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Tab.1 The definition and description of variables
R&D Decision 2004 1 0
R&D Intensity 2004
CityLaw
CityFinance
Size
Size”
Age
Lagros
Profit
Capitallntensity
MarketPower
Larboredu
Ceoedu 0~6: 0 1 2
3 4 5 6
Ceotenure
Industry 1 0
2.3
R&D Desision = a + B,CityLaw + B,CityFinance + 2 A, Control, (1)
T
R&D Intensity = a + B,CityLaw + B,CityFinance + 2 A, Control, (2)
7
(1 ( R&D Decision) Probit .
(2) ( R&D Intensity) 0 R&D Intensity >0
OLS Tobit
193 Control,

3.1
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Tab.2  Descriptive statistics of main variables

R&D Decision 6826 0.575 1.000 0.494 0.000 1.000

R&D Intensity 6826 0.010 0.001 0.028 0. 000 0.500

CityLaw 120 0.630 0.655 0.170 0.269 0.982

CityFinance 120 0.467 0.500 0.164 0.000 1.000

Size 6 826 5.533 5.472 1.415 2.303 11.163

Age 6 826 10. 345 7.000 9.918 2.000 57.000

Lagros 6 826 0.131 0.104 0.161 2.689 3.197

Profit 6 826 0.019 0.012 0.072 0.317 0.265

Capitallntensity 6 826 0.848 0.491 0.944 0.039 3.652

MarketPower 6826 0.002 0. 000 0.005 0. 000 0.042

Larboredu 6 826 0.177 0.120 0.176 0.000 1.000

Ceoedu 6 826 4.510 5.000 1.001 0.000 6.000

Ceotenure 6 826 6.695 5.000 4.851 1.000 43.000

2004 57.5% Lin " 38.3%.
1% 0.630
; 0.269
0.982 0.170
46.7%
; ( 16.4%) .
3.2
(1) (2) 3 (1) (2) Probit
(3) (4) Tobit (1) (3) ( CityLaw)
HL; (2) (4) ( CiryFinance) H2.
3
Tab.3 Results of regression analysis
Probit Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)
CityLaw 0. 629 *** (6. 46) 0.008 *** (2.73)
CityFinance 0.3557*%(3.47) 0.010 ™% (2.99)
Size 0.251***(117.22) 0.2527%*(17.27) 0.004 ***(9.55) 0.004***(9.39)
Size? 0.001(0.10) 0.002( 0.33) -0.000( -0.43) -0.000( -0.22)
Age -0.003" ( —1.71) -0.003" ( -1.89) -0.000( -0.72) -0.000( -0.75)
Lagros 0.582*** (4.95) 0.556*** (4.73) 0.023 *** (6. 60) 0.023 *** (6. 53)
Profit 0.550** (2.28) 0.596** (2.48) 0.017**(2.19) 0.017 %% (2.22)
Capitallntensity -0.037( —1.53) ~0.030( —1.58) 0.001( 0. 88) 0.001( 1.08)
MarketPower 4.161(0.94) 3.438(0.77) —0.274% ( =2.27) ~0.284* ( =2.35)
Larboredu 0.076*** (4. 10) 0.076** (4.11) 0.003 *** (4. 68) 0.003 *** (4.78)
Ceoedu 0.017 % (4.73) 0.018**(5.05) 0.001 *** (4.90) 0.001 *** (4.94)
Ceotenure 1.057 %% (9.51) 1.035*%(9.31) 0.035*** (10.80) 0.035*** (10.77)
Industry vV vV vV v
—2.4117( -18.81) —2.174™( ~17.90) ~0.069 *** ( - 16.69) ~0.068** ( —17.37)

N 6 826 6 826 6 826 6 826
Chi? 1145.596 1 115.695 954. 462 955.964

10% ~ 5% ~ 1% Z
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4 . Probit CityLaw x
Large CityLaw x Medium ( -0.498 5% ) CityLaw x Small
( -0.523 5% ) CityFinance X Large CityFinance x
Medium ( -0.981 1% ) CityFinance x Small ( -0.808 1%
) ; Tobit CityLaw X Large CityLaw x Medium (
-0.007 10% ) CityLaw x Small ( -0.008 10% )
CityFinance x Large CityFinance x Medium ( -0.017 1% )
CityFinance x Small ( -0.013 1% )
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Tab.4  The impact of property right protection and financial constraints on

R&D inputs of various size private enterprises

Probit Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)
CityLaw x Large 0.200( 0. 86) 0.003(0.42)
CityLaw X Medium 0.698 *** (3.24) 0.011" (1.66)
CityLaw X Small 0.7237**(5.93) 0.0107* (2.54)
CityFinance X Large -0.260( —1.23) 0.001(0.10)

CityFinance x Medium
CityFinance x Small

0.548 %% (2.48)
0.721 %% (5.309)

0.014** (2.05)
0.018 *** ( 3.90)

30

N 6 826 6 826 6 826 6 826
Chi? 1 140. 684 *** 1118.525*** 952. 819 *** 956.267 ***
F
CityLaw( Large — Small) -0.523** -0.007"
CityLaw( Large — Medium) -0.498" -0.008"
CityLaw( Medium — Small) -0.025 0.001
CityFinance( Large — Small) -0.981 *** -0.017**
CityFinance( Large — Medium) -0.808 *** -0.013"
CityFinance( Medium — Small) -0.173 -0.004
N 10% « 5% ~ 1%; 7 .
30
( 12 282 ) Probit  Tobit CityLaw  CityFinance
9 ( Prov—
inceLaw) ( ProvinceFinance)
A) 4
1142 23 . . . .
. Probit ProvinceLaw ProvinceFinance 1%
: Tobit ProvinceLaw ProvinceFinance 10% 1% (
2005 120 6 826
Probit
Tobit
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Property Rights Protection Financial Constraints and

R&D Inputs of Private Enterprises

CAI Di' WAN Difang' LUO Jin-hui®

(1. School of Management Xian Jiaotong University Xian 710049 China;
2. School of Management Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China)

Abstract: Through the 2005 World Bank survey of 6 826 Chinese private enterprises in 120 cities it investigates the

impacts of property rights protection and financial constraints on Chinese private enterprises” R&D input. After other co—

factors controlled it obtains the following main results: increasing property rights protection has a significant positive

effect on Chinese private enterprises” R&D input; decreasing of financial constraints is also significantly helpful to pro—

mote Chinese private enterprises” R&D input; the positive effects of property rights protection and financial constraints

are more significant for relative smaller enterprises.

Keywords: property right protection; financial constraints; R&D input; private enterprise



