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( Tech) 1 ( ) ;
0m: ( Labor) ( =1) (cPI).
1 ow,
e
( Lncity_wage) 2000 (SC_
; firm) | ( Cashratio)
( Lnminiwage) 2000 ( Salegrow)
; ( Lncity _emp) 1%
; GDP( Lngdp) 2000 2.3
; 2000 ~2011
( Lnfdi) 2000 1.
1
Table 1 Descriptive statistics
INV 2236 717 0. 000 0.513 -5.246 9.908
SC_firm 1 585 807 0.081 0.115 0. 000 0.638
Cashratio 2 845 608 0.208 0. 181 0. 000 0. 804
Debt 2 994 624 0.534 0.262 0. 000 1. 000
Size 3 134 940 9.713 1.476 -0.304 20. 226
Salegrow 2 191 057 0.307 0.818 —1. 000 5.396
Unionrate 3 151 767 0.224 0.378 0. 000 1. 000
State 3117 429 0. 386 0.459 0. 000 1. 000
Private 3117 503 0. 465 0. 480 0. 000 1. 000
Small 3151 767 0. 150 0. 357 0. 000 1. 000
Med 3 151 767 0.597 0. 491 0. 000 1. 000
Large 3 151 767 0. 245 0.430 0. 000 1. 000
Indsalegrow 2 983 061 0.902 1. 195 -0.251 9. 080
Indebt 3 151 767 0.584 0.054 0. 201 0. 841
Open 3 151 767 0. 120 0. 325 0. 000 1. 000
Tech 3 151 767 0.360 0. 480 0. 000 1. 000
Labor 3 151 767 0.314 0. 464 0. 000 1. 000
SC_city 2 664 0. 296 0.019 0. 101 0.379
Oldratio 3 456 0. 121 0.028 0.019 0.235
DR 3 456 0.470 0.113 0.115 0. 887
CDR 3 456 0.291 0. 103 0. 063 0. 699
ODR 3 456 0.179 0. 046 0.023 0. 356
Lncity_wage 3 349 9.611 0. 489 2.268 11.018
Lnminiwage 2 446 6. 106 0.333 4.959 6. 968
Lncity_emp 3353 3.370 0.758 1.399 6.778
Lngdp 3 366 9. 441 0.816 7.395 12.753
Lnfdi 3217 10. 900 1. 964 2.748 15.714
CPI 3370 1. 024 0. 024 0.967 1. 101
© . ) ) ;
@ ; ; ; ; - 0)

®@
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Panel A
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2010
26
2010
Table 2 Firm social insurance cost and investment
OLS v : v
o INV : SC_firm o INV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
SC_firm -0. 096 *** -0. 099 *** —0. 280" -0.284**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.108) (0.113)
Oldratio 0. 1537 0.1517
(0. 005) (0.005)
Cashratio 0. 062 *** 0. 061 0. 005 *** 0. 005 *** 0. 063 *** 0. 062 ***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.004)
Debs —0. 047 *** —0. 048 *** 0. 009 *** 0. 008 *** —0. 046 —0. 046 ***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)
Salegrow —0. 006" —0. 006" —0.006*** -0. 006 *** -0.007 *** -0.007 ***
(0.001) (0.001) (0. 000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)
Unionrate —0. 043 —0. 044 0. 070 0. 068 *** -0.030™* -0.0327
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.008) (0.008)
State 0. 040 *** 0. 030 *** 0.012*** 0.003 *** 0. 042 *** 0. 031 ***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Private 0.051*** 0. 041 *** -0. 020" -0.027** 0. 047 0. 036 ™**
(0.001) (0.002) (0. 000) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003)
Small 0.015" 0.012 -0. 000 -0.001 0.015" 0.012
(0.008) (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.008)
Med 0. 041 *** 0.039 % -0.007" -0. 006 0. 040 *** 0.038
(0. 008) (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.008)
Large 0. 040 *** 0. 038 *** 0. 007" 0. 009 ** 0. 041 *** 0. 040 ***
(0. 008) (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.008) (0.008)
Indsalegrow -0.001 0. 000 -0.001
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001)
Indebt -0.017 -0. 101 -0.035"
(0.018) (0. 005) (0.021)
Open -0.015*** -0.012*** -0.018***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
Tech 0. 004 *** 0.014 7 0. 007 ***
(0.001) (0. 000) (0.002)
Labor -0.003" —0. 008 *** -0.004**
(0.002) (0. 000) (0.002)
uIrr \ \ 0.00 0.00 \ \
wIT \ \ 974. 14 936.55 \ \
929 167 882 871 929 167 882 871 929 167 882 871
" p<0.10 p <0.05 *Fp <0.0l. UIT Under identification Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
P WIT ~ Weak identification Kleibergen-Paap Wald rk F
3 Panel A 3 Panel B




