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Merge and Acquisition, Absorptive Capacity,
and Enterprises Innovation Performance
— an Experimental Data Analysis of Chinese Listed Medicine Companies

Hu Xuefeng Wu Xiaoming

Abstract: By adopting data from Chinese listed companies during 2007- 2010, the researchers con
ducted an experimental analysis on the effects of merge, acquisition, and absorptive capacity on enterprises =
innovation. The results show that with other constant conditions, there is a positive correlation between
merge and acquisition in pursuit of technology and enterprises Zinnovation performance, which demonstrates
a remarkable effect of Chinese listed medicine companies merge and acquisition on innovation; enterpris
es “technological absorptive capacity plays a positive regulating role in the innovative effect of merge and ac
quisition; technology-oriented merge and acquisition has strikingly positive effects on enterprises *R&D in
tensity; additionally, either the degree of marketization of the enterprise % location or the protection of prop
erty rights promotes R&D intensity, which, meanwhile, is affected by such heterogeneous factors as the
growth of enterprises, exclusive ownership of assets and the scale of enterprises.
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