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SR 3 4.84 BASTE AR 1 4.17 SHASTE R 2 1.46
R 22 3 4.84 MR 2 0 0. 00 R 22 1 0.73
x4 AENEGRDBEZSHAETSHNSH
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i A i 2 R AR AR R B PR e T

RSy =ty o (1l g GV E - i
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FEOG, AT 3 g P A e ) 3 O 728 i 22 2
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P ARF R B BOA R 5 2 B X
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BN A AR AT R 4 S B IR G
HRARE G AN AT LI [R] 3% Bl 4 2 i iR 22 T, 3K
R OQ HR AT T 87 A7l #E A By P AR M TR)
Pahnke 55 (2015) #5812 m)i i 2 [m] KUK #5¢
BEH 55 e AR AR R AR A B0 X R AT
7 R A 5 e % 3k — A A T ) 34 A A
WIS I RE AR — SR AT 2, BERE S
A )5 5 A o T g [ IR 45 W S R A 7E ] 42
R (B2EE) WrTRetE, Xagsgm o nal
Bt (BAzR) , WS BOs 2w 22, &
P A P R

2. R E

VPR 25 (45 F IR PR 25 (self —selection
bias) FIFEA LS 2 (sample—selection bias) .
FIERE O 22 2 48 file B8 AR BEALAY , T2 38
PERYZEAL T IX AN TE R 1 20 B 2 0F £ 200 1Y
fliit =AW 2% (Shaver, 1998) . XM HAL
gy, FATEE A M S BE 5T m LA Bl B, B 4,
Weigelt (2013) #5817 7E2 A IT AL 55 WAL B
SMIIANIRIEEE T, R0 1T B8 ) A wlis 8
RE 128 BN AT 28 B G AN [l s, L rpoxd
N ) T b 55 AL BRI e 435 A0 A7 7 S8 4 D
25, AT T Ml 55 052 A 2 A 5
S P RS, IS I A RN (BEAL
), MR FARYE 3 SRR (S G MR R
W) FEFXSAS[E] O £ (NALIE R AM) X
ARG T A SRR, PRt R 2
IR RN R, TR 25 IR R TR ik
Berb R, X F RN AR TR W, B TR
PR~ 2 R 152 25 02 AH O 1 (Shaver, 1998)
FEAR B2 (Heckman, 1979), ZEFEFEA

FEATEREHLAY, DT AEAL 7 A i 22 . BEAS

WP R 2R AN R, R H A e 22
LAY, Perkins (2014) AYHF 5T 2 SR RE A 1k
BEm2E B, FIX B RE AR SR B 22 A 02 A
SH, TR A R R 25 B, R
OYFEAME AT LA B, Perkins (2014) 5T
TEEAFHEZR S B EZOHELE, T
JEFITR BEXT 5 [ A W 7E B AR 5 208 U i 5%
M, ZBIESE LAE A B PG G AT ML AR BT Y A
EARIHFEA, H 85 E 2 A 5 A 78 5% %
AREAS BN, WA EEEN, ERTEA S
A DU A E A BT DLk A BT S A S AL
T R E R, RASEACTE, B
(LB M) AT ABIE], Ha)iE s, WA
A B PG PR 43R A 14 PR A% i JE R 0 5
T BE S BIOUE I 1) (1% H2 3 A E A 2 PG AR R 98
FEA, DI FUREAS B4R 00 22

3. e R

X PR R SR i e T A o 5 A T e LR
PR, SORE & fff i B0 o 5 R 25 UM G, 3 A
PWAEPERIEE (Antonakis et al. , 2010) , Patel £l
Cooper (2014) HF5 1Y A2 15 Al &1 45 AT BA v
G 5 AR G AL 5L 22 (B AR - % £ Ml 25t
BRI, JFL vl fife R A R0 i R L% I T g
FEAERU PR C R TR Aol PT 8 23 AR 6 4l
BROR VA% 13 A T BA o S0 B B 5 R SR A
Z A A ROR - A AR, gl Al St mT
A2 Sk ok 5 ) e A7 AT BN v R 18 L R 5 AR SR M
B Z B AR EREE . 5341, Zhu 1 Chung
(2014) Xof v [ £ 78 DX Al 48 P 5 RuB s e
B3 A BOR IR LA K BR IR 1 2 B 0
AFATA B 152 5, AR AE 76 3 A
R, HABEABaFNE AL, 44



