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Abstract: By comparing the incentive effect of indirect tax incentives and direct financial subsidies on R&D investment of Chinese
medicine enterprises, this empirical study aims to provide empirical evidence for the government subsidies to encourage the R&D
investment of traditional Chinese medicine industry, and also provide valuable reference for the government to encourage enterprises to
carry out innovation activities. Using a total of 301 observations in 62 traditional Chinese medicine enterprises from 2012 to 2016 as
the research object, the paper analyzed the impact of tax incentives and financial subsidies on enterprise innovation performance.
The results show that tax incentives have a significant incentive effect on R&D investment of traditional Chinese medicine
enterprises, for every 1% reduction in tax costs, R&D investment increase by 0.99%, and R&D investment tax elasticity is —0.99;
Financial subsidies have a significant positive effect on R&D investment but the estimated coefficient is only 0.24. When tax incentives
and financial subsidies exist at the same time, the effect of financial subsidies on R&D investment is not significant. Moreover, the
regression results of adding firm size as a moderator variable showed that incentive effects of tax incentives on R&D investment
decreased with the increased size of the enterprise. Therefore, government subsidies should be based on tax incentives, supplemented
by financial subsidies, and tax incentives should be properly inclined to SMEs.
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Table 3 Results of variance expansion factor

AR AR VIF 1/VIF
Size 2.81 0.355 330
InTAX 243 0.411 683
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Table 4 Descriptive statistics of variables
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Table 6 Regression results under regulation of enterprises

size

InRD A (4 A (5)
InTAX 1.312"7(0.137)
c. InTAX#c. Size  —0.015"(0.006)
InGS —0.193 (0.589)
c. InGSt#c. Size 0.012 (0.028)
Size 0.231"(0.090) 0.629 (0.455)
ALR 0.000 (0.001) —0.001 (0.003)
Age —0.004 (0.005) —0.002 (0.019)
_cons —2.173 (1.933) 2.488 (9.665)
N 301 301
R* w 0.978 0.427
Wald #:56 Wald chi2 (4) = 11 Wald chi2 (4) =
926.95 256.20
Prob > chi2 = 0.000 0 Prob > chi2 =
0.000 0
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Fig. 1 Enterprise scale interaction effect

4 Hit5EW

A 25 BT A B A, @ TR
BEATL AL SAR L 23 A7 T B SCHR 25 0 BRI 2 il
75 A FRE 245 4l R&D F NI . 45 SR,
B 10 SR s 5 1) B2 e Bt S 2 Al
R&D A IE AR, FFEERK 1. 2a frik, HE
WSO 2 PRIV B S 25 O T W BRI 5 A b A
X AW R B TR O B, 0 A ORI 2 R
WA RERFTER, MOE4LERE 3.

BT UL BT, 3R FAIBGRE: (1) $12
A PIBUR AN R AR B 32 . IR BE R T AR
SCHSIIE S5 FAR A2 T RSO BEAS [ 0 ORI LS E

FAEFT R&D #AWTEL, XA ()7 R 2467
St R s U, B B M . 3
YO RS R R&D HANHIE T B
(2) FRZG AV IBURT RIS B2 DAV ORI A . BRI
RN LA o 1 e i L s SO R A, AT AR
HNE R B A RN, ARG TR E Ik
UL X )RR . (3) RSO B R 2 [ rh /N 2
MR KB ARN— AR — & 58 4% [P R BB
BRI, HOPRBENZ 2 EBEER RN, TRt
TR AR S N A, Bl B mT LA
R AR R Al R&D 58 4 1) 8, AT i XU,
el R&D BN

SEH.

(11 HRGRR, skBnas, Beacte. HI25 L RUEHsUs BRI 7T )
WIPS R ()], PE ARSI, 2017, 10(8): 34-39.

[2] Mansfield E, Switzer L. How effective are Canada’s
direct tax incentives for R and D? [J]. Canadian Public
Policy, 1985, 11(2): 241-246.

[3] Hall B H. R&D Tax policy during the 1980s: Success or
failure? [J]. Tax Policy Economy, 1993, 7(7): 1-35.

[4] WEZE, FFEE. WU dlk R&D SCH R SEUR R0
BT (7). R, 2007(8): 65-70.

[51 Klette T J, Moen J. R&D Investment responses to R&D
subsidies: A theoretical analysis and a microeconometric
study [J]. Soc Sci Electr Publ, 2011(12): 2-4.

[6] E {2 R&D FMIXF Al R&D HN K BIH ™ M
SEUEREFL [J]. BFEZEBAL, 2010, 28(9): 1368-1374.

[71 &M= wEHBTZSBUFTE 0] SRE5FEH,
2012, 34(1): 1-6.

[8] Czarnitzki D, Fier A. Do innovation subsidies crowd out
private investment? Evidence from the German service
sector [J]. Appl Econom Quaterly, 2002, 48(1): 1-25.

[9] Wolff G B, Reinthaler V. The effectiveness of subsidies
revisited: Accounting for wage and employment effects in
business R&D [J]. Res Policy, 2008, 37(8): 1403-1412.

[10] Wallsten S J. The Effects of Government-industry R&D
programs on private R&D: The case of the small business
innovation research program [J]. Rand J Econom, 2000,
31(1): 82-100.

[11] David P A, Hall B H, Toole A A. Is public R&D a
complement or substitute for private R&D? A review of
the econometric evidence [J]. Res Policy, 2000, 29(4):
497-529.

[12] X 0L, B3R, R, R&D #hUixS il R&D 32
Rl 5 45 R 280 —— T o [ T ) AR 1) SR
St [0 &5FEHE, 2012, 34(4): 19-28.




© 2220 -

¢ £ 4% Chinese Traditional and Herbal Drugs

HE49% oW 201845 H

[13]

[14]

[15]

Catozzella A, Vivarelli M. The possible adverse impact of
innovation subsidies: Some evidence from Italy [J]. Int
Entr Manag J, 2016, 12(2): 1-18.

Montmartin B, Herrera M. Internal and external effects of
R&D subsidies and fiscal incentives: Empirical evidence
using spatial dynamic panel models [J]. Res Policy, 2015,
44(5): 1065-1079.

Cerulli G, Poti B. The differential impact of privately
and publicly funded R&D on R&D investment and
innovation: The Italian case [J]. Prometheus, 2012, 30(1):
113-149.

[16]

[17]

[18]

(19]

Meuleman M, Maeseneire W D. Do R&D subsidies affect
SMEs' access to external financing? [J]. Res Policy, 2012,
41(3): 580-591.

Warda J. Tax treatment of business investments in
intellectual assets: An international comparison [J]. Oecd
Sci Technol Ind Working Papers, 2006,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/18151965.

MR R B AR BLAR B 52 mi A MV A 4% 55 1) SE R A —
T B HEHMHHT 1], W AT, 2013(22): 32-34.

B = xR BSOS I BN R Al R&D 5
W L AT [J]. GEFREE, 2008(3): 58-71.

doi:



