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Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlation of variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1Develop 1.000
2Size -0.045% | 1.000
3Life -0.093" | 0.028 1.000
4Polit -0.019 | 0.145" | 0.006" | 1.000
Sintang | 0.042" | -0.048% | 0.048% | 0.004 | 1.000
6Tsize -0.008 | 0.376" | -0.069" | 0.111* | —0.009 | 1.000
TTage -0.070* | 0.384* | 0.191* | 0.047% | -0.002 | 0.107* | 1.000
8Ttenu 0.007 | 0.127% | -0.034 | 0.022 | 0.028 |0.045° | 0.205" | 1.000
9Tedu 0.037 | 0.132* | 0.079* | 0.066% | 0.007 | 0.045 | —-0.002 | -0.018| 1.000
10Slack 0.010% | —0.128* | 0.006 | -0.013 |-0.036" | -0.025| = 0.011 | - 0.011| -0.037 | 1.000
11ndC -0.082 | 0.192* | 0.018 | 0.063" | 0.123* |0.048% | 0.100" | 0.003 | -0.125"| -0.02 | 1.000
12HisGap | 0.031° | 0.276" | —0.232% | -0.015 |- 0.118%| 0.160% | 0.017 | 0.031 |-0.056%|-0.167%| 0.007 | 1.000
13SocGap | 0.017% | 0.273" | -0.171% | 0.041° |-0.106%| 0.142% | 0.019 |0.044" | 0.011 |-0.177%| 0.018 |0.383" | 1.000
14R&D 0.754% | —0.063" | —0.064" | —0.007 | 0.048% | -0.008|-0.042" | 0.018 | 0.025 | 0.006% | -0.071|-0.021%-0.005% 1.000
0.005 | 21.340 | 2.700 | 0.037 | 0.048 | 6.532 | 47.566 | 3.114 | 3.452 | 1.932 | 3.984 |-0.018|-0.022|0.005
0.026 1.426 | 0.382 | 0.189 | 0.058 | 2.534 | 3.242 | 1.013 | 0.488 | 16.852 | 3.998 | 0.045 | 0.057 |0.027

D ¥p <0.00 ¥p<0.05

" p<0.1; N=1116

@

_ 2 . . .
HHI; = 3( X;/2X;) X J i 2X; J

>>(.2007 ~2012 )

. HHI
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Table 2 Panel linear regression for social attainment discrepancy and innovation
1 2 3 4 5
Year
Location
Size ~0.000(0.001) | =0.000(0.001) | =0.000(0.001) | —0.000(0.001) | —0.000(0.001)
Life - 0.002(0.003) -0.002(0.003) —-0.003(0.003) —-0.003(0.003) -0.002(0.003)
Polit 0.001( 0.005) 0.001( 0.005) 0.002( 0.005) 0.002(0.005) 0.002( 0.005)
Intang 0.072**(0.020) | 0.072***(0.020) | 0.066**(0.021) | 0.067**(0.021) | 0.067**(0.020)
Tsize - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.000( 0.000)
Tage - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.000( 0.000) - 0.001(0.000) - 0.001( 0.000) - 0.001(0.000)
Ttenu 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.001( 0.001) 0.001(0.001)
Tedu 0.002(0.002) 0.002(0.002) 0.002( 0.002) 0.002( 0.002) 0.002( 0.002)
Slack 0.001° (0.000) | 0.001**(0.000) | 0.001**(0.000) | 0.001**(0.000) |0.002***(0.001)
IndC - 0.001(0.000) - 0.001(0.000) - 0.001(0.000) - 0.001(0.000) - 0.001(0.000)
SocGap -0.014(0.023) | -0.135" (0.055) | —0.152**(0.058) |-0.224 ™ (0.061)
SocGap* —-0.377" (0.155) | —0.445" (0.182) |-0.589**(0.196)
Slack x SocGap ~0.010(0.009) |- 0.121***(0.031)
IndC x SocGap 0.002( 0. 009) ~0.004(0.021)
Slack x SocGap® -0.293*%(0.078)
IndC x SocGap* -0.013(0.062)
0.032(0.024) 0.031(0.024) 0.036( 0. 024) 0.037(0.024) 0.036( 0.024)
R? 0.0356 0.0359 0.0411 0.0423 0.0547
Wald chi® 40. 387 40. 727 46.87 7 48.197%* 63.00***
D <0.01 Fp<0.05 7 p<0.1; DK ;
1116.
2 1

(beta = 0.001 p <0.1)
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3

Table 3 Panel linear regression for history aspiration discrepancy and innovation

Year

Location

Life

- 0.002(0.003)

- 0.002(0.003)

- 0.002(0.003)

- 0.002(0.003)

- 0.002(0.003)

Size

~0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

0.001(0.001)