( DR) ( CDR) Panel A Panel B
( ODR)
Panel C 2010
5 % AY Y
Panel B
3
Table 3 Robust tests
Panel A © SC_firm
(1) (2) (3)
-0.0117**
DR
(0.002)
-0. 055"
CDR
(0.002)
0. 072 ***
ODR
(0.002)
Panel B T INV
(1) (2) (3)
4. 860 *** 1. 409 *** -0. 658 ***
SC_firm
(0.872) (0.148) (0.152)
uIrr 0.07 0. 00 0.00
wir 45.82 542.91 530.42
882 871 882 871 882 871
Panel C o INV
2010 (1) (2) (3) (4)
N 5.225 %% 1. 177 % —0. 4587 -0.192***
SC_firm
(1.184) (0.127) (0.098) (0.073)
uIT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wIT 24.35 460. 88 684. 85 1168. 81
759 086 759 086 759 086 759 086
DR CDR ODR Oldratio

P WIT  Weak identification

" p<0.10 ' p <0.05
KleibergenPaap Wald 1k F

*** p < 0.01. UIT  Under identification

Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
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Table 4 Exclusive test of instrumental variable
» SC_city
Panel A
(1) (2) (3) (4)
0. 009
Ageratio20_59
(0.053)
—0. 099 ***
Ageratio0_59
(0.035)
0. 254
Oldratio
(0.058)
0.137**
ODR
(0.034)
2 093 2 093 2 093 2 093
R? 0.282 0. 320 0.369 0. 345
: SC_firm
Panel B
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
0. 1587 0. 164 *** 0. 168 ***
SC_city
(0.005) (0. 006) (0.006)
0.101 *** -0.013"
Oldratio
(0.005) (0.007)
0. 047 *** —-0.018***
ODR
(0.003) (0.005)
590 615 811 656 811 656 590 615 590 615
R? 0.116 0. 105 0. 105 0.116 0.116
L INV
Panel C
(1) (2) (3) (4)
-1.087*** 0. 681 *** -0.117** -0.0428**
SC_city
(0.111) (0.068) (0.027) (0.021)
UIT 0. 00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wIT 3 457. 60 18 230. 88 3 4621.50 49 519. 83
1279 823 1279 823 1279 823 1279 823
DR CDR ODR Oldratio
" p<0.10 ' p <0.05 *Fp <0.0l. UIT Under identification Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
P WIT ~ Weak identification Kleibergen-Paap Wald rk F
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Hausman
5 Vs
Table5 Labor cost channel vs TFP channel
L INV . TFP_grow
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
—0.455" —0.449" -0.113 -0.581%* | —1.378%** -0. 848 0. 0190
SC_firm
(0.262) (0.263) (0.132) (0. 240) (0.525) (0. 568) (0.278)
i 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 00
wIT 224.03 154. 69 620. 45 925. 05 212. 15 153. 26 712.25
Labor — Tech -0.342(0.237) —1.397 (0. 469)
310 227 250 667 321 977 547 832 192 920 162 385 192 527
“p<0.10 p <0.05 p <0.0l. UIT Under identification Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
P WIT ~ Weak identification Kleibergen-Paap Wald rk F
4.2
Staff, = a + B, Tangible, + B, Salegrow,, +
Hausman B; Size, + B, age, + &, (3)
Staff, ;
Tangible, /
; Salegrow,
Size, (
) age,
Tangible, ;
Salegrow,
(3)
29
0 OLS (3)
OLS
OLS
29 )

30

( GLM)
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(3). 2000 ~2011
). GLM
gl E(Staff, | X,)} =BX,Staff, | X, ~ Gamma 6 1
(4) 2
Staff, 1 X, Gamma
E( Staff, | X,) AIC
g gl E(Staff, | X,)} =
In( E( Staff, | X,)) . GLM
6