PR BT 20 2 BUR YT IR, WL EiT2a Tk
HENT B 2 I B0A ORHK

4. 5@ E

ZhASTHIAR i 22 2 46 R s h RO 5 T
WA R AL 5 (1 i T A R 1 I 2, AL 4
AR At (1 J5 UV Ry e R AE o, P T
fifp TR 7L Sk Y T S 005 1 2 T A R UM G, AR
WRETATE ARG OL T, R 2250 5 1% 22 50
R JS TUURE O, ol 4 A o 720 11 i 5 0 R 22
TUAHOG, HEI SR M, e h R L
P G (R 2 52 HORT (B p 2 e, ALY
BIFHARSR . R&D B ARMEASF RS, B
W, Bl T AR 25 7E 4 B AE IS P O R L
4N, Fonti Fil Maoret (2016) 5T 23 WA XS
G, T2 S0 24 ) S s T
HATSTL, WHR A B AR, R, b
NIRRT 2 B R0AY T T T00E S fife
A, RS M AR 2 . Milanov 1 Shepherd
(2013) WWFSERIREAEAE S AS Tt dw 22, A AT T4F
GE T AL 2 45 T A 35 B ) AR P DG 2R 1 P 2 X
HAEW L P AR A P52, 2200 9 4% v
P 7 XoF i I 19X 286 v B b A7 AR S R, DR g
fiff T 1) T S TS A R Bl A 7 AR AR v 4 Sy
fifp A i, DT Bl A T AR D 25

5. MR E

T e 5 22 2 A Pl T X A U S A T
BIR2E, B FRATT I R Y 9 AR Y S
W, , GERMBEAAERE, FEONEER 2,
Ml " bR TS B x, S, A — R
2w, o FRA AR

y, =a +Bx + &, (3)

MTx =x, +u, , HFEITFEAN,

%;ﬁ%éﬁ*ﬂ
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yi:a+ﬁ(xi* _ui) +‘9i (4>
BIERE R,
yi:a"'ﬁx; +<‘9,:_Bui) (5)

Hr (e, - Bu,) WEAIRZED, B =

x tu, TR xS 5w G, BBy 5 (e, - Bu,)
WA, PSR (5) AN AVEREL, &
FAT Iy SCHk A AR R 2 B )T
140 Krishnan F1 Kozhikode (2015) PAE[IEE Rl
BRAT MBI ZE T Al A % il 73 47 o ) 5%
e, DA R Al P 2 X 2 22 ] G &R T VR
TEX A5, ME#E K Bonacich 1043 43
(Bonacich centrality score) ANV HIA, X
TR 23 I £ 1 5 i, B 5 Al
AR 2H 20 ML ok S iz Ml iy s o, A
T s b 7 4 1 ATz, AHAE ELA
I PR AR S R 25 1Y, ORI S Pk 1
S A E WAL IR L T HL, WA BUR
HHAL, TP AR HRC B T il b 7 Y — A
DI, T B R 25 5 — A 2
Berrone 4% (2013) X ¥4 i) B W 48 AR 1) 1R
I3 UMA] 52 0 £ M R AT IR BRI 5T . i
FEXTIREE I BE He ) (FREE MRS R ) AR B AL
HJ1) XPARBERIRT A, LA KA w2 Y 2
B ST AR EZ R 2206 . 400K, &
Ml B 7 S B o PR R ) (PRBE A R
FIREERIE R 7 ) 5 F BR8] ¢ 5 1 52 il
BT TWFSE, 90 R T & M PR A5 4G e S R
FREE WA SR B EBR L 1000 FY B 051 S ) ek 31455
WA R 28 N R BUR P15 4 2L B ok
I PR RS T 7 5 SR BRI % 1) ke DU 5 3 5
BT, TN 158 2 WU A T X0 4 figp g A% ik A 45
BRI G, BRI IR S IR AR AL
99
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SR MR IR ELAE, H 5 PR A SC A AR 1L FIR PP TE P9 A P ) AT T 1) 2% B 5 3, BL AR

et PR ERBE O RT 0 — %045, BRI B ) WF S, NS AT M, THA LA Heck-
WA R 2 man P BERER 2 10 FF 4532 I W 465 1 P9 2
VRIS Ik, o TR IR BR A, B Ptk it

