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Abstract

This paper studies the relationship between corporate culture and green innovation based on the
data of all listed companies from 2008 to 2019. Through text analysis of the annual reports of
listed companies, the characteristics of corporate culture are extracted and classified into four
dimensions according to the competitive value framework (CVF) to measure the influence of dif-
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ferent types of corporate culture on green innovation, in which the number of green patents is
taken as the proxy index of green innovation. It is found that both controlling and creative culture
can positively influence green innovation, while collaborative culture can reduce green innovation.
Through a series of robustness tests, including the addition of additional control variables, the use
of different models and further discussion of endogeneity, the conclusion is found to be robust.
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1. 5|8

B A BRIAETERALI N, PR OR CON SE B A BR T RRE R B LT 55 o & B RS R (1 B
P EEE T IROR F AT « S BT IR T A (1 56 4+ R BE DL #(Ar, 20125 Winston, 2009; Wu %5 A,
2022) [1][2] [315F M 3R o ZrEa il /2 DURE S Bk D M 85875 G v H I BE EIE B, B U — B4 tah
AR LZREEGMHITT K . Zhang 55 N(2019) [4]K I FENBIS 5 5% (0 8135 1 Al A SE 47 1 5128
R, JREALET S EQ1HT B8 52T P (B B 77 71 7KSF T RIS PR S H (A, 2012) [1]; #4904k 6] 55 7=
AIFT2E, HESHA KA G138 (Gangl 25N\, 2020) [5]. ANFEMLAE S S (635 7 1 B A AR F ) 5h
IR IUAFAE . A\ B S SR O GUHNA R IEAH G O8 BRI SCEF N, 2020) [6], S/NAFEIFAL, KA
2R BNE Z AR RS, G e B RGN o R FEAG,  [R R TE L R R85
Bi(Lin N, 2019; 5KMTEN, 2019) [7] [8].

TS A R BN m RS A B IASERAE, Vi@ 75 B 7 9 oK 1) L R SR bR i N A%k
BN H SRS S e SR L RUBE 3l X R e U ——"E w7 e ar sl i 5, JER Bk —
ZA B K H bR(Fiordelisi 25, 2019; Boubakri %5, 2021; Wang %%, 2021) [9][10][11]. HRIECHR, 1k
SCAbFZ A A ARV R EE T o 1, DURIE TSR S 10 R Ak SO AT R 2 BN A bR BOCSE 22 R Mk RS AT
HUNAIHT (Cao N, 2015) [12]55 o ARV SCA R TR 52 ma b SR (037 B R L RE R TR,
bR Ak T e 2 5 4 8 A1 T (Asmui 25, 20165 Costa-Campi 25, 2017; Kiigiikoglu #1 Pimar, 2018) [13]
[14] [15], AN SCAEASN ER BT I R2 I B T2 2 H o BRI, A Feetxd FRE J R BT 2 =) B4l
A SR AT A% RIEAT IR T . IR E T I E AR A R R E e, RE LA
R, —HEAL AP REE K (Wang 25\, 2021) [11], FERBEIHE I 4K, SR
SR SR E ML I S A Br o de-iRe ) RIS K RE VI OC. B, AWFFAMH A Carmeron &5
N(2006) [ 1611 5% G+ SCA MM BRI K T Rk 8 Ak s Bt . b, SRS T 7677, RET %3
BEAN AV BAG FOMURE (1 ] BEAR A AN SCA R Z 88 T, BRI, AR SORE 5 G P SO A B AR B A R e v B 5K T
1P L $R B IR SEUE 45 3R

2. Bt EMSMHRERE
2.1. T
A SCHRSE T Ak SO IR 5% 52 o Schein (1990) [ 17164V SCAb i UM ) B2 T AL — 2 Sk
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PHMEMFIAT AR, AEMA R EA R RS SER TAT R . P ESEQ2000) [18 1AL LA
ST EMERR N AE AR R TIE AR A S = 5, DLBSHER AR S — N A TR
Sadri Al Lees (2001) [19]#8H, MW SAEE T ARIFAKES, ZRIMT AN Z AR 0, HH2E
/A CEO it il 5 2 =] B A B2 TAT NuE NS S AL SC L i ARYE Lau 25 A(2002) [20]1f(1845, 4k
PR —BME S AR 03 T TARAT A i, A QU I S i A Al 3T 52 TAE AR R R AAT T A AR
HARBUB AR 2R 5 TSy 50 ) A1 4445 (Nongo A1 Tkyanyon, 2012) [21]. X265 UM [E] 00 2 £ B 45
] 7 AR, BRI SO B H A Z TR R A — 8, B B2 MR AR HARA 7 TAT N, IF
HARME SR — AN AR I RBER R —, FONEIRSE R TRAT N, 91 S TS A 77 17— 2

2.2. TFENUMERE

FERT AN AL FEIBHESE F1,  Carmeron %5 A(2006) [16]H2 354 B SC AL E RS RY(CVE) 2 B 920
Al IR A R Al AR 9 2 T B (Ernst, 2001; Rashid 28 A, 2003; Strese 25 A\, 2016; Andreou
N, 2019; Wang 25N, 2021) [11][22] [23] [24] [25]. %R ARy N PUARDSRAL, BMERY(Clan). B3
M (Adhocracy). a4 (Market) f1% H B4 (Hierarchy) (B 1). X PUF AR A iy —FhES XA AN F H
SR E e PMERUSCA E R, HEE B IS ERAEEER /), H mOEH S A IR PR R
(Cameron %\, 2006) [16]. iSO SR ELFE 7=y ARSS SR, @it AW R SEEl R T2 18]
(FIBESR 1o S g RSO R s i DIk &5 B ARIRIE SR, BT RIE AN A= ) )35 K (Cameron %5 A, 2006) [16],
RTAEZS S M N RZRETES J1. e, BHlRSO T 01 Tl s A R s i B, 4 SURSEBUR R
W 6 55 T, R A e i R e A R AT i 1) R 2% 447 S 39 i (Cameron 55\, 2006) [16]. kS04 AT
DLAAREAS Y i e 6 (Deshpande 25 A\, 1993) [26], X EWEE CVF HIAS[E AL AT BE X A b 4 (0 1 =4
ANFIZ I, PRI A S B SRR DU Fh Al SCA4EFE T, Wl ST Ak AR Aof 4 4 £ B B SR R 7= 2

