* 0.275* 0.297 % 1.287
5 (23.153) (2.168) (23.049) (5.539)
LEV ~0.185* 1.2827%% ~0.179* -0.551
2014 ( -2.385) (5.566) ( -2.306) ( -1.413)
ROA 0.345 -0.563 0.338 0.712
(1493 ) (1.414) ( -1.449) (1.382) (0.622)
o QUICK 0.014 0.714 0.015 0.037
3 . (1.205) (0.628) (1.277) (0.737)
CASH ~0.099 0.034 -0.101 -0.556
Abowd " Chen ( -0.777) (0.681) ( -0.793) ( -0.946)
et al. PRIVATE -0.035 -0.542 -0.033 -0.144
( -1.177) ( -0.931) ( -1.102) ( -1.067)
OWNER ~0.578 -0.150 —0.587 % -2.150 %
( -6.809) (-1.121) ( -6.926) ( -3.642)
° BH 0.305 ** —2.097 ** 0.310™ 1.2427
(7.570) ( -3.629) (7.685) (4.302)
INDEP 1.598 12187 1.6117 5.085 %
(11.753) (4.318) (11.852) (3.456)
AGE -0.088 ** 5.011 % -0.091 = —0.428
. ( ) ) ( =3.713) (3.465) ( -3.873) ( -3.238)
DEVELOP 0. 157 —0.414% 0.159 ™ 0.629
(4.954) ( -3.191) (5.016) (3.348)
HPPS = 1 MSHARE 1.250 0.620 1.256% 4,708 7
(8.439) (3.345) (8.481) (3.832)
HPPS 0. 5 INSTSHARE 1.155%% 4.648 1.167 = 4,182
(18.585) (3.843) (18.784) (4.391)
INDUSTRY
YEAR
TO—-= Inverse Mill’s ratio 4.076™* 4.112%*
BIT (3) \( 4) (3.927) (3.913)
21 502 3035 21 502 3035
PPS 10 732 Tt (cluster) ; * | %k | ook
° 10% 5% 1% :
HPPS
HPPS o
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5 PPS ——Abowd( 1990) PPS
o CEO (1) (2) (3) (4)
PPS
“ logINVENT  logPATENT  logINVENT  logPATENT
CONSTANT  —19.817"* _21.587"* —16.620 —18.271 "
(-13.758) ( -13.352) ( -9.836) ( —-9.303)
" HPPS 0.094" 0.024 0.119" 0.070
CEO o CEO (1.744) (0.408) (1.793)  (0.901)
InTA 0.724 0.828 0.783 0.884 7
(10.808)  (10.937)  (10.772)  (10.615)
R&D LEV ~0.291  -0.761"  -0.507  -0.917*
40 (-0.946) ( -2.106) ( -1.392) ( -2.107)
o ROA 1,695  2.338%% 1.417° 2,585 %
o (2.564) (3.027) (1.740) (2.720)
CEO QUICK 0.002 ~0.025 ~0.019 ~0.028
(0.062)  ( -0.543) ( -0.417) ( -0.510)
o CASH ~0.496 ~0.408 ~0.456 ~0.954
(-1.088) (-0.723) ( -0.798) ( -1.321)
PRIVATE ~0.232 S0.126  —0.496*  —0.467*
(-1.594) (-0.735) ( -3.070) ( -2.368)
OWNER ~0.909%  —0.555  —1.496**%  —1.161*
(-2.180) ( -1.094) ( -3.018) ( —1.981)
BH 0.992%%  1.342%% 1191 13650
. (4.556) (5.129) (5.038) (4.800)
INDEP 0.111 ~0.088 0.125 0.126
(0.172)  ( -0.121)  (0.137) (0.120)
. AGE ~0.835%%  _0.754°%  _1.793%%  _| 871"
(-7.240) ( -5.436) ( -6.798) ( -5.656)
> DEVELOP 0.390™% 0,406  0.434%%  0.492%
. (2.636) (2.202) (2.689) (2.356)
MSHARE 0.678 1.891* ~0.444 ~0.486
(1.075) (2.392)  (-0.453) ( —0.399)
INSTSHARE ~ 1.089%  1.393**  1.096™*  1.105"*
(4.348) (4.409) (3.614) (3.001)
Sigma 22447 28327 2.270%% 2,865
o (39.628)  (47.625)  (34.949)  (41.312)
loglikelihood ~ ~10569.73 —15631.51 -6779.78 -8 990.38
Pseudo R? 0.203 0.156 0.187 0.154
’ N 21 502 21 502 10 732 10 732
ot (cluster) ; * | dk
" Fokk 10% 5% 1% o



6 CEO

CEO
PPS 0
o 6 0.1
6 PPS —_—
Panel A
CEO
CONSTANT —19.308 ** —20.482 % —21.539 % —17.162%
( —13.603) ( —6.444) ( —11.388) ( -8.741)
PPS_M_DUM 0.209 ™ 0.250 0.174 0.237"
(2.025) (1.261) (1.150) (1.945)
CONTROL VARIABLES
YEAR and INDUSTRY
Sigma 2.214% 2.269 7% 2.321 % 2.140 %
(40.247) (17.110) (28.544) (30.277)
loglikelihood -8950.96 -1559.96 -4 758.55 -5734.35
Pseudo R? 0.209 0.179 0.213 0.202
N 19 247 2255 10 755 10 747
Panel B
CONSTANT —-20.687**  —19.813™*  -19.168*  -19.653**  _18.671 —19.860 **
(-11.281)  ( -8.423) ( -13.177) ( -10.092) ( -6.877) ( —11.709)
PPS_M_DUM 0.218" 0.170 0.069 0.293 ™ 0.120 0.215"
(1.676) (1.181) (0.627) (2.269) (0.637) (1.873)
CONTROL VARIABLES
YEAR and INDUSTRY
Sigma 2.304 2.095 2.083 % 2.327 %% 2.083 % 2.254 %%
(33.135) (25.142) (34.720) (32.723) (22.429) (35.163)
loglikelihood -6759.16 -3757.07 —4567.54 -5923.53 -1964.11 -8542.98
Pseudo R? 0.213 0.194 0.222 0.195 0.195 0.206
N 13 970 7532 10 755 10 747 4 893 16 609
it (cluster) ; * | ok | Sokk 10% 5% 1%
1999—2014 A
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Pay-Performance Sensitive Compensation Contract of
Top Management and Innovation Activities of Firms

FANG Junxiong' YU Chuanrong' WANG Ruoqi' YANG Mianzhi’
(1. Management School Fudan University Shanghai 200433 China;
2. Business School Anhui University Hefei 230039 China)

Abstract: This paper examines the relationship between compensation contract of top management and firms” innovation. We

find that the more sensitivity of top managers” pay to performance the more frequent innovative activities of firms which indicates

that pay-performance sensitive compensation contract effectively motivate the innovation activities of firms as a whole. Moreover the

effect will be more significant in firms with higher managerial and institutional ownership and located in area of higher degree of

marketization which indicates that the corporate governance mechanism does have impact on compensation contract.

Key words: pay-performance sensitivity; innovation; corporate governance