Y. AR SEIE S E i A ) EHLE T A 4R

AR 223 G5 SCHR A BB, AT R B T S

R5 BERNEERTEE

B TE A A M 5 SR T i 3%
THRAEEAETT 95 42.6
i, 1v-28L18 42 18.8
Horr, 1v-3SLS 13 5.8
Hr, 1v-GMM 8 3.6
Herfr, IV-probit 4 1.8
Hordr | 1V-logistic 1 0.4
Hrp | IV-GLS 1 0.4
Hor, Hofth T HAR R 26 11.7
Heckman 1% By BoRR A 67 30. 04
[P 2 237 A 25 18 8.1
A1) 45 43 DT i 10 4.5
Arellano—Bond 2243 GMM 1#i11 10 4.5
K S AT G 22 11 Bk 52 i ot e 7L S i PR 28 o (1 42 o 78 o 10 4.5
AN I 1 e T 7L ekl IR B 9 4
Arellano—Bover/Blundell-Bond % %4i GMM 1411 8 3.6
S ZI33HT (difference in differences analysis ) 5 2.2
HoAbPCRC ik 3 1.3
MR BEER 2 A¥E (two—stage residual inclusion method ) 2 0.9
Hausman Taylor #55% 2 0.9
A AR (switching regression model ) 1 0.4
K- GMM filiit 1 0.4
I 83 A e [ B 0 35 3 R AR 1 0.4
13Ty R ALY 1 0.4
HAt gy 26 11.7

T T R ST A AEPER B IE TR Z T 1 B, BrRAS RO BT i FER 2 RGE A 100% 5 Fifl T HAS SR 8 BOA HARBESR
WRAR Al D7 1 i T AR R



(—) THAELE (instrument variables)
T H 728 9% (Larcker & Rusticus, 2010;
Sargan, 1958; Wooldridge, 2006) )52 & 8
ao TR e A P A e ) R i R G
HMAFR AT RN AE TR Ay PR 43, BB — B Bok TR
AR B ARG, KRR A A AR R i o AR
AT, ARE] « LA © (AP
45) ;s BB AR Ry XA — B Il 9 45 2
AOPLAAE & PEAT IR0, BT 3k 30 X6 P 2 A B AR
it HATEIER H W (Bascle, 2008), 7EiEHE
THAFRINERFE WA R — 5 HAZRR «
MIZE (MEME), ZIR5IREW e A (HME
) (Wooldridge, 2006) . JR[EIHFFEUNT
¥, =Bx; + & (6)
PR R B X LG (B AT 1A, D) Js o]
V7 R AT G0 A
y. =B + (Bx, =B, + &) (7)
IS (Bx, —Bx, +&,) AEGWREDS, hT
IEASHE &, Mlx, — &, AFHSG, T &, 2 T HAS Y
ks, THARYS & A, Fills, 5e,
MK, HI, &, SEAIRET (Br, -Bx, +&,)
AR, WA BB E N AR B H 8, 1E
T RAR RN, w IR A T 5 A P B B
BN T (IV-2SLS) . —=MrBrfy/h ek
(IV=-3SLS) #IJ” HALit (IV-GMM), J34h
B T axX = AR I RAG T, 38 IV —probit [A]
IH | IV-logistic IR SR/ 3R ikAh i1, H
Hr IV -2SLS JE e Ay L HAS &% (Hahn et
al. , 2004) . TEW RIKARR BN (RZEIR A
FITEMAMK) WFAT, IV-2SLS E&fA
RO o ABFE R 22 TAFAE 5 J7 22 50 H AR OC 11
T, IV - GMM W J2& 5 5 7 & 0y Al 3 7 i

%;ﬁ%éﬁ*ﬂ
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(Bascle, 2008) ., — KBt/ 3k L s
FABIETE ST 5 FR 0 P 2B [ e, T LK 306 57
T3 P 2 1)1 22 9 ) AH DG 2% 1 2 . TV —probit
[N TV —logistic 17109 W38 FH 55 — B B w0t i
BAEER O, | BEASEAEN, MM H T HRA
TERAG I N ZE PR ) R, T SR SNA A A
220, MR T X/ IR A T
SeLLBE 0, BT SR /N e vk Ao A
s T LA AR 4 1 5 R T R RL R B I 1R
E, A BT WS 2 8 8 8 ( Greene,

2003)

