Operations Research and Fuzziology 3z& 512, 2025, 15(3), 200-210 Hans X
Published Online June 2025 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/orf
https://doi.org/10.12677/0orf.2025.153153

B AR A 3 4 Ml 735 Y 2 i

—ETEREFINEXP TR

Hy AL
FHRE TR E YR, L

Woks H . 20254F4H16H; FHER: 20254F6 H3H; & A HI: 20254F610H

HE

ABFRRET2014FE 2 2023F Y BTG AR LR IEER . JR5H0™ AR, BUITHRIBABBBIN
AN BRRHIAE R R EENLER, KA £ o0 Bl R 5 A A e [ e RNAR R, @I SRR, KIS T B
B BEHFEMEXSSVHERX=FZ HHXR. FALERER: BRBRSSWEHKL HEEEE
ERIEAR, BIBEEBRBURRIHISER, MRS ESUhSlz RE. o, EEEENE ERARE
B 5 AN SR TR B A SR AR o BAKT 5 » BOBCHRBR) B8 5 4 ) B B 3 0o B S 7 A O B
RAEHE S HOSEMW KRR B, MR AW SR BRI, BABBIER RS
MEIFEIRS, B TS B I SO R AR, 3R MR8 S ). RS R NERER
BUBRHTE SR T AL S0 B4R SR G TR, FFoIL ] & I R SR ALA 4L T EIR K .
XK ia

BeUBUR, vER, EEEERES PN

The Impact of Equity Incentives on
Corporate Performance

—Mediating Role of Managerial Short-Termism

Fengyi Yang

Business School, University of Shanghai for Science and Technology, Shanghai

Received: Apr. 16", 2025; accepted: Jun. 3™, 2025; published: Jun. 10%, 2025

Abstract

This study focuses on all non-financial and non-real estate A-share listed companies in China from
2014 to 2023, aiming to explore the effect of equity incentives on corporate performance and its
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underlying mechanism. By employing multiple regression analysis and a two-way fixed effects model,
this paper empirically examines the relationship among equity incentives, managerial short-termism,
and corporate performance. The research findings reveal a significant positive correlation between
equity incentives and corporate performance, indicating that the implementation of equity incentives
leads to an improvement in business performance. Additionally, managerial short-termism plays a
partial mediating role between equity incentives and corporate performance. Specifically, equity
incentives can curb managers’ excessive focus on short-term interests, encouraging them to pay
more attention to the long-term development goals of the enterprise, thereby enhancing overall
corporate performance. The study also finds that equity incentives not only improve corporate per-
formance but also help alleviate the negative impacts of managerial short-termism, strengthening
the enterprise’s sustained competitiveness. The conclusions of this paper provide a new perspec-
tive for understanding the role of equity incentives in enhancing corporate performance and offer
a theoretical basis for enterprises to formulate more effective incentive mechanisms.
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HI T fe 52 B 1 AT BB [BIM R K. IRIEZRITABEIL, SV NERBARTEARIEN) 5EEZ
(TERAREEN)Z I8, T B As 225 S As EAKIRRSE A, A2 51 AR . O T R RIX — A, R
3 BRI A 2 2 AR 28 5 B A o e, AT ARER 8, 0l LR 85000 T3 T H 4l 45
R BORCHRN— ELHR AL FE N Ah 22 B B TR IN T, 228 A A, B Re A e Tt Ak 1%
Jensen & Meckling (1976)fi i, SEHti BB, W LAA R e B 55 IBOR 2 18] fAREE P 2€[3]. Core &
Guay (1999)ithif SEUERT TE A, AUl REWS & 25 - T+ B I AR, Tk — 2B ik S5k [4] -
[ P 27 2 R SC58 45 (2015) [5]5 T4 76 %5(2020) [6]385 73 3R E bl 24 w8, SEEASI6 &0 e IR
JINRENS B P A WG, HARBLAE i 2] 73 th /e . sk, WA 0 o W v i e i Ll
38 -5 Ak S AR AR IEAI R IR R [7] [8]- ASCINN, IR RE W WOk & B 10 T AR 3h i A 534
S, A BILEAE USRI SN S Ak B SUCR DU IO B RO 4, AT R e Al ) BE AR 530
B B, ARSCER I LT R
H1: JRBUHURRE S 2 2 52 TH ik Sk .

