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1
Table 1 Description statistics
N mean sd min p25 pS0 p75 max
Score 16 846 26.054 18.134 -3.76 15.92 21.48 28.24 75.25
Rank 16 846 2.239 0.672 1 2 2 2 5
LiQ 16 846 -0.495 0.487 -2.585 -0.636 -0.33 -0.17 -0.028
Adj_LiQ 16 846 -0.986 1.02 -5.436 -1.269 -0.627 -0.313 -0.052
Cash 16 845 0.198 0.151 0.013 0.093 0.153 0.261 0.721
Size 16 845 22.057 1.303 19.371 21.124 21.89 22.808 25.984
LEV 16 845 0.436 0.211 0.095 0.261 0.433 0.608 0.802
Tobing 15 712 2.188 1.984 0.217 0.891 1.611 2.759 11.008
SalesGrowth 16 237 0.134 0.329 -0.824 -0.022 0.11 0.255 1.628
ROA 16 846 0.044 0.053 -0.14 0.014 0.038 0.071 0.217
2 Pearson
Table 2 Pearson correlation statistics
Score Rank LiQ Adj_LiQ Cash Size LEV Tobing SalesGrowth | ROA
Score 1
Rank 0.916** 1
LiQ 0.142% 1 0. 1147 1
Adj_LiQ 0.122* 1.0.099™* | 0.977 *** 1
Cash 0.0427%% 1 -0.022% | =0. 149 *** | —0. 148 ™** 1
Size 0.3527%% 1 0.310™% | 0.451° | 0.4297** | -0.2727*** 1
LEV 0.003 0.043* 1 0. 11177% | 0.105** | —0.444 77| 0.488 1
Tobing —0.131%| 0. 130 | 0.050™** | 0.078 *** | 0.2337** | -0.531**"| -0.416"** 1
SalesGrowth | 0.100** | 0.059*** | 0.035™* | 0.034** | 0.035™** | 0.061*** | 0.020*** | 0.038** 1
ROA 0.3627%% | 0.235™ | 0.085™* | 0.074™ | 0.324% | -0.0257* | -0.386| 0.2357* | 0.277 | 1
N 1% 5% 10%
3.2 2.87% (0.039 x0.487) .
3 (2 (LiQ)
FE 1% 0.049
1 2.39%
3 LiQ (0.049 x0.487) .
3 (1) 3 (2). 3
(8) 3 (9)
( Score) ( Rank) Dummy( 1
3 (3) 3 (7) 0. 3 (8 3 (9
( . LiQ x Dummy
. . (LiQ)
) 3 ( LiQ x Dummy)
( LiQ)
1
la 1b. 3 (1) 3.9% (0.081 x 0. 487)
( LiQ) 1% 2.53%(0.052 x0.487).
0.059 1 la 1b.
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DID . 1 2013 Treated x Year
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( Rank) 2013
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Fig. 1 Mean trend charts of corporate social responsibility ( Score and Rank)
5
DID .5 () 5 (2 la. 5 (3)
Diff 1% 5 (4)
0.399  0.327. (Adj_LiQ)
( Score) ( Rank)
( Score) ( Rank)
39.9%  32.7% la. la
5 2013
Table 5 Endogenous test results based on 2013 revision of bulk stock trading rules
(1) (2) (3) (4
LiQ Adj_LiQ
Score Rank Score Rank
-0.6227* -0.507 *** -0.6197 -0.508 """
Time
(—14.484 2) (-15.9639) ( -14.388 8) (—15.990 7)
-0.2527 -0.228*** -0.2547 -0.24377
Treated
( -4.33006) (-5.3203) (-4.3722) (-5.6883)
" 0.399 *** 0.327*** 0.390*** 0.330***
Diff
(6.0112) (6.6732) (5.874 1) (6.740 3)
0.287 *** 2,516 0.289 *** 2.523 %%
Constant
(6.840 4) (8.2342) (6.8745) (8.3389)
Control
Observations 3 066 3 066 3 066 3 066
Adj R-squared 0.3256 0.228 3 0.3252 0.228 6
Number of id 1 089 1 089 1 089 1 089
1) (1) (3). (2) (4) ( Score) ( Rank) (1) (2) . (3)
(4) LiQ  Adj_LiQ;2) ¥ % " 1% 5%  10% White t
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Table 6 Univariate statistical results of stock liquidity information effects
Panel A LiQ
It P> 1tl
2013 2013 2013 2013
Pin 0.177 0.131 0.159 0.137 0.024 | 4.83 | 0.000™**
Price_delay 0.113 0. 085 0.109 0.094 0.013 | 3.48 |0.001***
Panel B Adj_LiQ
It P> ltl
2013 2013 2013 2013
Pin 0.177 0.13 0.159 0.138 0.026 | 6.39 |0.000***
Price_delay 0.133 0.099 0.112 0.096 0.018 | 2.11 | 0.035**
N 1%5% 10%
2013 LiQ Adj_LiQ
2013
Pin  Price_delay 2013