Table 6 Normal demand of firm employee: General linear model estimation

. Staff
(1) (2)
0.103 % 0. 097 ***
Tangible
(0. 030) (0. 026)
0.017** 0. 029 ***
Salegrow
(0. 008) (0.007)
0. 4777 0. 48477
Size
(0.004) (0.003)
0. 459 %% 0. 453 %%
Lnage
(0.011) (0.010)
1757 907 1 757 907
AIC 12.3 12.3
"p <0.10 *p <0.05 *Fp <0.01.
GLM Staff
Exstaff, = Staff, — Staff, (5)
Exstaff, <0
Exstaff, > 0
(4
7 7

0.038(0. 337 x0. 115)
7.6%



?
7
Table 7 Investment effect of excessive employment and firm social insurance cost change
1 2 3 4 5
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
3.619 -1.122 0. 968 0. 647 -0.545" -1.207 *** 0. 801
SC_firm
(5.237) (2.829) (0.824) (0.463) (0.292) (0.106) (0.642)
” -0.002
Exstaff_qua
(0.011)
SC i Exstaff -0.337**
rm X Lxstaff_qua
(0.134)
uIT 0.073 0. 109 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 00
WIT 2.88 2.58 30. 14 78.15 140. 90 632.92 49. 14
433 157 325 174 661 179 988 182 462 187 752 882 188
" p<0.10 ' p <0.05 *p <0.0l. UIT Under identification Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
P WIT ~ Weak identification Kleibergen-Paap Wald rk F
4.3 WwW
5
Whited  Wu®  WW . Hardlock 8  Panel A
Pierce ™'
wWw
Whited ~ Wu °
GMM (11)
. Panel A
32
(6) 5
FC, =0.040 4( LongDebt ) , +0.082 822 x _ Panel A 6

( FirmSalegrow) , -0. 027 654( Logasset,) +

0.798 1( IndSalegrow ) , —0.232 43 x

( CashRatio) , —0.033 006 ( CashFlow) , +

0.339 94 ( IndDebt) ,,




2020
(0. 580 x
0. 115) 13%
8 Panel B N
8
Table 8 Investment effect of financial constraint and firm social insurance cost change
Panel A 1 2 3 4 5
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
-0.183 — 1. 406 *** —-1.2797 -1.308 —2.493*** 0.457**
SC_firm
(0.217) (0.223) (0.222) (0.263) (0.387) (0.206)
0. 042 ***
FC_qua
(0.007)
sc f e -0.580***
irm X FC_qua
(0.076)
uIr 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0. 00 0.00
wIT 390. 67 336. 46 286. 45 223.68 165. 15 249.79
170 228 169 931 163 186 150 496 149 367 803 208
Panel B
(1 (2) (3)
1.588** 1,321 0.163
SC_firm
(0.662) (0.461) (10.340)
0. 1227 0. 0690 *** 0.0177**
FC_qua
(0.0301) (0.022 8) (0.008 63)
SC_firm x FC_qua — 1. 649 *** —0.941 *** —0.268***
(0.395) (0.274) (0.087 4)
uir 0. 00 0.00 0. 00
WIT 19. 46 15. 12 243.09
Labor — Tech -0.973777(0.218)
290 297 225 674 287 237

P

" p<0.10 *p<0.05 Fp<0.0l. UIT

wIT

Weak identification

KleibergenPaap Wald 1k F

Under identification

Kleibergen-Paap rk LM
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Does high social insurance cost discourage firm investment?

LIN Ling' ZENG Haiian™

1. School of Business Administration Guangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanning 530003 China;

2. Business School of Guangxi University Nanning 530004 China

Abstract: Does high social insurance cost discourage firm investment and therefore impede real economy
growth? This paper empirically tests the impact of social insurance cost on firm investment using Chinese in—
dustrial enterprises data and chooses the proportion of theelderly of city as instrumental variable because of
endogeneity problem in econometric regression. This paper finds that the rise of a standard deviation in social
insurance cost will reduce investment by about 3.3%  which can explain 6.4% variance of investment and is
strong in economic significance. This paper also explores the transmission channels of social insurance cost
change to firm investment and finds that the three main channels are labor cost channel TFP channel and fi-
nancial constraints channel. The above results suggest that policies of cutting down social costs could stimulate
firm investment and promote regional economic development.

Key words: social insurance cost; firm investment; labor cost; financial constraints; instrumental variable