2.3. FEQFER

RiGHE
ERSCAE (Clan) BiER S (Adhocracy)
B&: EHA1E Fa: fF
g%;%E\%ﬁ\%%ﬁ\ﬁ ?ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁ\ﬂﬁﬁxﬁﬁﬁ
SYEY ;
BX: MrMEL. ATEBARE BX: QIF~H. TEME

FAENT < > RJEANT

EHIBISTIE  (Hierarchy) TR (Market)
B2 BERiTH Ea: =%
PO : —3. MNEIE 51FE . Rif: XEEP. FFREK, 1S
pOR =2 BREFEN
BXK: EETHERGSUNAEL. BXR: MIALEER. BFlgE
#7iE Jo PR B SEER

FaE x|

Figure 1. Competing values framework

B 1. TEMEXHmERE
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40 1) 3 R — Fh B AL 8 o B D R FR S I A HE L A IE AR L 8 IR R B R 5 ) R A 0 3 1k 3 B
(Hemmelskamp, 1997) [27], A5 A2 i (e 3 R0CR F1 A BE SRR B R BE  AT Rl . Al TR A gt
BT AR T A AT B (TRA) . B I S e m 4 e AR SR b () & b R 3R, 2 E8 T ey b= 2E
(9 N0} 43 €81 397 16 7 1) (Fishbein A1 Ajzen, 1976) [28]. JF H. TRA fERF RPN T & FhohEAs &, W5
EOF R RIS aEAR, USEAHT ES. SE0EAIR. SaFEaRE. MLl kst
0 BT ) 7 1) S5 AE N E 0 EE 5 (Tseng 4%, 2018; Tjahjadi, 2020; Zhang %5, 2020) [29][30] [31]. B,
TRA Eb A5 (8 H AR R A B R $2 52 A R (TAM) A K147 R B (TPB) B i ™ i 4 B

24. AL SREFOXFR

PREE ) — B NGV E R B, k2 2 Bk Btta . Y. BORABURE R E
J1(Berrone 25 N\, 2013; Wu %A, 2022) [3][32]. B, ZREA1H OB Hi N SR 55 4 I A A %%
RIS (Ar, 2012; Chu 25N, 2019) [1] [33]. KZEINA CHRFE L, B8 m U U KIS 3. 1
NN EBE R —, BRSOk E R R EZ R A T AR N, Rl 2]k SC )
S (Lin A Ho, 2011) [34]. {HELA SCHR - BB S A b S5 SR 001 37 2 18] 56 & (1 SITIERE 7o/ PR, 32 22
b T a0 AV A I S BT R . Kiigtikoglu AT Pmar (2018) [151& 92 Al & Ji 2 75 ] 8 1)
N5 s oS Ml 2 IEMSER, I H A SR SCAE AR R 2358 4 o A 358 1 nl R
RV SR QIHT I ST . Gupta A1 Kumar (2013) [35]5018 1 446 CAL IR B, ER R, E A AhL
55 B IR b SR S KGR R A 5T L SR B SR S84 SCHR MR TR A FETR N T 7 Ak e Ak ma 4 64
B HIE &M, HLUniEsE 7 4kt SO A 52 G2 X 4 B8 VR 5 (Fraj 25 N, 2011) [36]. £k
SCASKT PR SRR (1 2050 £ 4 %o k20 M ¢ €2 G138 11 SIZ it = A= R 5% W (Coosta-Campi 25\, 2017) [14],

ARG SCAFN SR BB 3T 2 8] (I R AT T 2 18 5 (EAE A Y ST A S TR o] 2 BT ARFAE 77 THI RO TF 7 SR mp
DAL T AR Al oA A B8 2 AR 5556 2 o Chu 25 A(2019) [33]BA CVF S0k S RS BRI 2 7 TR
JIHIRE 56 T A SO S BB 2 m, B 70 R BIAH LT3 T B BRER CLRBS S s il 8 Se Ak, RIS 1m)
AV A B RETE R B F AT S B S X AT . Cao 58 A(2015) [12]48H, BARIEM A4
MKy T A0 TR R IE, DR SRR A IR A Q50 F XK. X ISA R v] LLRSZ 8 45 2%
(Hartnell 25N, 2011) [37], RI{E&RELE1HT R — 0 m XS A B AR 52, et nT AR ARSRIE I 4 5 22 b 3k
BT, M2, PGS R0 Al s st Ffase fiAEr= 77 . 18 s RN FAR 2 i ARG IR
ANERRT 51 TRECH 7 R e LA . BASRASAHI A TR MEATIR R LS 2], HARMEE AW 1k
IRIREE. 4 Kotter £ Heskett (1992) [38]4H, FEMRHA AN A & 53 T2 A HIHEESR D180/ IR 22 5
Hartnell 55 A\ (2011) [37]3ETfi48 H, BT 2200 FR0E BT, LAFS 95 0] B 28 7] SCHG PR 1 A =TI AE e

[Alt, 7E Cameron 55 A(2006) [16]8FFLRURHES) T, A SCRER AWML ST 4 FPA R EL A 5
SO Z MRS R. FEBRWT:

