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Control Rights Incentive Duality and Technology-innovation Dynamic Capability
——Empirical Analysis Based on High-tech Listed Companies’ Panel Data
XU Ning, XU Xiang-yi
(School of Management, Shandong University, Jinan 250100, China)

Abstract: The striking influence that executive incentive contracts exert on technology innovation is
concerned by theory and practice fields, but previous studies only focused on explicit incentives. Control rights
incentive is an important implicit incentive contract and it is of naturally duality. We should reconsider the
relationship between control rights incentive and technology innovation dynamic capability based on the nonlinearity
perspective. We adopt the balanced panel data from 2007~2010 of Chinese high—tech listed companies to do the
empirical research to find the relationship between the two factors. The result shows that technology —innovation
dynamic capability is composed of input capability, output capability and transforming capability. And there is an
invested U-—shape relationship between control rights incentive and technology—innovation dynamic capability. After
the incentive strength increase to a special degree, the dynamic capability begins to decline. Therefore, to maintain
moderate control rights incentive and to integrate explicit incentives and implicit incentive are the effective
approaches to improving technology—innovation dynamic capability.

Key Words: control rights incentive; duality; technology innovation; dynamic capability
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