Polit

0.001( 0. 005)

0.001( 0. 005)

0.001( 0. 005)

0.001( 0. 005)

0.001( 0. 005)

Intang

0.072*** (0.020)

0.073 *** (0.020)

0.070*** (0.021)

0.072*** (0.021)

0.086*** (0.021)

Tsize

~0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

- 0.001(0.001)

- 0.001(0.001)

Tage

- 0.001(0.001)

-0.001(0.001)

~0.001(0.001)

- 0.001(0.001)

- 0.001(0.001)

Ttenu

0.001(0.001)

0.001(0.001)

0.001(0.001)

0.001(0.001)

0.001(0.001)

Tedu

0.002( 0. 002)

0.002( 0. 002)

0.002( 0.002)

0.002( 0.002)

0.002( 0. 002)

Slack

0.001" (0.000)

0.001" (0.000)

0.001 ** (0. 000)

0.001** (0.001)

0.004 *** (0.001)

IndC

- 0.001(0.000)

- 0.001(0.000)

- 0.001(0.000)

- 0.001(0.000)

- 0.000( 0. 000)

HisGap

0.005( 0. 026)

~0.033(0.059)

- 0.048(0.061)

~0.399***(0.088)

His Gap2

- 0.148(0.207)

~0.179(0.227)

— 1463 (0.354)

Slack x HisGap

~0.017(0.014)

~0.388*%* (0.063)

IndC x HisGap

~0.002(0.011)

~0.059° (0.023)

Slack x HisGap*

— 1.428*%*(0.239)

IndC x HisGap®

-0.253" (0.100)

0.032(0.024)

0.033(0.024)

0.034(0.024)

0.032(0.024)

0.006( 0. 025)

R 0. 0356 0. 0356 0. 0360 0.0374 0.0681
Wald chi® 40. 38 *** 40.37 *** 40. 86 *** 42.43%* 79.61 ***
D™ <0.01 p <0.05 Fp<O.1; DK ; 1116.
5
U
1
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Fig. 5 Moderating effect of organizational slack on negative
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Fig. 7 Moderating effect of competitive threat on negative

social aspiration discrepancies and innovation

7

6 N
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Table 4 Results based on other measurement of attainment discrepancy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Year
Location
L ~0.003 ~0.004 ~0.004 ~0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.005
ve (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
S 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 =0.001 =0.001 =0.001 =0.001
Lze
: (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Pl ~0.001 ~0.000 ~0.002 ~0.001 ~0.002 ~0.002 ~0.002 ~0.003
o (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Intan 0.119%* 0.109° 0.130** 0. 140 ** 0.025 0.024 0.025 0.032
e (0.046) (0.047) (0.045) (0.044) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
T ~0.001 ~0.000 ~0.001 ~0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
size
: (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
T -0.002" -0.002" -0.002" -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
age
€ (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
. 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 ~0.001 ~0.001 ~0.001 ~0.001
e (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Tod 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
eat
' (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Slack 0.003" 0.003 ** 0.012* | 0.010*** 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
vlac,

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
indC ~0.001 ~0.001 ~0.000 ~0.000 ~0.000 ~0.000 ~0.000 ~0.000
" (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
NeaAdi ~0.015 —0.147 | -0.762%% | = 1.031 *** 0.009 ~0.009 ~0.003 ~0.124

e, L

€ (0.046) (0.122) (0.152) (0. 166) (0.019) (0.037) (0.048) (0.068)
Nealdi® ~0.381 —0.8517 | —2.464 % ~0.060 ~0.036 ~0.784"
cen (0.325) | (0.389) | (0.591) (0.104) | (0.153) | (0.357)
Slack x NegAdi =0.563" | -0.914™ 0.002 ~0.046
) € (0.087) (0.119) (0.011) (0.038)
~0.037 ~0.068 ~0.002 ~0.051"

IndC x NegAdi
ntx fegAdt (0.023) (0.049) (0.009) (0.022)
! 2 —2.107 %% ~0. 100
Slack x NegAdi (0.497) (0.081)
-0.185 -0.274"

2
IndC x NegAdi (0.160) (0.120)
0.073 0.074 0.025 0.014 ~0.013 ~0.012 ~0.012 ~0.013

(0.055) (0.055) (0.054) (0.053) (0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.030)
R? 0.054 1 0.053 9 0.064 5 0.076 5 0.055 1 0.055 4 0.060 1 0.077 6
Wald chi* 30.31° 31.70° 76.19 %% 96.30 7% 30.68" 30.74" 32.95" 35.92"