H1: 356 S 18 3 S0k et £ lb SR et 37 7 A R

H2: 554 S S0 20 A b SR 37 72 A 47 T R

H3: WME ST 1A 8 S0k 26 A b SR et 37 7 A 47 TR I

H4: B3 517 B SO BEXT Ak 43 6 B3 72 A B R

3. fRigit
3.1. HARZERSHIERIE
AR 2008 4EZE 2019 FrpE BT LA FE A, FEIBF AT ISR B, M
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W EIE R 3 5 23 70 (CSMAR) B 8 A 1 i b Ak i 0 45 Fn 28 B3R B 405 Fhik, 1T CSMAR
P BT B AR BT B K B 7 P A A A B A8 e, A S oA [ B AR PEAUR (TRT R CNTPA)
WAL H BT R . Ao, 1% Fiordelisi 25 A (2019) [91/0 7792 M A B 77 WA sl YAr B2 2 ] F 48 B 4 7
B

BYIIREARE S 23,571 DN AT FEEREE, FEARTMER TG Smirilkill, SEFRErEERT. £#
raa]. BHEaalss; M 7T S H AR AT NE, RAFEARERE 17,517 NAE SN
MHE . )5 ASCHENE Wang 58 N(2021) [111H777%, TE 1%A1 99% 7KV E4e R Ab 3, B ZOH kR 178 E
PR 8 T AR e 22
32. FETEEN

3.2.1. HRETE

MER BB RN F R, ARSCLA 5 G G AT ST &S AR N B HE bR, B3 B A B
Ln (R&D + 1). 74, FREFLEANERE T nT e A RN, ARSCN™ A B Sk i H i
JRE, DAERHE RG] IREE D B o A SRR . A SO LR R SRR AL S, RN
W@ H A 18 N H K G (Yuan A1 Wen, 2018; Wang 8 A, 2021) [11][39], W] AEICIEAERGHLZE B4 &
GRS SR Rr B

3.22. RETE

HRHE Cameron %5 \(2006) [16](1) CVF #E8, ASCi@REf# FH Fiordelisi 1 Ricei (2014) 40132 (1) “Bag
of Words” XA H I SCAHHT AL . B e WA A w1 B I I S8R 47 P 41 5 Rl iok S o LG 46 il TXT 4%
2, HEBR DL A7 A 1 SO B AR e R I SR TS R 17,491 NSO o LR A ia) g < am) 67
ISR A SC, BT E AR R H ] R DOAAR T 2Q R 1 e SO AR, AR (AR E
) B FTA EARY RN SEBRAC R (AR DO ) B TR . ASC E R g 1 e %
CA BT — ANl A R 2 R R e CHORDGB LY A (DUE R ST ) SRAS A ix ik
W RIS AL SO KA.

% 8 BV A AE H R R R Z A T OGS SUE BRI, iRl JES . ONEE, A SCBR
TAER I SRR DU S e . S, AR SCHZ IR Fiordelisi AT Ricei (2014) [9]1 752k 115 Ak 3L
WWHTBR S A . R ARLF:

Number of keywords describing each culture dimension

Corporeate Culture =
Total number of keywords for all CVF culture

3.23. FHTE

ARSCANPAFAE e 5 1 N MR B (—) AR, A LB H A% 4L Hall #1 Ziedonis
(2001) [41]FHF 7125 SRR BRI A BE A B 2 R SCREA AT RIRNES . (2) ARFER, 2
F] IS E O B E AR EL BF TSR AR R IR A w08 8 L AR 2 ) B JE SR FR BIET XU, R I 2 )6
N TSI T 0 B B 46 N3 (Amore 1 Failla, 2018) [42]. (=) AMATAFE, FLEFR S B DLSE P kit
B, PR E A0 HTE B T B AR T R AR R e S R . (M) ARG, T R R
(ROA)fiT &, He F1 Tian (2013) [43]4F B, B8 47 [0 552 ILIE & mT AFS Bh A 51 58 2 L2 i T 0% . ()
BRI FES T d o, B E, AR K AR ST 1, BUET 0. (O8)
A=A, B RE, AR AVCONEE S AETE S B REAE, FONEE L r) B Ar e R R IA 1k St
M2 42188 (Cao N, 2020) [44].
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3.3. SEUERENG T

ATCAE A0 SEUEA R SR T AV S A 75 52 M 4 b ) 43 L B8
Yi,t+1 =py + ﬁlXi,t + ﬂjcontrOlsi,t +&,

Y, TREES O TESR, B Lo (WA + 1) Lo (BRHTE + DA Lo (BRIGTH + 1). X
R A AR Fi AR, B S5 . SRR G Y S0 Ak o 2] DR 30 A0 458 i A 0 58 1 8 W) RFAE
IR AT RO SCHR, AR — AT AR &, RO 2 B SO AN AT RERE R [F) 42 (R B0 @ FR > Bk Y

WNHE, t1aEE. B, AT M [ R AR R A R AR A AN AT M AR s B TR) AR R R
4. B\ TS RZRE
4.1. RSt

X1 AHAPERTEBEEENGOAH 2, £ B AF ERTEAREITI KSR 24, £ A4
H, BRSO B RIE SRR 2010 4 2019 SEHRING A N, fEE AL, seH RS R B
BESRKALEARIESREFA, RPLAHHEERIRE ET AR BRERUEEM, R RE058E
FIRT AR HEERR T, W =F2FT~. 78 B A, ASCRIE AT LARLE, Z3Rb & ta kB LR B G %L
R, N S5.525 . KA. REEAIA IS FAT L A LRI HE R RS .

