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Table 1 Variable definition

CAPERD

INVEST

CAPE

RD

TREAT

POST

2018

2019

In ASSET

LEV

OCF

CASH

PPE

ROA

MB

PRIVATE

OWNESHIP

BH

MINDEX

2.3
2 Panel A
CAPERD

0.023.
4.2%
0.169 5.6%
71.4%

0.376
RD

32.2%.

0. 047

64

Panel B.
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2018
2
2018 2019
70
2
Table 2 Descriptive statistics
Panel A:
CAPERD 5610 0.376 0.676 0.107 0.204 0.383
CAPE 5610 0.354 0.675 0.086 0.179 0.357
RD 5610 0.023 0.018 0.010 0.019 0.031
In ASSET 5610 22.05 1.157 21.25 21.94 22.71
LEV 5610 0.047 0.070 0 0.013 0.071
ROA 5610 0.042 0.050 0.017 0.039 0.067
OCF 5610 0.039 0.064 0.004 0.037 0.074
CASH 5610 0.169 0.115 0.089 0.140 0.218
PPE 5610 0.211 0. 140 0. 106 0.183 0.283
MB 5610 4.254 3.851 2.044 3.169 5.084
BH 5610 0.056 0.231 0 0 0
PRIVATE 5610 0.714 0.452 0 1 1
OWNERSHIP 5610 0.322 0.141 0.215 0.301 0.416
MINDEX 5610 0.757 0.270 0.556 0.889 1
Panel B:
)
5 20 059.88
2 2 513.94
5 1 243.55
5 7 265.07
2 25 290.19
4 3676.71
9 11 347.17
6 9 580.44
N 4 72 072.60
1 273.04
15 36 869. 61
3 477.79
3 165.95

64
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3.1
3 (1)
2
Fig. 2 Investment trends of sample companies
3
Table 3 VAT rebate policy and corporate investment decision
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
CAPERD CAPERD CAPE CAPE RD RD
5.987 *** 6.221 % 6.028 6.241 7% —-0.041** -0.020
CONSTANT
(3.939) (3.696) (3.981) (3.721) ( -2.033) ( -0.899)
0. 198 0.204 7% 0.197*** 0.203** 0.001 0.001
POST x TREAT
(3.114) (3.068) (3.095) (3.053) (0.695) (0.555)
-0.258*** -0.273 % -0.261*** -0.274** 0.002 *** 0.001
In ASSET
( -4.099) ( -3.885) ( -4.153) ( -3.920) (2.851) (1.510)
LEV 0.042 0.291 0.044 0.295 -0.002 -0.004
(0.203) (0.903) (0.211) (0.915) ( -0.420) ( -0.732)
ROA 1.245** 2.079 % 1,228 2.066 % 0.017 *** 0.013
(2.360) (2.962) (2.333) (2.944) (2.650) (1.279)
OCF -0.053 -0.59%4 -0.057 -0.593 0.004 —-0.001
(-0.299) ( -1.301) ( -0.323) (-1.297) (1.245) ( -0.185)
CASH 0.393** 0.687 ** 0.397** 0.688** -0.004 -0.001
(2.479) (2.444) (2.507) (2.452) ( —1.554) ( -0.285)
PPE —2.959 *** —-2.851 % —-2.961 *** —2.853 % 0.002 0.002
( -10.139) ( -9.085) ( -10.161) (-9.102) (0.476) (0.496)
VB 0.015** 0.009 0.015** 0.009 —-0.000 -0.000
i (2.164) (0.620) (2.185) (0.636) ( -0.700) (-1.142)
Bl -0.062** -0.019 —-0.059** -0.015 -0.003 *** —0.004 ***
( -2.472) ( -0.359) ( -2.339) ( -0.287) (-7.132) ( —4.190)
0.067 0.068 0. 066 0.067 0.001 0.001
PRIVATE
(0.861) (0.750) (0.857) (0.743) (0.253) (0.306)
0.490" 0.574** 0.490" 0.573** 0.000 0.002
OWNERSHIP
(1.829) (2.083) (1.832) (2.083) (0.010) (0.378)
0.430 0.398 0.420 0.387 0.010** 0.011**
MINDEX
(0.729) (0.653) (0.712) (0.635) (2.381) (2.440)
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
7Z x YEAR FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
adj. R? 0.169 0.181 0.171 0.183 0.078 0.087
N 5610 5610 5610 5610 5610 5610