T <0.01 Fp <0.05 * p<O.1; DK : 1 116.
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Table 5 Results based on other measurement of innovation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Year
Location
L -0.005 -0.005 - 0.005 - 0.004 - 0.004 - 0.004 ~0.004 - 0.004
e (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
e (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Pl 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
o (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Intan 0.054" 0.048" 0.048" 0.050" 0.055" 0.053" 0.053" 0.054"
€ (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
T - 0.000 - 0.000 - 0.000 - 0.000 - 0.000 ~0.000 ~0.000 - 0.000
suze (0. 000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Tue -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001 -0.001"
8 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
" 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
e (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Ted 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
e (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Slack 0.001 ** 0.001 ** 0.001** | 0.003*** 0.001 ** 0.001 ** 0.001 ** 0.002**
’ (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
IndC -0.001" -0.001" —-0.001** | -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001" -0.001"
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Newldi 0.007 —0.116% | -0.125% | —0.244*** 0.026 -0.016 -0.003 -0.029
ega (0.022) (0.057) (0.060) (0.063) (0.026) (0.059) (0.060) (0.069)
Newddi’ -0.356" -0.398° | -0.627*** -0.154 -0.058 -0.210
cendt (0.154) (0.177) (0.185) (0.196) (0.220) (0.304)
0.001 —0.175 %% 0.004 -0.003
Slack x NegAdi
ack x fegrat (0.003) (0.031) (0.003) (0.014)
€ Newldi 0.006 - 0.009 -0.003 -0.022
nat o Reghdr (0.009) (0.022) (0.010) (0.023)
—(.398 *** -0.021
2
Slack x NegAdi (0.071) (0.040)
G % Newhdi? -0.028 -0.084
" e (0.061) (0.096)
0.047 0.051" 0.051° 0.048 0.047 0.048 0.045 0.047
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
R 0.048 0 0.054 0 0.053 0 0.094 0 0.049 8 0.050 5 0.056 2 0.058 5
Wald chi® 42,817 | 48.36**% | 48.70**% | 83.77% | 43.69%F | 44.29%%F | 46.33%FF | 47.18***
T <0.01 p<0.05 p<0.1; DK :
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Table 6 Reverse causality test for attainment discrepancy and innovation

1 2 3 4
Year
Location
Life 0.001(0.004) 0.006( 0.004) - 0.009( 0. 006) - 0.003(0.006)
Size 0.001( 0. 002) - 0.002(0.002) -0.004**(0.002) | -0.008*(0.002)
Tsize 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001)
Tage 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.001(0.001) 0.002° (0.001)
Tlenu 0.001(0.002) 0.001(0.002) 0.001(0.003) 0.001(0.002)
Polit 0.006( 0.009) 0.008( 0. 008) 0.001(0.013) 0.003(0.012)
Tedu 0.000( 0. 003) 0.001(0.003) 0.003( 0. 005) 0.003( 0. 005)
Intang —0.116 77 (0.034) | —0.124™%(0.032) | -0.106**(0.048) | —-0.123**(0.048)
Slack 0.001(0.001) 0.003 ™ (0.001) | —0.004(0.001) - 0.002(0.001)
HI - 0.007(0.007) - 0.006(0.007) ~0.004(0.011) 0.002(0.010)
R&D - 0.042(0.047) 0.060( 0.071)
- 0.063(0.041) - 0.021(0.040) 0.084( 0. 058) 0.086( 0. 061)
R’ 0.017 0.035 0.014 0.018
F 1.957 2.923 1.815 1.949
1133 1116 1133 1116
D <0.01 *p <0.05 " p<0.1; ; Year Location
1
. ) ) ;
U 2
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Dynamic relationship between negative attainment discrepancy and R&D in—
vestments: Moderating effect of organizational slack and competitive threat
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Abstract: Whether decision makers are inclined to be risk-taking or risk averse when firm performance is be—
low the level of aspiration is still an unsolved issue. This article incorporates decision makers’ perceived com—
petence and motivations into the model of decision making which indicates that the risk-taking behavior is a
result of interaction of perceived competence with motivations. Simultaneously such interaction is constrained
by organizational slack and competitive threats. Based on data of Chinese private listed companies several
main conclusions are drawn. Firstly the relationship between negative attainment discrepancy and R&D in-
vestments is risefall reverse U-shaped which is caused by both the motivation and competence in the poor
performance situation. Secondly organizational slack has significant positive moderating effects that is a—
bundant organizational slack increases firm’ s R&D expenditures. Thirdly competitive threats have negative
moderating effects on the relationship between negative attainment discrepancy and R&D investments which
means that a decision maker is more likely to reduce R&D investments when a firm suffers from more external
competitive threats. Finally organizational slack and competitive threat change both the curvature and slope of
the curvilinear relationship between negative attainment discrepancies and R&D investments.

Key words: negative attainment discrepancy; risk-taking; R&D investments; organizational slack; competitive

threat