Table 1. System resulting data of standard experiment

F 1. RERERRERYE

R KRR R LR R KR T KSR T
AH: FEMoAE

2010 4.981 8.571 1.462 4.844
2011 5.446 9.052 2.041 5.983
2012 5.898 10.31 2271 6.057
2013 6.059 10.16 2352 7.068
2014 7.144 11.86 2.391 7.082
2015 7.639 13.14 2.778 8.185
2016 8.950 14.71 3.114 8.299
2017 9.469 16.45 3322 9.178
2018 9.466 16.11 3211 9.961
2019 7.368 10.39 3210 9.856

B 4. 17ksr A
BT B AR E 1.000 1.797 0.242 1.028
(EREE IR N &S 0.053 0.053 0.011 0.011
R BERE B EARRS 2.563 3.528 0.671 1.632
Aok, woll, & Bl Ak 0.884 1.276 0.259 0.659
b4 2.674 4.884 0.897 3.226
PAEFH 2 TAE 0.157 0.216 0.059 0.167
MRS dEie R H AR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

m
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Continued
EHAT 5.525 10.962 1.754 7415
e 0.457 0.724 0.080 0.364
R AMEE 0.514 0.900 0.129 0.535
nE 0.271 0.557 0.071 0.443
AL RERIERR 0.456 0.710 0.039 0.301
IKF S EREEAN 2 H v it 2 4.235 9.850 1.418 7.450
H # R KPS RIEE R 3.319 6.790 1.010 4.599
R T AR RS 1.498 3.309 0.364 2433
FRGE AN AR 55 0.450 0.618 0.068 0.246
ZEE AT 1.714 3.435 0.851 2.685
PRI 3.881 7.277 1.414 4.898

AFRERT 2010 45 2019 EHE FTA A E T2 & 7R S E (AR A)FATIE(HR B)ZR A BIHROLI 245

2 BRI SCACHEFEAE A FRSE G AT P I SE i . TR A BoR, RE LSS 8 T RS
R EPEEHEA S —, ERE LT AR EER RS UME N 3 R ek, B gt g RRY], £
AT VUFR AL A b, BHEDEFORBOR IR AE Bt B AE BRSPS R R AT
HIGE R SOl & LB, 7308 17.7%0 9.9% o IX 5 A SCHEN — 250, DA s B Mk s 2 5 1 B8
77 i 7 i LA S R AR A B RBP4 b B L % F) €03 TR SCARRFALE

Table 2. Distribution of culture

2. XWRBSHRIT

| 2 TG BMERY B A
AH: FA
2010 0.087 0.465 0.524 0.197
2011 0.085 0.47 0.534 0.195
2012 0.085 0.488 0.527 0.199
2013 0.085 0.49 0.528 0.199
2014 0.085 0.49 0.537 0.199
2015 0.083 0.498 0.551 0.196
2016 0.090 0.705 0.782 0.103
2017 0.067 0.735 0.826 0.077
2018 0.076 0.622 0.587 0.141
2019 0.075 0.624 0.599 0.138
B 4l: 47k An
BH. TR 0.053 0.076 0.078 0.075
(ER IR 3¢ 0.563 0.042 0.020 0.016
T EAER . AEAE R IRSS 0.056 0.076 0.075 0.099
ol Mol & ol Fovlk 0.034 0.084 0.084 0.048
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Continued
il 0.069 0.063 0.066 0.015
PAEFIH 2 TAE 0.071 0.068 0.071 0.011
FEERS . 4EE AR 0.015 0.091 0.092 0.026
EFATIE 0.077 0.069 0.061 0.011
5 s 0.137 0.050 0.041 0.018
LR FEE 0.058 0.071 0.075 0.096
HE 0.042 0.083 0.080 0.067
AL RE AR R 0.076 0.061 0.064 0.012
IKF L RSN it 5 B 0.226 0.010 0.026 0.350
B P AL KA AR R 0.068 0.068 0.071 0.010
BEAFT R EAR RS AT AL 0.104 0.044 0.052 0.177
FH BT AN LR 55 0.094 0.014 0.054 0.016
ZEA AT 0.212 0.017 0.030 0.045
PRI 0.261 0.021 0.032 0.043

AR T 2010 2 2019 EFEIFA [ _E T 7R Alk SO SRR & AR (TR AT L (TR B 2341 o

3 BoR VAT RN S G . SRR R R KT 2RO 2.414, RRE LA FIE T
[AI3EA 2.414 TR, SO BIRISE AR5 R R I H0CN 4.400, 2R _E T 24 ) 50 4 6 S 5 A1)
FEALRE R T R F)(Lu A1 Wang, 2022). SR, 2 w] e & 2004 4R 1P B8 0.780, 1T
RO LA RIEECN 2.414, RERG AR =702 — 2 QR s gdttnEs 27

Table 3. Descriptive statistics

3. Rttt

A e R MHE P PRtk 72 w/ME LR A >IN
SR B 25,506 2.414 7.708 0.000 0.000 57.000
S0 BN S F T B R 25,506 4.400 12.856 0.000 0.000 91.000
PR AL 25,506 0.081 0.189 0.008 0.027 0.142
TG RIAL, 25,506 0.057 0.928 0.006 0.082 0.097
PMERL AL 25,506 0.061 0.851 0.005 0.085 0.097
BlIE R 25,506 0.158 0.347 0.012 0.067 0.256
i lb AR 25,506 11506.452  28224.646 230.555 3382.048 210,000
A A RE 25,506 10.409 6.970 1.000 9.000 25.000
ROA 25,506 0.038 0.070 -0.297 0.037 0.231
FLFF 2 25,506 0.442 0.217 0.053 0.432 0.981
WPNGERT 25,506 0.054 0.226 0.000 0.000 1.000
AL 25,506 0.378 0.485 0.000 0.000 1.000