22. EEEFUEHPMEA

LKA, B GUR  AE — EUR S B AL T X (Managerial Myopia) M A —/> B EL 1T ST R
A ERE AL SR AR A B R AR AR T, o TR R M G R I 2 AT RN [, AT AL F
TR F AR AT AT RS R (9 — AT [9] [10]o SXAMEARAT A ABU™ B2 22 7] (9 Q8 B 77 A H sk
JiEE, BT B AR AS L ) 5538 1 AR AL A AR A R R 2R AR . AR R ARBAER IR [11],
2 B BB 2 AR X LR D S N, R BRI e R AL R g Al ) A
7 16 o B AL T AT D9 2 SN ELAE BN R S (R, 3 B0 B ORUE RN ST W KO H AR[12]
B2 59 MV KSR AN T 55 5 g . AREFR[BIRH, AR S E HE Z ) 28 A —EUE &
BUREL AT A IRA R R o O 1 FEARIZ 28 R AR I 0 0 X000 M B AR SR T IRl P Sees i
EILE A AR 5 A F A E R KA &R, BEBCRE BE A R B ERIME R . R,
HE AT IR, R R e A T e 2 T B0 B A8 SCB ok 3 b il By FLAE IS U
bR, XSGR AR IR SR AR 25— BRI O B AR A PR E R, B AL AT AT RE R
2P ) 99 BEBCHU I BB AR . B, R EELETRENTERN, AT RE S PR IIH 1
BRMBER AL Fok, N TIRIHEIISR B AT RE 2 R R K T Aol mT 522 e F F) SR 5
a s R SOE W RE T EUE BLE BT A5 KA @ S M P M A e T 1) I AT N fie 2o Dol b
FE AR Al A S LT e E . 31 Bk, ASCREH B R

H2: BB R iE R f) i B AL S, ek Mk ST BT

3. fAREItT
3.1 HAREBRSHIERIE

AW EET 2014 £5 2023 EWE P EFA A B EW RS, AR AR, FRSIER ST,
*ST DL EHBEFHIAMER AN, A7 KR E N SSESS R AT sm AR, AWt 7x T
B TAR E ER S T B 1%M 48 A . BUE AL EE T Excel B RIS, SRS T R 5 5@
it Statal? Seit B AH1F 2158 K. A SCHIEHE KIE N CSMAR #5048 FE .
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322 WMRTE
JBERCBA » A SR 4% T 45 [13] (2014) i 78, B i i v Aol s g P IRy 5 i o A m) e A
T L4515 5 5 AU 7K ~F (Ehr) o

3.23. ANTE

EHHEE o ACAE SRS TR, B A BT A R EIREEAT B RUA ARG
W 5 F AR SOOI E AE A MD&A HR i3 (1 100 Sk 4 5 335 4 A0 3= SURRE (Myopia) o
3.2.4. THIEZE

SEPETT, R CRBUR AR BT PIERG—. IhIELLf]. = A KR . B4
P, FER QA MM, M AFR AR EIE MEHER. FraTewmE 1R,

Table 1. Variable definition table
=1l TEENER

A 2 A AR TR At e L THE T
‘ R Roe R R AR AN 2 AR A0
WA B &Rk o N
Roa (H T-Fa it R B P R
RS JEEASL I8 Ehr [SX=EsgiE e ihsYies
ST A B T A B ERGEAT GBS BT AR AT
AR HHEAEME X Myopia Giit, KBS EAE CEIAEFER MD&A
PRI L *100 SR AL B A A 3 SRR
Alb F Size Ln(£ilk 5 7= K 40)
b A FirmAge LnCYFEFA — AR BOLER + 1)
B R Lev BT AR P R
AL SR Top A FIHEZ AT 10 A7 AR R L 2 D
. bual MERK S DSBS FE— N, %48
325 i) 45 o BIREN 1 HPEBHARAEE, MIRENO

JhEE LA Indboard BT NS E S AL
(BN AR EARIAEH — Bl

=2\ B . 32
R Growth AR A B RN A )
i o Cashflow G B A T A R B R
EQM TobinQ GRS

3.3. WA

R TR R 1, [R5 RS R A0 ST B 2252 24T 2 1 -5 I )2 TS AS o] A0 R 2R 1038, (R
STREARBHE AT F AL . LM RZIR AN Hausman F856,  Af e e B0 a) [ e A8, St i) A A (1)«
Roe;, = o, + BEhr, + > y,Control, + > Industry + > Year +s, (1)
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FERAL(L)H, Roe, R kgL, Ehr, RSN, Control, FRx— RAIHEH|IAE =, > Industry
53" Year 43R AR AT b I 58 ROUSL ARG [8] T8 R8N, &, FARBEALILZN
N TR 2, TERLTY 1 5EAE b, SR BB [14] (2004) 1 =207k, MIERRT(2)5(3):
Myopia, , = &, + BEhr, + 7,Control; + " Industry + > Year +¢,, )