( ) Heckman /5 B BERERY

Heckman P By B¢ B A ( Heckman, 1979;
Heckman, 1990), FZRERAREIEHT AEE
it 2 FIRE A 6 % O 2 38 B0 1 P 2 PR P AL, e
Y — % 43 Ry A B B B — B B O A R R Y
(probit model) , FH LA TTFAE F 26 4% 0 22 78 5
AR RN, IS BRI LA (in-
verse Mills ratios) fIIAZI%E Z i BeiAl b H
PMBIE BB 22, Sun 55 (2016) WFZE T2
A H TR B RIAR 2 ® W6 4= AT
R, AR < F S BUR R A KR
(TR T BE AN S REAILIY -t 3 2 Uk 7T BB A
SEIRI R, i\ ) O R R PR O DG I i 7
H, M —LENIR R, AT AR 2, MR
KM Heckman Wi Bei I AT B IE, 55—
W B M AE AL (probit model ) , FHRAL AN [
REE 20 ) 36 £ B JCHE HE 5 19 w] RE M, X
AHEZAE Y (probit model)  H ] D45 3 3 K IR
Hrit#® (inverse Mills ratios), FILMEIE H % H
TiZe s o B Bofs p 28— Bei A L (probit
model) HVAR A 1Y K IR T LE 2 (inverse Mills
31—
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ratios) FIHAWAR & — &[5, HLME IE N A H
[FEI

X LT EE— TR M AR (switching re-
gression model) , X4 Al Heckman P4 [ B A5 #Y
TEAEIE P AE PRI R L Y SR B R A e — 3y, R
SN AT AT, e 4 1] )9 A2 (Hamilton &
Nickerson, 2003) 15 Heckman P [y B 455 75 45 3=
BT R AE TE Hh 8 45 0 22 38 B P9 AR 1 )
I HEE BB — R, #RJE e fE7E ik
i 2278 1 R AR AT REMEHEAT A 1T, RS
BORIR], TE55 i B e 171 5 A5 70 25 AR 408 A7 78
I ERE O 22 1 728 B ok Ar BEA, Bl dn, fmg S
HAELE B R B 25 0 A8 i, JE T B LR
(BLHE S, A1 S, ), 28 B Be it BE iR mg S #E 474
W, S, M S, WA, TR A R, IR
B — B Be AR 48 A A rh 45 31 19 0K R B b R
(Mills ratios) Ay 42 il 725 8t Jin A 21 265 — By BeA
RISl AG IE AR R N AE PR, Weigelt (2013)
BT T AEZ R IT Ml 55 P4 B2 M i A [R) 1 452
T, HBERIRET IT A8 A1 F) 32 5 58 ) 38 HALUN X
A FIGEARFE B TAR T 55 Nk
SEAMI ISR — A iR R, BRI B I A A
A (BEPLAY ), TR A AR B SR (3
AR FR AN ) A AN Sk B (iR
JEAMIL) R oA SR R0 TR T A R Rk R Y
PRIAATE B e 22 . A 38 SR A 48k 1] 1 45 2
( Hamilton & Nickerson, 2003) A& IE#FFEH#7
TER IR 22, 58 — B BOR HIAE SR A X 23
] IT Ol 55 P9 A 8RS Kk A 1 AT e AT Ak
i, JEM R BDRRET LA (Mills ratios) o 27
T BOR AR 43 AL R R M 2H i AT 4

mH, FEMACK/RET R (Mills ratios) RAEIE
3

F R 22

(=) Arellano-Bond 7% % GMM 1 il-. Kk
*F GMM 1 il fil Arellano — Bover/Blundell -
Bond &% GMM 1% it

Z LI Arellano - Bond 224 GMM At it
7K GMM 13171 Arellano—Bover/Blundell-Bond
R G0 GMM Al TH3X =Fh 5 e — &2 WA e
H SR PR AG TE Bl 285 THI AR PN A TR R T 1, TR
M, EATRE R — 2 7 ¥k, Arellano Fil Bond
(1991) #£H 25 GMM fliif, Arellano Fl Bover
(1995) MfRPEZESr GMM A5 Ao it s 42 K SF
GMM 111, Blundell F1 Bond (1998) & iX M
P54 RS GMM {1,