KFWE T AL T EAERHRES T, AR 2010 & 2019 F. FAAE RGO, LAk IS HBR L
FIEH B AR SOk . AR RNk, ARVIRRAL. EdlA. T, PMERAALER. EHAEERAF
B 72 B AR B ), A RHER(EEEIREE R0, FATRGEGSBRUSER), TRHIF(ENER,
LRI KSRGS AR AT H TN ST 1, SWET 0), SV RERAR, HAFREAS%ET 1,
B NEET 0).
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4.2. MXFHIEHE

4 BoR TASCPE T A R MRS R EGERE . SO RIS SR8, RYHUIE
AR EARERRIRZ, B — MR RE T BE0.7), R AR B BEA S A E R T REPE R .

Table 4. Correlation matrix

4. AXRFRBIEE

AR AR (1) (2 (3) C)) (%) ® @O ©® © 10 a1y 12 1)
BEEYIE (1)1

23V IRIES

Fpmg (P 0934 1

IR SCAE (3) 0.024% 0.020% 1

SERSCME (4) —0.008* —0.010% —0.749% 1

WMERISC AL (5) —0.001* —0.003* —0.869* 0.850% 1

8RS L (6) 0.010% 0.0076% 0.832% —0.828* —0.864* 1
AT (7) 0.302% 0.307% 0.037* —0.006 0.003 0.004 1

gl

L\\

VEAERY (8) 0.054* 0.041* 0.155% —0.163*—0.133* 0.141* 0.173* 1

0

ROA (9) 0.019* 0.015* —0.016* 0.029* 0.021* —0.023* 0.067* —0.190* 1
ALFFE (10) 0.119* 0.132* 0.049* —0.052* —0.044* 0.036* 0.065* 0.374* —0.367* 1
VUIR® 1 (11) 0.170* 0.157* 0.004 0.006 0.011 -0.009 0.222* 0.073* 0.040* 0.095* 1
Analyst Raw (12) 0.243* 0.246* —0.005 0.024* 0.023* —0.020* 0.563* —0.139* 0.388* —0.063* 0.168* 1
AEFERL (13) 0.098*  0.097* 0.048* —0.070* —0.048* 0.043* 0.151* 0.356* —0.061* 0.242* 0.126*0.001 1

IRFE T KA B RYUERE . FEAWIHY 2010 & 2019 4F, FHASE RGO, FIS 0 RIS HHEG
FE ARk . BRSNS, A PRI s HI RSl S oA AR RSO A BiE B ST Ak .
Pt AR B A R RSP A AR H 3), A FARERS (BB IR AR H0), ATAF R (RSB LU, TIK
HFOEUE R, A YRTERE PRSI SE5 T H T T 1, BT 0), M= R(EMER, JAFR
EHAVNEF 1, FUET 0).

*RE 5% REKF

4.3. EEETD

45 P T ChaR R B A AR 9 R AR R R B R A 5 2R, =R S SR K B RIS 2 AIAE 1%
B 5% ERORHEE KRR, B, HB)IER, ISR BIE 1%H% 2 T EXE R #E
FEIETAREM . RiAE, 0.107 HRBCEWREBIEHISCCERE I — a0 5, WIS 10.7%. HIK,
B, fE 5%HEEKT L, S1EF RS SRR B R AR . RO RS R 2
SR FRET RV 29k, BEIHIBAABR R R (Xu fl Zhang, 2008). Bh4h, 5 A&T7 7> 5 BUSS
B TTOMURE RO EORMUARAA N BRI, FTRE S 10 3 AL A, X A A BT I 1 — AN KA. TR
Nk, BZE-0.017 BWAE LLE RS RR SR I — a2 5, K EIERERD 1.7%. H@)558R,
FE 1% 52 K b, G136 T ) 5S04 AT DOk B HR s P 2R TE [ S0 o Aalk 1 Bas B SO 4E T bk, flk
XA SCH RN B (Yan 58N, 2021) ERXFPAF T ST, AR E. 8RB L&
ARG Rk B & TN H G AN, E2 M R THINES 5K TUE LTS U, £%00.069
WA LLEIE Y 3 RSO 1 AN 2 AT RN 6.9%.
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Table 5. Main regression results

5. FEEVFER

2R W
A AR
)] 2) 3) )
PS4k 0.107***
(3.09)
SR -0.008
(-1.26)
MERL AL —0.017**
(-2.34)
BB AL 0.069%**
(4.11)
Al A 0.341 %% 0.342%%% 0.342%%* 0.342%%*
(35.61) (35.62) (35.64) (35.65)
b AR —0.029%** —0.026%** —0.027%** —0.030%**
(-3.62) (-3.29) (-3.45) (-3.75)
ROA —0.642%%* —0.638*** —0.641%%* —0.642%**
(—7.94) (~7.90) (-7.93) (—7.94)
LA 0.493 %% 0.492%*x* 0.493%*x* 0.493%**
(18.56) (18.53) (18.55) (18.56)
lL!pNGa7e 0.232%** 0.231%** 0.232%** 0.232%%%
(7.06) (7.02) (7.05) (7.08)
Sy 0.047*%* 0.047%%* 0.047%%* 0.048%+*
(7.78) (7.77) (7.77) (7.81)
A=A 0.123 %% 0.122%%* 0.122%%* 0.123 %%
(10.22) (10.14) (10.18) (10.24)
G i —3.423%%% —3.418%** —3.412%%%* —3.425%*%
(—42.37) (—42.20) (—42.17) (—42.39)
FEA G 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506
) R 0.235 0.234 0.235 0.235
A RIS YES YES YES YES
AT 3K YES YES YES YES