' (‘cluster) . ™ 10% 5% 1%
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CAPERD (1) Blanchard ~ * .Rauh ¥
POST x TREAT 0.198
1% ( windfall)
19.8%
52. 66%
(0.198/0.376); 3 (2) “
POST x TREAT
0.204 20.4%. TREAT
2015 BEFORE2015
( 3 (3)~ 3 (6)). 3 1 0; 2016 BE-
(3) 3 (4) FORE2016 1 0; 2017
CAPE 3 (3) POST x BEFORE2017 1 0;
TREAT 0.197 1% 2018 POST2018 1
0; 2019
POST2019 1 0. 4
19. 7% 70
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4
Table 4 Parallel trend test
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
CAPERD CAPERD CAPE CAPE RD RD
5.955 *** 6.004 *** 5.991 *** 6.134 7 -0.036" -0.040"
CONSTANT
(3.867) (4.044) (3.905) (4.084) ( -1.792) ( -1.856)
0.032 0.043 0.032 0.043 —0.000 -0.001
BEFORE2015 x TREAT
(1.049) (1.223) (1.067) (1.250) ( —0.380) ( —0.605)
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000
BEFORE2016 x TREAT
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
0.034 0.041 0.033 0.040 0.001 0.001
BEFORE2017 x TREAT
(1.106) (1.186) (1.090) (1.173) (0.718) (0.577)
0.159** 0.178** 0.157** 0.176** 0.002 0.002
POST2018 x TREAT
(2.166) (2.282) (2.143) (2.258) (0.921) (0.901)
0.284 *** 0.289 *** 0.283 *** 0.289 *** 0. 001 -0.000
POST2019 x TREAT
(3.406) (3.199) (3.402) (3.201) (0.314) ( -0.053)
—-0.259*** 0.274 %% 0.261*** 0.275*** 0.002*** 0.002
In ASSET
( -4.116) ( -3.902) ( —4.170) ( -3.938) (2.864) (1.544)
L 0.042 0.293 0.044 0.297 -0.002 -0.004
(0.202) (0.908) (0.210) (0.920) ( -0.424) ( -0.750)
Rou 1.247%* 2.082 %% 1.231%* 2.069 *** 0.017*** 0.013
(2.362) (2.962) (2.335) (2.944) (2.631) (1.245)
-0.055 -0.592 -0.059 -0.590 0.004 -0.002
OCF
( -0.310) ( -1.294) ( -0.334) ( =1.290) (1.238) ( =0.204)
0.395** 0.686** 0.399 ** 0.688 ** -0.004 -0.001
CASH
(2.488) (2.441) (2.517) (2.448) ( -1.561) ( -0.272)
—2.955*** 2. 849 *** 2.957 *** 2.852 %% 0.001 0.002
PPE
( -10.120) ( -9.081) ( -10.142) ( —9.098) (0.467) (0.499)
0.015** 0.009 0.015** 0.009 —-0.000 -0.000
MB
(2.145) (0.617) (2.167) (0.633) ( -0.694) (-1.142)
-0.061** -0.018 -0.058** -0.014 0. 004 *** 0.004 ***
BH
( —2.360) ( -0.333) ( -2.228) ( —0.260) ( —6.985) ( -4.206)
0.067 0.067 0. 066 0. 066 0.001 0.001
PRIVATE
(0.858) (0.742) (0.854) (0.735) (0.249) (0.303)
0.492" 0.575** 0.492° 0.573** 0.000 0.002
OWNERSHIP
(1.834) (2.082) (1.837) (2.081) (0.021) (0.401)
0.427 0.395 0.417 0.384 0.010** 0.012**
MINDEX
(0.724) (0.648) (0.707) (0.630) (2.385) (2.450)
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
7 x YEAR FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
adj. R? 0.169 0.181 0.171 0.183 0.078 0.087
N 5610 5610 5610 5610 5610 5610
1) 2017

70
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POST x TREATF
; 7)
70
2017
“ ” TREATF2
1; 2017
TREATF2 0; POST
5Panel E
POST x TREATF2
; 2) 70 INDgroup, ,
2018 6 1 0.
2018 (
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(1) 2018
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Table 5 Robustness tests
Panel A:
(1 (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
1.522 1.504 0.017
CONSTANT (0.452) (0.447) (0.666)
POST x TREAT 0.227** 0.2227%* 0.004 ***
(2.759) (2.714) (2.749)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R? 0.127 0.127 0.101
N 551 551 551