Arellano-Bond 224} GMM fifiit ( Arellano &
Bond, 1991), J&XJ 2543 )5 7 FRBEAT GMM 4
T, EBENAMEREE, FEER N AR
YRR IUWE R TR S, WAl e #sh g TR
A5, Arellano—Bond 22753 GMM At 115 K Y Bk i
T 2257 Ja ANBER R AR AR d g 22 04w T, A
I TETE X 3% 26 748 7 iHE AT Al 31 (Arellano & Bover,
1995) . J T fif v iX —[A] 8, Arellano FlI Bover
(1995) 21 T /KF GMM i, ot [ 3] %
SYRTIIKE O AR, IR N A R R 2 0y IR
AR IS Uy T RS &, JKSF GMM AT R Y
[ AR TH AR K, B S Blundell #1 Bond
(1998) 454244 GMM 31K GMM fh3f
M ARG GMM ATt , REE GMM A2 271
GMM fliTHFI7KF GMM Al 1By Faih - & i i >k
1), e 220 IR TR ER — TR RS
#EFF GMM £ 3F, Arellano — Bover/Blundell - Bond
G GMM AT O 502 DR REAl 1A B B 1] 22 1k
AR, MHAMMEREARCR, X =F e



FEAREE A AR AR, e
NPT [T A4 SRk, Arellano—Bond 224 GMM
A1 Arellano—Bover/Blundell-Bond 2 4% GMM 1
TR AR o, 17K GMM AT ff
A

Lim (2015) /%% CEO 43 bR B i (e 5
AT 22560 7] R&D #8385 B i sg i, {Hi%
RS P A R E i CEO 25 S B A3 s i {5 i 40
Wy 22T AJEMERY (BEFLAY) , i AT RESZ 24
HABR (WA RS, GEJI5E) RIRZm, T
X PR 2R 23 5% e A S | ——R&D BT o
NI 502 B 5 i e 78 a8 A A Pk [R) R, ) b
T4k R&D FFTAAAE AR, Ak 243 Y
R&D %A1 1E 52 HAT — ) R&D % 1Y 52
DRI A2 A8 Sk 8 W I TR B T R
i, SEESmRmZ, Lim (2015) RH
Arellano—Bond 2273 GMM fiit*t b4 TIBIE,

(P4) W5y 507 (difference in differen—
ces analysis)

XH 2250 40 M (difference in differences a-
nalysis) , 4B ORFEPIRE S, ©5—kE
SRR, HARSAE T AT DO BIAE A ik
(treatment ) T J5 ) 22 5% ( Bertrand et al.

2004 ; Pahnke et al. , 2015) , AXERUT .

1
DID = — Z (threated _ DV::I;"OI)
n

t+1

1 :
— ; z (DV:T‘TI&(I _ vairluol)

Hor, DV bRk, DV i
I 2E A e R AR B AL, DV g it 5 4
PR T AOME, DV Sy 328 i 0 32 20 %
fp R (R, DV, A I 3R 4 1 28 4 R

%;ﬁ%éﬁ*ﬂ
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AR MR, XU 22 43 43 A 7 i i IR T Snow
(1855) MBS, Athdie iR FHIRUER 22 43 14 JEL AR
T ALK fas SR AR TR RL I A4
B 5 WU 22 43 43 Bt 7 i Tz T T BUR 43 #
Fe a2 T AT BUR BORZZ AL 2 (Athey &
Imbens, 2006) , XWH 2273 70 A 75 ik e R AL A
BT HA B T IENEMERE (Meyer,
1995) . (EABSGE IR E 225343 T Bk TR G IR &
Bodn, b B A B HE 2 AF AR AR £ IR
Bertrand 55 (2004 ) Xf b [n] @ kA7 T ik, 3
1456 — > i S d BH AU 22 3 e B vk, 1
FARMEAT H IR R (X HUBT BOR B o < )
X" treatment) , JFAE— 8 Hh X STt il S, 0
SRFRATARUAN TE St X — BUR 2 5 X & T &
(4n GDP) A FroTmk, — UK 225342 LB St A
UK 5 B S BT R 1 4 X 22 [H] /Y9 GDP 22
5o WEZES IR EST 2T —FB P2
W E BOR SR AT M X GDP (25 5, WEE 2
ST E R SOR Y, Wl Ly E < i
REAUAE 1| B[R] 6 40042 o DL R AT Y e AR
SRJG LA Il H BB SRAfi ], Pahnke 55 (2015)
IFFEA I g 3 ) IR 4% 5% 5 15 3 4 3 AFAE ]
TR R BB XA BRT 7 s, B
N A PEIRD R, SR P 68 {88 o XU 2 3 0 [l 051 3 #
HZEE Tk R, Al e 75 3E o 2L R
XRS5 5% 5 15 58 4 4 A7 AR ) eIk AR A 02
U7, A T A e ] IR 5 R PR A
FEMRPZEE R NGE A 1, FE R4 (treatment —
group firms) , FHHKLL 1 5 ML Al R AR AH A
5 T8 4 VA T g ] IR 45 % R R A A [
R Z 1AM FEAAE 41 2H - ( control - group