AFARE T SRR LA RGN A R, DLl e oy B AR B EZ B M. SRl AR BAh A IR, AR
. ROA. FLAFZ. DURSTHMFEFraih. aHiAL =8 B 2008 %5 2019 4 [E_F T A &) # bk A ke

A, [RIEHS R T A AT b ] 5 R
ok R IR R 1%, 5%AT 10%[K) 553 7K
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44. RREMEE

4.4.1. REMREE

S G H AT RE 51 Ak SO AR 4k (Costa-Campi 26 A, 2017; Wang %6\, 2021; Boubakri %5\,
2021), FEGlEE R ARG R . AR H B B /> ik (2SLS) Rtk N AR w22« B[R] — ATk
MM AZFE S R, HMTIETRE, MR SO SUCERR A, AT 5T % 54T
WP 5E N THA R

7E 2SLS (55— R IEAF, g5 B SR AT L2 P Al SO AE 1% 83 /KT Extfl et =4 7
5L E MBI ( 6). IAM, Cragg-Donald [f) Wald F S5 i1 5 Stock Fl Yogo (2005)32 L (1 S48 ,
FAS P L AR R T AR, B0 5~8 F)SE RS 5 — W EHARL, 2B R0 T 1Ak
PR AN SR AT 1 25 1 %oF P A 2 1) R R )

Table 6. Instrument variable
#zo6 ITETE

. FEH RS 54 RS04 PMER AL Gl RSk ENEN
e 6] 2 3) “ ©)] (6) (7) ®)
i B 304k _Mean 0.993%*x*
(16.90)
4R Mean 0.996%*%*
(24.51)
BMERLSCAL_Mean 0.994%**
(19.91)
A& R 4k _Mean 0.994 %%
(22.72)
i 0.640%**
(3.48)
TR -0.037
(-1.36)
PR AL i
(-3.19)
BB AL 0.196%**
(2.61)
N HA =0.000  0.025%**  0.030%**  —0.005% 0.342%** (.34]1%** (338%%% () 34] %k
(—0.08) (2.98) (3.79)  (-1.69) (3526) (3549) (34.96) (35.38)
ACIKE 0.039%**  —0.192%*% —(0.161*** (0.075***  0.001 —0.017* —0.006 —0.010
(19.88)  (-22.08) (-18.53) (20.75)  (0.08) (-1.91) (-0.60) (-0.98)
ROA 0.045%%  —0.247%%  —0.264***  (.086%* 70'6,?3** 70'6*26** 70'6,?3** 70'6*18**

(2.15)  (=2.50)  (=2.70)  (2.11)  (-735) (-7.75) (-738) (-7.62)
K2 -0.006  —0.017 0.021  —0.010 0.488*** (0.493%*% (. 490%** (.490%**
(-0.92)  (-0.54)  (0.66)  (-0.79)  (18.10) (18.55) (1826) (18.36)
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Continued
UPNGiNTS —0.011%  0.072%**%  0,076%** —0.027%%* (.223%** (),228%** (),22%** (),2)5%***
(-1.76) (3.03) (3.36)  (-2.87)  (6.61)  (6.90)  (6.64)  (6.77)
Al -0.001 0.002 0.001 —0.004  0.047%%% 0.047%%% 0.047%%% 0.047%**
(-0.58) (0.38) (024)  (-1.64)  (7.56)  (1.75)  (1.67)  (7.61)
Ak =L —0.011%#* 0007  0.037*** —0.018%%* (. 115%** (. 121%%* (. 117%% (. 118%**
(-3.51) (0.53) (2.89)  (-3.51)  (9.26)  (10.10)  (9.61)  (9.72)
s —0.000  0.025%%*  0.030%**  —0.005% 0.342%%% (34]%%k (.338%k* () 34] k%%
(—0.08) (2.98) (3.79)  (-1.69) (3526) (3549) (34.96) (35.38)
FEA & 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506
Cragg-Donald Wald F 8t it 575.070%** 1366.117*** 838.255%** 842 290***
PR R 0.111 0.245 0.160 0.165 0.213 0.233 0222 0.226
R YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
(% YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

AT T UG R LRI RiE MR, Dl oy B E R 2SLS FIEGHT. SCAMAT - FE 2 T AR,
BT R AR AR MR, ARFR . ROA. ALFFZE. DRHTF Al =8 B 2008 43 2019 F 1+ E
LT A F R I NREA . R R T AR A AT S KR

ok R BICER 1%, 5%A1 10% 2 27K

4.4.2. FiGIEHITEE

FIHFTAIE, B SR M AT P2 A 7 s BB R . 2R, LA B 24k
SEHAM R RSk B AR =, W CEO ME S5 22 FFiE(Prasad 1 Junni, 2017; Amore 1 Failla,
2018; Wang Z£ N\, 2021). fEJIA CEO 5|, F#s. BHE KT FHIMAXE ML CEO A IHFIE DL L& #
oM, EFSPIEMERSSWEFIMEHAL RS, %7 PSR SHEAER SR -8, xR
ANV SCAATY SR SR A A b 27 BT