Roe,, = a, + BEhr,  +¢,Myopia, , + Z;/jControI“ + Y Industry + > Year + ¢, (3)
AR, Myopia, R EEE B
4. FEERS SR
4.1, fEiRtEGt

2 BN T AR BERR S TSR, BARTT S, 1§ 97 UES 28 (Roe) B HIUE 1 Bl /£-0.756 %2 0.308
Z 1], Hbr#EZELRF] 0.138, XHEIR T AN AL E TR 5E =0 e 2 AFIE B3 A PE, i A TR il
Z AR RE S B2 2R T IRCER, HoFIME A 0,093, RERAE KHR A Al 45 212 I BU U A2 2
MIXHEAR. ERERE, PO FIME, Xl geRMAERE, UG DS 1 @ KsF g
RO, B OBURUR (10 7 a5 AR XS A 72 o e Aah, BEOBOBURN AR HEZE 2 0.151, B AV 78 BBURUN X 77
T SE B A A ORI 22 et o 9 3 0 2 UMM 0,038, U A K 2 B b B 3 fE e s R B — 2
FEEE M AARAT N, AHRA AR . e ifil, BARFME UFTE, e RIS, o aEsZ MR
TATM IEEEMER R

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

=2 fEdkttgt

VarName Obs Mean Median SD Min Max
Roe 31,307 0.050 0.068 0.138 —-0.756 0.308
Ehr 31,307 0.093 0.006 0.151 0.000 0.621

Myopia 31,307 0.038 0.030 0.034 0.000 0.166
Size 31,307 22.162 21.984 1.240 19.908 26.059
Lev 31,307 0.396 0.384 0.198 0.054 0.886

Growth 31,307 0.142 0.091 0.350 —0.542 1.999
Dual 31,307 0.335 0.000 0.472 0.000 1.000
Top 31,307 0.589 0.597 0.152 0.237 0.903

Indboard 31,307 0.377 0.364 0.052 0.333 0.571

TobinQ 31,307 2.075 1.657 1.311 0.845 8.579

Cashflow 31,307 0.050 0.049 0.066 —-0.148 0.240

FirmAge 31,307 2.973 2.996 0.305 2.079 3.555

4.2. ZrEYISHT

% 3 R TR ER)T, Frp A ()RS T IRBUB o R A, T B R IR AR
JEAS B WA RE AL R NV BRI . Q)N T 2 A HIAL &, SR & B S BB LA 2] 28 &
5SS AR, PIAEE ] AT AR Gy [ RN BV S5 R R A B 5 Al B2 TRl A7 48
ERFEMIEMXKR, A 1%MEFENKP ERE. X400 SR 7R 1, BIRBCRUL XS T4
BN GRS TH R A BRI . BAKIT S, SO i) B2 R 2 iR 2545 2 W] IR R e
PREEANE, BMIRTH 7 LSRRI AN B TR A B R BB LR, BATE

DOI: 10.12677/0rf.2025.153153 204 BE 51


https://doi.org/10.12677/orf.2025.153153

A

RGP HIEREAZN A1, T SEEL AL E A R AL -

Table 3. Benchmark regression results

3. FERIFLER

1) )
Roe Roe
Ehr 0.077™" 0.046™"
(12.03) (7.65)
Size 0.024™*
(22.09)
Lev -0.204™"
(~23.46)
Growth 0.088™"
(31.03)
Dual —0.003
(-1.50)
Top 0.108™"
(15.90)
Indboard -0.039™
(-2.25)
TobinQ 0.004"*
(4.37)
Cashflow 0.551™"
(34.15)
FirmAge 0.004
(1.25)
_cons 0.043™* -0.514™"
(28.10) (-19.72)
Industry Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes
N 31,307 31,307
F 144.831 367.194
R? 0.028 0.284
Adj. R? 0.027 0.283

T FESWEGEY ;T T TR 1%, 5%, 10% & KT

4.3. BEMRI

431 BHREBEBTE
N T BRI S B R, S RSO BRAE[5] (2015) FRAF ST A8 S R PRI 25 % (Roa) Sk B 45 S A
AR B IR 25 R (Roe), RISV SRk Ty B, X — B e i 2 H AOAE T I0E SR T 15 3 4518 2

TRE s FIEE . JEIDG BB B I A A 2 (8] B 5% AR I ST [ 8 RN AR R G R REAT (LA A e, 3R
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TR Z AR R B ARG R, HIZMOCRIE 1% MGt ERA RN, HhaasRing 4 &
Ry XA R PRSI AR