firms) , 10 0, SRSEHE PR HEDUAE kS S
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[F1] ji #0025 5 1) e FROITU A, SR AR I 1 35 24 17,
i Ml 38 o e [ IR 452 9% 3 5 o o A AE ]
BEIR R B Al 1 BT 7 H B T ARG

() i mf3 % DL B ( propensity score
matching)

{65 5] #5343 VC B ( propensity score matching )
Je— MR WA (RAMEAR) BEATICACAY
ik, HOH 0902 E OB L B AR S A
( Kapoor & Lee, 2013; Imbens & Wooldridge,
2009; Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983) , i[53 /3IC
fic 77 5 fx - i1 Rosenbaum #1 Rubin (1983) 42
AR R MATE 45 8 3 SO0 A% Y T
PR ZFMIR (eatment) B9 S PFHER, ot
SEMARTE LR JE M T 2 B R T RE M, 7E
BEBLSZEE 1 45 F T, I 4 R i 4 % 25 SR T
VLE AT oA, HAEAEREALAE LT, DI
Y5 T A 2 18] 4 Al BEAL 43 0 £ fi L e 2 21
A2 (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983), fii 5] f5
SYUCRC T B2 N T X — a3 AR
N = o 2 0 3 B O R O = o 502 1 B |
DA AN T 20, oA 32 I3t mT 8 1 A ) )
AMEEARTTLLEER “BEHL” 4B T (D7 Ag-
ostino, 1998) . i [ 15 43 VT e J5 v 9 06 50 Sk 1]
Sy, AL A543 DC L, 5T TT LA
A 92 4 2 (B RO TR 2 PR 3R, R T A
WS CUHEREPL” SCge, SEEEEAYR, 6 A
SVCEC T AR T —Fh B AR NAL T % (Natural
Weighting Scheme) , A LIXFMEEXF M ( treatment
impact) 3 17 JC M 4t it ( Dehejia & Wahba,
2002) . [H13]Z FiRUE 25 03 ), Pk
DXk STt T USR5 AN 2 BEALIY, 23R — Lk
fabr (WMAE | RIEKTAE) SkPkik, B4k
34

ATTTE R 5 A ST it 4 B3R 1 b DX LU Rt BUR
SRR B, AN B R R Pk 1T R T B
AAVC TG A b DX, A5 ) 45 53 DG FC B LR AT X 42 [
25 i DX SRy S R B AR () A5
gy) HERTATE, AR R 5 S R XA
(AR5 ) e i M X Ry X B )
1353 VE L — f8 FH probit 5% logit 455 74 S 3 53 i )
1455 o AEXANBI -, PRAE & DR J2 75 R HTHT B
WO(REAE R, AR IR AT RESZ I M X
SR AR (A28 A E
FEA KA BE 0 1 E P TR R ) o ) 54y
D FC fe K 1 e R FE TSR 1] 5 4 i, AR vh
AL T AT LI By s e R 3R, A AN ]
WL R 2% (Hamilton & Nickerson, 2003),
AT, TSR b DX 7 4 Ry 1 R
PRl 3R AR 43 Sy AR m UL N £, D030 1] 45 43 DG i 5
BTG 5386, fm 45 43 U8 Bl ik 4Kt
TRFEA, PR Ay fhi 1] 45 3 VE i 7 ¥ 5 4R 3 —
AN RRZ RIS R R S 30 2 A AR ARLBE AR /DN
SR FE BB L, A9 1w 4553 DG FCATS 22 156
) VZ VR, FEFRATEIBUY 13 T
B 7 A6 T PN A R Y Sk, A 10 Rl
AR 755 PR LS, 5 76.92% , WUEE 2443 Fil
AL 7] 4573 DG P A A 49— 1 P >R 48 1 N A e )
B, ) 4n, Chang %% (2013) LI M Chang Al
Shim (2015) FUMTST, IR I MR J7 vkt ] LA
G3IFEAE FIRAE TE N AR PR, AN, Eggers
I Song (2015) DL % Pahnke % (2015) HJ
W,