Table 7. Additional control variables
7. FMGEHITE

- 2 R
6] 2 3) “
PS4k 0.090%**
(2.58)
SR -0.004
(—0.69)
PMER AL —0.013*
(—1.80)
BB AL 0.061%**
(3.67)
CEO 51 0.097** 0.096%** 0.096%** 0.097%***
(5.39) (5.32) (5.35) (5.42)
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Continued
CEO 4% 0.056 0.055 0.056 0.057
(1.51) (1.49) (1.50) (1.53)
CEO #HHKF 0.087**x* 0.089%** 0.088**x* 0.087***
(8.28) (8.45) (8.38) (8.29)
CEO 0.022%** 0.022%** 0.022%** 0.022%**
(4.96) (4.98) (4.95) (4.94)
CEO X H#H % -0.010 -0.009 -0.009 -0.010
(—0.83) (—0.76) (—0.77) (—0.83)
HHOH 0.085%* 0.086** 0.086%* 0.085%*
(2.13) (2.16) (2.15) (2.13)
HHSPLM 0.180 0.179 0.180 0.181
(1.48) (1.47) (1.48) (1.48)
#HHEW 0.086%** 0.087%** 0.086%** 0.086%**
(5.25) (5.28) (5.25) (5.25)
AEIbS W 0.325%** 0.325%** 0.326%** 0.326%**
(33.28) (33.28) (33.29) (33.31)
A FIERE —0.022%** —0.019** —0.020%** —0.023%**
(-2.76) (-2.40) (-2.58) (-2.90)
ROA —0.625%** —0.621%%* —0.623*** —0.625%**
(-7.72) (-7.68) (=7.71) (-7.73)
AR 0.458%** 0.458%** 0.458%** 0.459%**
(16.91) (16.89) (16.90) (16.92)
P NCER7 0.231%** 0.230%** 0.231%** 0.232%%%
(7.05) (7.02) (7.04) (7.07)
vt 0.04 1+ 0.04 1 *+** 0.041%** 0.04 ] %**
6.71) (6.69) (6.70) (6.74)
AL 0.121%** 0.120%** 0.120%%** 0.121 %
(9.94) (9.89) 9.91) (9.96)
W —4.185%%% —4.184%%% —4,178%%* —4,19] %%
(—21.40) (-21.38) (-21.35) (—21.43)
FEA & 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506
TR R? 0.240 0.239 0.239 0.240
RN YES YES YES YES
(234 YES YES YES YES

AR T USRI LR RIE MR A R, DA SN A B R RIAHT . #2514 B A CEO 4F-MECHER . FFEfs
HEY . FNADREN) ., WHSREGEF SR ST PRI E S 40O FI A R RHMIE(A T HE . AF4ER . ROA.
FOAFZE, PUK. WA EA k). B 2008 4E 4 2019 4Ef e [ _E A S #k kREA . RIS 7 40 AT
fi] 5 288

sk R AR 1%, 5% 10% 0 2 2 7K
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443. BRTE

FR45 Jiang A1 Yuan (2018) LA}z Mazouz #1 Zhao (2019)FIHIF 5%, Kl 4 RN 51 3038 B 2 LA BON LAt

AFEMIMAE IR 2 Z LR 5| 3C, ACEFF Poisson A1 Negative Binominal B SRFEAT[E Ak 11, 3 8 AY
GERILVTFE FEEFRFF—E. {E Poisson Ml Tobit LAY, 5], G EMEAIE T M SCAGX = AN SCYERE

S IR SR TR AN MR R E S

Table 8. Substitute variable model

= 8. BRLEER
AR 20 W RO
Poisson Negative Binomial
1) 2 3) “) ) (6) (7 (®)
P SCE 0,129 0.109%*
(2.68) (2.18)
FEERIAL, -0.010 -0.008
(=0.89) (-0.70)
PMERI AL —0.030** —0.026**
(—2.30) (—1.98)
BIER AL 0.102%%x 0.09]***
(3.72) (3.21)
ASIBN 0.503%**  (.503%%*%  (.504%*%*  (,503%F*  (519%F*  (.520%%*  (,520%k*  (,520%**
(38.84) (38.85) (38.89) (38.87) (38.38) (38.40) (38.44) (38.42)
NEAERY —0.057%F%  —0.054%%%  —0.057%%*%  —0.061*** —0,059%** —0.056%** —0.059%** —(,062%**
(—3.98) (-3.70) (-3.96) (—4.21) (-3.95) (-3.72) (-3.94) (—4.16)
ROA —LOAT7*FE —1.043%%  —] 046%*F  —].044%F*  —] 056%F*  —] 053%FF —] 056FFF  —] 056%+*
(-6.78) (-6.75) (-6.77) (-6.75) (-6.51) (—6.49) (-6.51) (—6.52)
FLAT2 LOI2%*%  1,014%%% [ 015%%*  [013*%**  (.989%**  (990%**  (.990***  (0,989%**
(17.61) (17.66) (17.66) (17.62) (16.75) (16.76) (16.77) (16.75)
NGRS 0.068%** 0.070%* 0.070%* 0.070%* 0.073%* 0.074%* 0.074%* 0.074%*
(2.16) (2.19) (2.22) (2.22) (2.15) (2.17) (2.18) (2.17)
axin 0.123%%%  (124%%% (. 124%%% (. 124%%* (. 125%%* . 126%F*  (125%%k (0, 125%**
(10.96) (10.98) (10.97) (10.98) (10.97) (10.98) (10.97) (10.98)
Ak = AL 0.220%*%  (227*%*%  (220%kx  (230%*¥*  (.236%**  (234%kx () 235%Ex () 236*E*
(10.58) (10.49) (10.56) (10.63) (10.67) (10.61) (10.66) (10.71)
o —7.573%k 7 ST RER ] 55GRER 7 5TSHkR 7 JEQuR 7 TSRk 7 TAZRER ] T5QH
(—53.52)  (-5326)  (-53.19)  (-53.54)  (-53.53)  (-53.27)  (-53.21)  (-53.56)
FEAH 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506
4755 A5 7 3
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Continued
Pscudo-R? 0.173 0.173 0.173 0.173 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.128
Ay RN YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
17 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

ARV R HER BRI ARARE, Pl e oy B AR, WG Timma ZmERmEE 8. SEHAE AR A R
MR, AR, ROA. FLFFE, WA . HIHAA R BEAOEFTE 2008 & 2019 £ E LA # .
Eling e G i A K A b=k g

ok R BICER 1%, 5%A1 10% 2 27K

4.4.4. BEEHM
AN T EG IR ORHE, RMESE 4l BT RAAS SR A 2 5] 8] 7 2500 11 FEBE AL 50N R 3 s MR 57t I
Pl Hausman #8656, 5 9 45 RS R RIAZE B2, B S 4@ EH 2 (R 58 oA R i 1 .