2023

12

5

Table 5 Continues

Panel B: PSM-DID

(1) (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
0.496 0.534 -0.038
CONSTANT
(0.281) (0.302) ( -0.724)
0.233** 0.226** 0.007"
POST x TREAT
(2.125) (2.069) (1.712)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R® 0.208 0.207 0.107
N 616 616 616
Panel C:
(1) (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
6.006*** 6.047 —-0.041**
CONSTANT
(3.954) (3.996) ( —2.047)
-0.032 -0.032 0.000
Y2016 x TREAT
( -1.049) ( -1.067) (0.380)
0.002 0.001 0.001
Y2017 x TREAT
(0.057) (0.031) (0.749)
0.127 0.125 0.002
Y2018 x TREAT
(1.636) (1.610) (1.016)
0.252*** 0.251*** 0.001
Y2019 x TREAT
(2.782) (2.778) (0.506)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R? 0.169 0.171 0.078
N 5610 5610 5610
Panel D:
(1) (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
5.959 *** 6.000 % —-0.041**
CONSTANT
(3.909) (3.950) ( -2.033)
0.049 0.049 -0.001
POST x TREATF
(0.463) (0.467) ( -0.304)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R* 0.167 0.169 0.078
N 5610 5610 5610
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Table 5 Continues
Panel E:
(1) (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
8.317** 8.300*** 0.018"
CONSTANT
(4.247) (4.232) (1.781)
0.009 0.009 -0.000
POST x TREATF2
(0.112) (0.117) ( —0.826)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R® 0.070 0.070 0.037
N 5931 5931 5931
3.3 SA
2018
/ 6.
6
POST x TREAT
chow ( )
SA
POST x TREAT SA
Chow )
2046 Hadlock  Pierce ¥ SA
SA (
) SA ( )
6
Table 6 Financial constraints and VAT rebate policy’ s investment effect
(1) (2) (3) (4)
CAPERD CAPERD CAPERD CAPERD
SA SA
2.360 7.468 %% 5.286 7% 5.248 %
CONSTANT
(0.977) (4.252) (3.243) (2.135)
0.098 *** 0.2527** 0.046 0.210**
POST x TREAT
(3.220) (2.471) (0.864) (2.191)
CONTROL VARIABLES Yes Yes Yes Yes
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
adj. R? 0.102 0.191 0.155 0.200
N 1 604 4 006 2779 2 831
Chow test 4.48" (0.067) 4.86" (0.06)
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3.4 2007 —2019
DUM_DEF
1 2015 0. 2018
20% 2019
2015 —2017 2018 2019
7
—2019
2007
2007
7
Table 7 Uncredited input tax and corporate investment decisions
(1) (2) (3)
CAPERD CAPE RD
3.219 %% 3.197 *** 0.022***
CONSTANT
(6.740) (6.693) (3.644)
—0. 146 *** —0. 146 *** —-0.000 5"
DUM_DEF
( —8.626) ( —8.600) ( —1.948)
—0.111*** —0.110*** —0.001 ***
In ASSET
( -5.239) ( -5.198) ( -3.127)
0.294 ** 0.300** -0.006 ***
LEV
(2.340) (2.392) ( -4.311)
0.915*** 0.905 *** 0.010 ***
ROA
(4.745) (4.697) (3.778)
-0.040 -0.042 0.002"
OCF
( -0.376) ( —0.394) (1.667)
0. 681 *** 0. 683 *** -0.002
CASH
(7.066) (7.086) (-1.382)
—2.436*** —2.438*** 0.002"
PPE
( =22.340) ( —22.364) (1.693)
0.013%** 0.013 *** -0.000
MB
(4.158) (4.164) ( -0.598)
-0.021 -0.022 0.001
BH
( -0.179) ( -0.189) (0.698)
0. 153 *** 0.153** 0.001
PRIVATE
(2.578) (2.569) (0.615)
0.415%** 0.417*** -0.003"
OWNERSHIP
(4.242) (4.267) ( -1.955)
-0.159 -0.161 0.003"
MINDEX
( -1.188) ( —1.209) (1.680)
YEAR FE Yes Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R® 0.122 0.122 0.094
N 28 204 28 204 28 204
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3.5
To-
BINQ ROA
8.
? 8 POST x TREAT

8 (1)

34.1%; 8 (2)

; 1.4%.
8
Table 8 VAT rebate policy and corporate value
(1) (2)
TOBINQ ROA_NEXT
31.574 %% 0. 834
CONSTANT
(9.665) (5.743)
0.341** 0.014 **
POST x TREAT
(2.324) (2.405)
—1.418** -0.030***
In ASSET
( -10.910) ( -5.126)
-0.836" 0.004
LEV
((-1.936) (0.125)
4,357 % 0.228 ***
ROA
(5.590) (4.491)
0.103 0.072**
OCF
(0.232) (2.487)
1.243 7% 0.057 7%
CASH
(3.542) (3.383)
0. 161 0.003
PPE
(0.303) (0.100)
0.001
MB
(1.107)
—0.804 % —-0.004
BH
( —14.599) (—1.564)
0.192 0.001
PRIVATE
(0.689) (0.088)
0.943** 0.042"
OWNERSHIP
(2.470) (1.843)
3.783" -0.2457
MINDEX
(1.918) ( —3.594)
YEAR FE Yes Yes
FIRM FE Yes Yes
adj. R® 0.517 0.099
N 5610 5610
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Abstract: Stimulating enterprises to maintain and increase investment has increasingly become an important
and difficult issue for the government. Different from studies that focus on monetary policy and traditional fiscal
policy this paper studies the effect of accelerated deduction of input VAT on investment. The DID test based
on No. 70 Fiscal and Tax Notification in 2018 shows that investment in the treatment group has significantly
improved after the policy compared with the control group but the effect mainly exists in ordinary capital in—
vestments and had little impact on higher—isk R&D investments. Mechanism test shows that the policy is con-
ducive to the alleviation of financing constraint which in turn increases investment. In addition the capital oc—
cupation formed by the input VAT has an obvious negative impact on enterprise investment. Therefore impro—
ving the VAT with holding method to reduce capital occupation should become a normal solution.

Key words: capital investment; financial constraint; VAT rebate policy; accelerated deduction of input VAT