4.3.2. GERAER

SR 2020 5:~2022 SEREAIE AN T VPO BE IR R IR BrIA B A R S5 R oM. e e, 4
PRETFE ) T BEARPesh, VEZAT . AR AT 0 5 TR A BBk AR . S R 18] s, e
s Bk I A mAE AN R AT EL TR A IR FF— 8. BFFE BT RBOU 5 S 2 (AT A A
FHIEAAR, XRW R A 45 RO R i

Table 4. Robustness test
4. FRIEMRIE

@) )
Roa Roe
Ehr 0.034™" 0.051™"
(10.89) (7.38)
Size 0.010™" 0.023™*
(20.07) (19.58)
Lev -0.124™" -0.198™"
(-41.29) (-21.31)
Growth 0.049™" 0.078™"
(36.59) (22.51)
Dual -0.003™" —0.004
(=2.95) (-1.58)
Top 0.067" 0.104™*
(20.60) (13.89)
Indboard -0.025"" -0.036"
(—3.05) (-1.87)
TobinQ 0.004™" 0.003™"
(9.02) (2.75)
Cashflow 0.352™* 0.532"*
(40.83) (27.64)
FirmAge 0.000 0.006"
(0.06) (1.67)
_cons -0.189™" -0.500™"
(-16.12) (-17.72)
Industry Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes
N 31,307 19818
F 773.561 241.091
R? 0.440 0.257
Adj. R? 0.439 0.256

T ESWEGEY ;s L T T RIER 1%, 5%, 10% & E KT

DOI: 10.12677/0rf.2025.153153

206

UL


https://doi.org/10.12677/orf.2025.153153

A

4.4, REMEIY

FERNA 73 Hr e, BB Mk Sk 2 18] ] BEA7AE N ZE 1 ] AL

DIREDRAX — r) e, AR5 i —

IR BURIRN (L ERn BN T B AR BT W AEMER 30 . %6 5 281 T PAEMER IS A0S 45 SR AAT RIS
7R, Kleibergen-Paap rk LM 4iit&4 1017.59, 7F 1%/KF LR, 7255 THA R, Kleibergen-
Paap Wald rk F 4iit&Jy 18822.50, i kT Stock-Yogo 55 T. ELAF & Il FAH (10% 5 35 1K F T 4 16.38),
4655 T A B FEBR Y, #—B5IE 7 g T EBERAHEK. £MBEAgREY, TAR
BIRECN 0.835, AL 1%KF FEE: E58 B, BAUMNN RELE 1%KF EEERNE, X—F
GG EE R, T ER NI, BCEU X A Sk B AR R i T SR R i, AT T

Iz LB Rt T SRR

Table 5. Endogeneity test
5 NEMEE

€] &)
first second
VARIABLES Ehr Roe
L.Ehr 0.835™"
(137.195)
Ehr 0.035™"
(4.315)
Size —0.002™" 0.027
(-5.571) (22.660)
Lev —0.008™" —0.219™"
(=3.773) (—22.407)
Growth 0.001 0.096™"
(0.825) (29.202)
Dual 0.027" —0.002
(19.573) (-0.954)
Top 0.027™ 0.103™
(12.040) (13.831)
Indboard —0.006 -0.027
(-0.942) (~1.415)
TobinQ —0.001™" 0.004™"
(—4.690) (5.000)
Cashflow 0.006 0.573™
(1.013) (32.240)
FirmAge 0.001 0.006
(0.511) (1.395)
Observations 24,973 24,973
R-squared 0.791 0.282
Kleibergen-Paap rk LM statistic 1017.59™"

Cragg-Donald Wald F statistic
Kleibergen-Paap Wald rk F statistic

94300.37 > 16.38
18822.50 > 16.38

VE: FWEEWEIE RN CE; TV 7 T MR 1%, 5%, 10%1) 5 E K.
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5. ¥lH 4T

AR B IBERE[14] (2004) AN =5 1EAT RIE 04T, 25584 6 Fs: AFIQR)HIEIH 45
Al LAE 2 m@%ﬁﬁi%%%ﬁﬁﬁ%@E%ﬁ%ﬂOE,Efl%%m%ﬁﬁ?iﬁi,%%Thﬂ
&@Emﬁ¢ﬁ%ﬁu£xwwm@ﬁﬁﬂ%Mﬁm%m XA B BB SR R 0, L E
Je I AR 32 AT 2k, X AT RE R BT BB LR 1 B B SR A R KR SR B Ar. 4
(O LIEIPNG Py EE——EE%%MEX HE S [m R 1EA #5008 -0.158, HAE 1%01) 235 K7
ST, UL SR AE T R I R R, I 3 BA A B R T AT e il KBRS
ERARE . AN, EWRTES(L)IERF ) H, AU S gk M 2 BE W IERK R, BIH
FHN51)(1)H 0.046 T EEJ95I(3)H 0.043, XLLH s RIL[FFR BT, B REE R 32 AR BAUHU 5 Ak 5
R AR T 8653 A VR, B RERC e yek /7 2R 2 (0 R A 2 AT N, BT E T b AME 132 Tt