Table 9. Firm fixed effect
9. NRIEEYA

SRR R
A i 44 R
)] () 3) “)
PR AL 0.112%*
(2.45)
T4 -0.010
(-1.04)
IERIC AL —0.007***
(3.62)
elbeiEhata 0.025%
(3.85)
N B 0.127#%% 0.126%** 0.126%** 0.126%**
(7.53) (7.50) (7.50) (7.51)
A FERE 0.054* 0.055% 0.056%* 0.055*
(1.91) (1.94) (1.98) (1.92)
ROA -0.024 -0.023 -0.023 -0.023
(—0.31) (—0.30) (-0.31) (—0.31)
FLAF 7K 0.242%x* 0.242%%* 0.242% %% 0.242%*%*
(4.59) (4.58) (4.58) (4.59)
NG 7 —0.067 -0.067 —0.066 -0.067
(-0.89) (—0.88) (-0.87) (—0.88)
AR vl 0.027#%% 0.027*%* 0.027*%* 0.027*%*
(3.70) (3.69) (3.69) (3.70)
8o —1.092%** —1.103%** —1.103%** —1.092%**
(—7.42) (—7.43) (—7.40) (—7.46)
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Continued
FEAE 25,506 25,506 25,506 25,506
Hausman Test 316.86%** 306.39%** 308.15%** 316.02%**
R R? 0.115 0.115 0.115 0.115
A BB YES YES YES YES

AR T LG R B &R R R A i, PAAbCAE R B AR B A2 7 (] 52 R0 1 U1 23 BT o 42 o A0 B A 36 8 ) A
ANFER . ROAS AL, WKL M3 . il P4, REAEE A 2008 2 2019 ERFE EHAF-.
sk R AR 1%, 5% 10% ) 2 3 7K

5. G5t

AR T I 2008~2019 A E T A F b SRS SR BIRT Z R R R, SRAISCAR M i) 58 B
T2, ARl B 5 Wk 4 R ) A AR AR, BE T Carmeron 58 A (2006)[¥] CVF X Al ek kAT Al . B
SRR, ARb Az 3 1) A0 iE 3 18] B SCAL e X A b S B BT P AR IR R, REH,  GE RSO L
b SCAG B RO AL R R LB T B B ST X i lb S o BT P AR AR M . ARSI G AR AP AR B
WP R AR R AR ] 2 =) [ 8 RN A TTVE, BEAT T AR AR I T R AR R RS . IRIE T AT
SAESE R AR .

B2, AR U SR BRI SSER ER, EAREILE R TR AR T v, GRIE 1 R TS Ak a [F]
— IR SR ASCIES RN E BRI AR S it T S N 7RI SEEL A G BIET K B bR, Ak
WAE A FA BT AR SR G A R Stk BN, DN TAE T PRI SE 0%, JRATE O E ¥
% b A mEE AN SO R R G T S, A ORI BT 0 U5 i AL TR AP B BU Sx B B i
Ao TR PO HAt AR M 22 5 P BT 37 5 3 A BRI 37 ) 2 S U2 A BRI -

AR BRIEAE T ASBEHRRRH AL i AR 52 2 (0 Al AR AR B0 b SR (B BURT RO FE M . BhAh, A
LB i 5 A i R 2 0 B8 1A B AR LA SR (0 BB R AR SEHER, (H A R RIE LA B el
BRI . BRIk, AR B FE AT LU X A Jo BR A Al it

SE
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Table A-3. Substitute variable model

4R A3 BREERE

B EAHR SRR BRI SE 7 2L R
Poisson Negative Binomial
(1 2) 3) “4) ) (6) (7) ®)
EHE I 0.093%* 0.073*
(2.27) (1.72)
TR, -0.006 -0.005
(—0.67) (—0.46)
PMER AL —0.022%* —0.018*
(-2.03) (—1.68)
BlE R Ak 0.079%*x* 0.068***
(3.34) (2.80)
ONEVEIAE  0.427%F%  0.427%%%F  0.428%F% 0427k 0441%%%  0441%Fx  0.441%%F (.44 kk*
(39.08) (39.08) (39.12) (39.11) (38.35) (38.36) (38.39) (38.38)
ATERY —0.078%%%  —0.076%%%  —0,078%**  —0.081%*F*  —0,082%**  —0.079%** —(0,082%**  —0,084%**
(-6.51) (—6.23) (—6.48) (-6.72) (—6.45) (—6.23) (—6.45) (—6.65)
ROA —0.873%k%  —(.871%¥*k (. 873kk* (. 873%Hk () 8GOFFK  —( 87K (G FHK  —( 8LHH*
(—6.57) (—6.54) (—6.57) (—6.56) (—6.25) (—6.24) (—6.26) (-6.27)
FLAT % LOOTH**  [,002%*%  1,002%%*  1.001%*%%  0.989%**  (.989%**  (989%** () 9gg***
(20.94) (20.96) (20.96) (20.94) (19.99) (19.99) (20.00) (19.98)
LPNCER7 e 0.041 0.042 0.043 0.043 0.048 0.048 0.049 0.048
(1.51) (1.53) (1.56) (1.55) (1.61) (1.62) (1.64) (1.63)
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