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Does Policy Burden Crowed Out R&D Investment of
Chinese Listed Enterprises?
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Abstract: Taking companies listed on the main boards of Shanghai and Shenzhen from 2011 to 2018 as sam—
ples the two — way fixed effect model is used to prove that the increase of policy burden will crowd out the R&D in—
vestment of enterprises. After considering policy burden as an exogenous shock and excluding enterprises with medi-
um policy burden the sample was divided into a high burden group exposed to shocks( treatment group) and a low
burden group not exposed to shocks( control group) and the progressive DID was used to verify the existence of
crowding out effect again: the decrease of R&D investment in the treatment group before and after the shock was sig—
nificantly higher than that in the control group. Considering that the high burden group( treatment group) is likely to
be reduced to low burden in a particular year that is the phenomenon of “treatment group time — varying” may ex—
ist when the 2* 2 grouping estimation coefficient( ATT) is weighted the multi — stage DID estimation is biased due
to the existence of “negative weight”; therefore the bidirectional fixed estimator with heterogeneous treatment effect
( TWFEDD) proposed by Chaisemartin & Haultfoeuille( 2020) was used for retest it is found that the crowding out
effect still holds after the negative weight disturbance is excluded. With the help of the exogenous treatment effect
( RA/IPW/IPWRA estimator) and the endogenous treatment effect( Heckit two — step estimator) it is confirmed
that the crowding out effect is still robust after correcting the self — selection bias. Finally from the elimination of
crowding out effect it put forward some improving policy suggestions.

Key words: Policy burden; R&D expenditure; Crowding out effect; Progressive DID; Heterogeneous treatment

effect