Table 6. Mechanisms analysis

7= 6. HLHISHT
1) &) (©))
Roe Myopia Roe

Ehr 0.046™" -0.015™" 0.043™
(7.65) (-6.61) (7.24)

Myopia —0.158™"
(-5.73)

Size 0.024™" -0.001™" 0.024™"
(22.09) (-2.59) (22.05)

Lev —0.204™" 0.007™* -0.203™"

(~23.46) (3.75) (-23.35)

Growth 0.088™" -0.007™" 0.087""
(31.03) (-13.10) (30.79)
Dual —0.003 —0.001 —0.003
(~1.50) (-1.47) (-1.58)

Top 0.108™" —0.001 0.108™"
(15.90) (-0.58) (15.84)

Indboard -0.039™ -0.009 -0.041™
(-2.25) (-1.62) (-2.34)

TobinQ 0.004™" -0.001™" 0.004™"
(4.37) (-4.07) (4.17)

Cashflow 0.551"" -0.005 0.551™"
(34.15) (-1.32) (34.16)
FirmAge 0.004 0.008™" 0.006
(1.25) (6.73) (1.61)

_cons -0.514™" 0.041™" -0.507""

(-19.72) (4.82) (-19.53)
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Industry Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes
N 31,307 31,307 31,307
F 367.194 35.200 334.653
R? 0.284 0.084 0.285
Adj. R? 0.283 0.083 0.284

TE: FESWEEY ;T T TR 1%, 5%, 10% & E KT

6. ZitE5RE
6.1. 45ig

AWFFURET 2014 52 2023 FFHIFF E A A B ET AR, AR5 AR, @R Z IRy
Hr 75 3 AOUL e ] 58 RN, @I SRR T, KSR T BORGIRY . BB AL S A B = 2 (A
KFo WL REW]: BB 5 ML S AR B2 I IEAROR, RISl SR X il 428 OR
R R T AR R . BeAh, B PR AN I A OB 5 Ak S [ R 1 AR . B
T > IS B 6 400 ] 7 B 2ol 8 O R SUIM) B RO b1, R Ao B B 2 st QU E Ak K A fe B b, A
MR THEE A AL SR

6.2. RE

6.2.1. RICRRAUHEINLE, ROBRENITH

Al A ) E DU ORI, N HE e S BRI L, AR I R A T A A, b
TR BRI R . B, BRI SUURA. IRCEEIIRCSE TR, HES)
B P AE SO DR SR 2 FE S K F AR, I DR M S5 A IS T R B AT

6.2.2. HESRARIUMENY % TTUHLBIR

SO A IR 7 BEBCHE — & FE R R i 40 AT N T S ie T, (HRR B
il IR FEAASAS AR I T 4 A0 3 SRR o AE b St Se B RE v, IR A mT g i 0k %
BCE . HESDEEIS PR . S THASIPAT S AR IE R B AR . DRIk, A AE i e IR 7 R
S22 4 T % S B 1 22 4 BE R, AR RE el g /b J AT, B B SGE G e i i AU 51
B 1) o L R R P PR o TR £ 1 R DA A P Kz R R B b, T it T B ) I
Jill, 1R &5 R A IR ) 5 K80

6.2.3. EEWERSBATIEE{ER

il R A TR I SRS T BRI ) T S 25 S TR . IBUR I A T DATE i R R R A AR A
F, AR AE 5 13k P R AAT AR B P T . TBOSR h E TT LA RE L A SV A, R AR A
FBA B 5 BAMFF iR ER, IR RE AR 3k Ak (K U e R R - AN, BUR AT DL I SR AR et 2
B QI ST B, B AR S A R BB 5 R HEBh BEAR R B AL AR T
6.2.4. MNSECILER, BSKENEN

AV PR SO, B R AR TSR AIE N, 35 7R EAA AR R R ) S AT RN A
J&. i, AT LLE R M AR R R S, Kz B AR e KHATE MsEis R, A EE X AR
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WA et b, SRR B H R E T, ROV AR DB S
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