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Social donation executive incentive and R&D

investment of private enterprises

CHEN Dong' > XING Mu'
(1. School of Business Anhui University of Technology Maanshan 243032 China;
2. Yangtze IDEI Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China)

Abstract: This paper selects the A-shares listed private enterprises in Shanghai and Shenzhen stock markets from 2012
to 2017 as research samples and based on the perspectives of external environment shaping and intrinsic incentive
integration empirically analyzes the influence of enterprise social donation on R&D investment and the effect of executive
incentive on the relationship between social donation and R&D investment. The study shows that there is a significant positive
correlation between social donation and R&D investment that is the social donation of enterprises is conducive to increasing
the intensity of R&D investment; there are significant differences in the moderating effects of different types of executive
incentives on the relationship between social donation and R&D investment which is specifically reflected in that executive
equity incentive has a negative moderating effect on the relationship between social donation and R&D investment and
executive salary incentive has a positive moderating effect on the relationship. The further research shows that the social
donation activities of enterprises are conducive to creating a good external business environment and R&D investment is
affected by obtaining government subsidy resources and enhancing competitive advantages but there are differences in
different stages of enterprise life cycle. The relevant conclusions enrich the theory and practice of entrepreneurship and
provide a theoretical basis for private enterprises to develop a reasonable and effective executive incentive system.

Key words: social donation; equity incentive; salary incentive; private enterprise; R&D investment; entrepreneurship

( 62 )
Does “ to replace the business tax with a value—added tax” enhance
the technology innovation intensity of enterprises?

Based on “Quasi—Natural Experiment” evidences

YUAN Shiye' *
(1. Business School Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China;
2. Business School Jiangsu Open University Nanjing 210036 China)

Abstract: Based on the “Quasi-Natural Experiment” nature of “to replace the business tax with a value-added tax”
(‘abbreviated as “to replace business tax with VAT”) piloted since 2012 this paper takes the data of listed companies from 2010 to
2016 as samples uses the “Difference-in-Difference” model and panel data and compares the changes in enterprise innovation
input and output before and after “to replace business tax with VAT” to investigate the influence of the reform on the intensity of
enterprise innovation and further discuss the influence of different enterprise property right natures and financial market degrees in
the region on the reform effect. The research findings show: () “To replace business tax with VAT” significantly enhances the
technology innovation intensity of enterprises; (2) The technology innovation intensity of non-state-owned enterprises is enhanced
more significantly than that of state-owned enterprises after “to replace business tax with VAT”; (3) The technology innovation
intensity of enterprises in areas with a higher degree of financial marketization is enhanced more significantly than that of enterprises
in other areas after “to replace business tax with VAT”; (4) The technology innovation intensity of non-state-owned enterprises is
enhanced more significantly than that of state-owned enterprises in areas with a higher degree of financial marketization after “to
replace business tax with VAT”. The research in this paper can provide empirical evidences for the research on the relationship
between “to replace business tax with VAT” and the change in enterprise technology innovation intensity as well as targeted
suggestions for the enhancement of technology innovation intensity of different types of enterprises.

Key words: to replace the business tax with a value-added tax; difference-in-difference; nature of property right;

technology innovation; financial marketization