(/) EERERL J5 ik (fixed effect model)

[P 2 I A 7R i e ok Oy R AT I AR
B, SRJE REPEAT AR89 7 ( Wooldridge,



2006) o JITIE A4 [ R RO A A 2 X T AR S A
MRFEAS T (Blanswl i) A DT AR SR IO
S5 A3 1 285 (A48 o A5 A P i 2% A8
A AR TR, dJE R T BRI R
FRSE ARG, [ 2 B8N AR A Sy T A LT
AR o 18] 2% A T 76 00 00 PR 36 e, PR D
SR 26 PR R 5 A R R DG U 2 3 A O 22
A 18 75 A6 2 30 3 [ 280 e A T B T A N
e B Tva) 22 A 77 T 3 R0 1 PR 3%, A1 Ak S R 3%
SR [] A5 £ BT LA AH D30T B 0 4 T, WUROR
XX SE PR R JEAT R, BT S Rl A R 25 I
(P TEs i) , A e S r e Anse, M
SRR N AE PRI, R AT D0 A A
SUREHB AT 1 P A Pk I R, DR B O A 4 il
L B ] A8 AL TE R I g R 2, BT i
LT AT RE R RS T AR OGP FE B IE A=
PEBS, ] 280N AR Ty I AR AT A Sy — i B
Jik, WA HA R, R B0 B R
R FEMBIEMEM, #ilin Sun 5 (2016) DLK
Brush 5§ (2012) WYRFSE, 7EAH H] [ E 500 A%

0.8

$9% %7 o
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TR R B A I, — 2% 07 1 g
FHF AR B, 75 D) BT RO e i fe, &
AEAR N 05 ZJRi% 07 I JC X A BB [R] 25 Ak 1Y
At (BTl AR & | Al B AR5 )
HEATAG T, TRl SRy d e A5 5 7 ] 5 000 A e B 2
ZEWEEHL T, B AR Y 25 9k A Sl HE R
% (Wooldridge, 2006)

T — R R, ARk, B HT
ST R FH A Xt P A P I ) 465 1 1k 22 3
TN 2L, Sy 1 B0 I L 1 i g £
TIERYI ) & SR, FAT® T AR AR
TEJT R T L B Ak 3 R, BR LI 3, A
B3 3R LIE S, 7E 2010 4F 2R, AR
H UM T HAS YL | Heckman 1 B B A
FE 2O FERZ S, = A R e
P Z AN 4 J7 vk, A 45 0 1) 4543 UG e 3L
ST ITESE . METELUR g, 2k
ARV ) 4573 DG T 3R AT RS A AL AR AIE 108 E T
EAREITE 2,

S

A
AR

) /\
0.6

—— THRAZRRAT

—=— Heckman P [ Bt 5

NEVAR
\

—— Arellano - Bond 2243 GMM {11

VAW YV

—+— Arellano —Bover/Blundell-Bond

ZEGMM

S AWES

\ / —— XUE IS

VAV

\/ —— WL

—— [ R AR T v

AN\

- /\
01 /\\

0 +— —_— ¢ CAEBy)

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

B3 2007~2016 EEEEBIEFEFERLGIEEE



FREFART O AL U AARBE S

H, ARIKIER R LR
FEARMEETE
HSCH AT S, 8 T B T

FEH A ARV R A SR IR AN A R E IE T 1 . SR,
ANTRI A A A AR A T LR AN (] A IE 5 0k

PR PRI, SRS AR 25 T 8 1 A R B9 48 1F
Do o I [ B 3 6 SRR I 5 A B I N A
TrE RIS SCRK, FRAT A BB X AN IR ok P I
AR, A SCHR AR T A T D7 v T AR5
SEAR, X, RATHIE—Fh RS
ROPIBRAE IS, Xy T R A5 ik R D A fife g A
SiRZETHAH A A B ( Wooldridge, 2006) ., 1E