VPIN

Pin
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6. 6
Panel A LiQ
2013
Pin  ( Price_delay) 2013 OLS 2013
0.177(  0.113) 2013
0.131( 0.085) ;
Pin  ( Price_delay) 2013 2013
0.159(  0.109) 2013 ( Pin Price_delay)
0.137( 0.094) ;
Pin | Price_delay) Dum_delPin Dum _delPrice _delay.
0.024( 0.013) 1% 2013 ( Pin
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1
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Table 7 OLS regression results of stock liquidity information effects
(1) (2) (3) (4)
( AScore) ( ARank) ( AScore) ( ARank)
—0.2117%* —-0.165***
Dum_delPin
( —4.629) ( —4.678)
. -0.185*** —0.154**
Dum_delPrice_delay
( -4.290) ( -4.533)
—-0.085*** -0.071*** —-0.091 *** —-0.074 %
ACash
( —2.822) ( —3.387) ( -3.187) ( —3.662)
ASize 0.476 7 0.3217* 0. 499 *** 0.329 7%
= (6.365) (5.516) (7.328) (6.221)
-0.028 -0.011 -0.054 -0.018
ALEV
( ~0.656) ( -0.353) ( -1.219) ( ~0.545)
0.024 0.045 % 0.034** 0.0527***
ATobing
(1.482) (3. 606) (2.09) (4.307)
0.12 0.059 0.106 0.06
ASaleGrowth
(1.091) (0.922) (1.181) (0.962)
0.2717** 0.084*** 0.279*** 0.089 ***
AROA
(8.257) (3.242) (9.228) (3.725)
Constant 0.585*** 0.441 0.584 % 0.447 %
o (10.716) (9.996) (11.116) ( 10.806)
Observations 980 980 1 075 1 075
R-squared 0.182 0. 105 0.183 0.103
1) (1) (3) . (2) (4) 2013
AScore A Rank 2013
) BN 1% 5% 10% White t
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4.2
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Table 8 Univariate statistical results of governance effect of stock liquidity

Panel A LiQ
Izl P> 1l
2013 2013 2013 2013
Institute_No 5.818 6.294 5.775 6.048 0.203 | 2.15 | 0.032**
Institute_Ratio 0.157 0.215 0.186 0.216 0.028 | 1.69 | 0.092"
Panel B Adj_LiQ
Izl P>l
2013 2013 2013 2013
Institute_No 5.866 6.295 5.431 5.548 0.312 | 3.37 [0.001 ***
Institute_Ratio 0.159 0.219 0.184 0.209 0.035 | 2.23 | 0.026**
e e 1% 5% 10%
2013 Dum_dellns_Ratio 2013
OLS 2013 ( )
1
0. 2013
2013 (
Institute_ NO Institute_Ratio N )
2013 OLS
2013 9. 9 (1) 9 (2)
Dum _dellns _NO
9 OLS
Table 9 OLS regression results of governance effect of stock liquidity
(1) (2) (3) (4)
( AScore) ( ARank) ( AScore) ( ARank)
0.129*** 0.090 **
Dum_delIns_No
(2.721) (2.441)
0.054** 0.059"
Dum_dellns_Ratio
(2.292) (1.712)
—0.089 *** —0.080*** —0.094 *** -0.075***
ACash
( -3.007) ( -3.803) ( -3.207) ( -3.677)
ASE 0.488 *** 0.335*** 0.523*** 0.352%**
e (6.862) (5.965) (7.494) (6.456)
ALEV -0.011 -0.007 -0.067 -0.029
( -0.270) ( -0.223) ( —1.483) ( -0.889)
ATobi 0.022 0.046*** 0.032" 0.051 ***
o (1.33) (3.781) (1.952) (4.163)
ASalel: " 0.058 0.02 0.097 0.054
Datebrout (0.617) (0.3) (1.006) (0.84)
AROA 0.279*** 0.089 *** 0.273*** 0.084 ***
(8.727) (3.512) (8.731) (3.448)
0.417 *** 0.330*** 0.528 *** 0.407 ***
Constant
(8.254) (8.333) (9.986) (9.719)
Observations 1 033 1033 1 075 1 075
R-squared 0.175 0.097 0.171 0.088
SN () 0 (3). (2 (4) 2013
AScore A\ Rank 2013
j2) R T 1% 5% 10% White t
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Stock liquidity and corporate social responsibility

NIAN Rong-wei' GU Nai-kang”

1. School of Economics and Management Northwest University Xi’ an 710127 China;
2. School of Business Sun Yat-Sen University Guangzhou 510275 China

Abstract: Corporate social responsibility is a hot topic in recent years. Taking the A-share listed companies in
China as a sample the impact of stock liquidity on corporate social responsibility is explored from the perspec—
tive of market microstructure. It is found that stock liquidity has a significant positive impact on corporate so—
cial responsibility which is still robust after controlling endogeneity under the quasi-natural experiment: The
revision of the rules of bulk stock trading in 2013. Further investigation finds that the roles of the information
effect and governance effect of stock liquidity are the reasons for such positive relationship with the informa—
tion effect playing a more important role. To some extent the results of this paper also show that the reform of
trading rules aimed at improving stock liquidity may play a positive role in optimizing corporate behavior in—
cluding corporate social responsibility. In short stock liquidity has a significant feedback effect on the social
responsibility behavior of the real economic activity via information effect and governance effect.

Key words: stock liquidity; corporate social responsibility; information effect; governance effect