(Certo et al. , 2016), AR XA [A] 5 0 A FETORMTR A, FATTHE A3 XS AN [6) 2 BY 1 Iy
AR, FRATTAY 2 A I bR FH IR 8 1E J7 k2 AEPERIE, DA B AR A IE 5 A8 T P A= P )
26 AN 223 RSCER, UARRDRIE ISR T kAT,
F 6 AEKIENEMERBMUEIESE
T 78 i 2 e R 22 XL a] PR
BIERE | R RFCE BIETE | CEE RFECHE BIEFD | RFEHE
Kim . Hoskisson
Shi, Connelly pil Brahm #1
Heckman Lee (2015); THRAS L
THEA B 26 Sanders (2016) ; 36 16 Tarzijan (2014) ;
Py B AT Chung F1 Luo
Godart 5% (2015) Godart 4% (2015)
(2013)
Durand Fl
[P 7 AR Y
Heckman THA L Jourdan (2012);
19 19 (fixed effect 7
B B Ay * Kish—Gephart I
model )
Campbell (2015)
Bodolica Fl
[ 204 VA AR [ 7 280 I A 75 L PN D]
Spraggon (2009) ;
(fixed effect 13 (fixed effect 6 R AS it 6
Surroca, Tribo £l
model ) * model ) af K AR
Waddock (2010)
Inoue ., Lazzarini £l
ELWNGET ]
it 1014553 Musacchio (2013) ; Heckman
il R 5 3 5
DL Bermiss #ll PR B 1
B R A
Greenbaum (2016)
Su il Tsang Pollock 5
Arellano—Bond Pollock % (2015) ; || Arellano—Bond Arellano—Bond
(2015) ; (2015) 5
247 GMM 3 Dokko Fil Gaba %4y GMM 2 %4+ GMM 3
Dezso Fll Ross Dezso 1 Ross
it (2012) it it
(2012) (2012)
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2R
T U 78 e 25 e 22 XL PR
B | Y RFEE BIE% | SCEE fREFE BIETE | SCEE fRFECFE
R R Al g KR T RE
Gomez F1 Maicas Z R ) Z R
A5 GMM ¥ 3 (2011) fifp oA ik 3L 2 fif s £ 3
Berry (2015) M R AR Sl (R
R 47 ) A2 A i A i
Inoue ., Lazzarini 1
ELWNG L]
0 ] 7553 Musacchio (2013) ; T £ 4%
2 b oA ek 2 1
N7 Carton , Murphy £ NI
A
Clark (2014)
RS Al g
Schijven F1 Hitt
Z IR
(2012) ; gl =25 Jandhyala F11
fifp R 78 ik 3L 3 1 Weigelt (2013) 1
Foss. Frederiksen fll i ZA A Phene (2015)
AU PR
Rullani (2016)
B A
e gfe Il A 1 R4 GMM * 1 Berry (2015)
Kapoor il Lee
WEZSSME" | 1| Pahnke 5% (2015) | HABPCE | 1
(2013)
P Bk 2 Jandhyala Fll
1
A Phene (2015)
Hausman Taylor
1 O’Brien %% (2014)
PR
T I3 P A
(1) 5™ T 1Y 1
HRFR S FEA
AR W & R 2
BAET SCEEL R 1BIE T SCEEL RFCE
Arellano—Bond Pollock %5 ( 2015 ); Krishnan — Fll Kozhikode
4 T AR 1
2y GMM 1t * Dokko #1 Gaba (2012) (2015)
Su Ml Tsang ( 2015 );
Arellano—Bond
THASEE 2 Wong, Ormiston F1 Tetlock 1 Dokko Fil Gaba (2012)

(2011)

247 GMM *
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R
A IR 2
BIE XEEL R BIEJ ik AL RFE
Y GMM * 1 Milanov #/1 Shepherd (2013) 05 1] 7543 D i 1
KHUR AT RE 2 1 BE 2
Heckman 7% [y B A5l 1 ) i e A 1 SR R R 1
Atk F) 47 il AR

TE: RPN AR R

() Bl I8 A Bk Ol 26 5 1A 1) 1 71 P ) e
&I i ik

M6 AT LA T U AR i 22 5]
B 14 PR A I AT, SR v P e 22 1 i = A
EJ Gy THAZE VL | Heckman 15 A A
e N A, SR, AR, XTI IER
U7 5w 25 5 |2 1) PR A P ), fof ) T LA
SRR AL, I S A R A R A B
(9, {08 Heckman 3 [ B AR R U] A 14 24
(o B 24 3 4 o K A T 35t U A o N A
R A AR, FATTE e B HE 5 A8 45
FEL PN AE P T R ELOR TR, SR [l BI040 B 6 1
T3 EABE N A P 1 SR R R A 4B IE T TR A
] DA PRIX — [R)

HATIE B T RE (2) A, sl i O
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