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Abstract

Economic growth targets are widely used around the world, and the management of growth targets
in China is particularly representative and easy to study. The existing literature on the impact of
economic growth targets focuses on the impact on economic growth, innovation and economic
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efficiency, while the impact on enterprises is lacking. Based on the financial data of listed companies
and local government growth targets from 2000~2015, this paper empirically examines the promo-
tion effect of economic growth targets on enterprise investment. The results show that local gov-
ernment economic growth targets have a significant promotional effect on investment in listed com-
panies. This result holds under different robustness tests. Heterogeneity analysis found that the
promotion effect of economic growth targets on corporate investment was stronger in private firms
and firms located in regions with higher levels of economic development. The mechanism analysis
found that an increase in local government economic growth targets was usually accompanied by
an increase in the financial subsidies received by firms. Thus, fiscal subsidies are the channel
through which economic growth targets act on business investment. The findings of this paper pro-
vide a micro-foundation for the economic effects of economic growth targets set by local govern-
ments.
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1. 5|8

FEIRE PRI TSR], AT RIS R RN, B B el E BRI, AL TR
IR UK E B ST RI[] (Lieral. ,2012), TR A58 BRIE K HARA R, JFLLXT AR 5 SEPntf K&,
WTE AP T IE R s HERES B T, XHtERE: — I, EA KELTFE K H M
KPR R I AR 2] (Lyu eral. ,2018); 53— J51Hl, fEMARIERT, S5 K BARE G K H iRk
APEER Gy, WOTE BRI RMATHE K HFR3] (%%, 2007), HEWAELR, Hik, &E
LUT R AR Bl A i R AARYE, BAITLE .

2. MHEREGRIAR
2.1. 5K EER

BB, RTAFHE K AARRSCIRRBUY N =38, 2Rl R 1 HMHLHI .

ST K BARR R R W R : G, 2P R TEK HARRIR . ARILHEAT RS HEQ2014) 5T 7T
KB S XA 22 R ARG B EAE . HK, SRR BORREI 4], — TR E A EARERE, R
VKEEAIE 2 (201 7)BEFC R I, il 5E 20351 A J& H AR T ZeH5IC L i R B2 mi ) K, S0 BOR I B DL £ il
TS ORF (5] 53— Jr 2 E BARIRRE 6] GREM M, 2018). foja, BURFEHMAT TN,
JZLZAE(2015) KL T AFF I Hbsdih R AR RIS FELR[T7]

LUK AEmIERA: B, EL5 MIN, L5 K H ] UMt e st gk, e BT
BIWTER (8] HIRP—J7 v fe R B K HAnELE BIRRC &, (it T2 K[9] IRILAESE, 2017);
H—J7 H ARG AE HARIREN N, A3bBUR o) DUl — S BOR T BOR IR E A R R R . Sl K
ML B AL, 2020), PARIEHATHE[10]. Hk, EXFQIHIRI L, BOCEE(2020) K G K H
o i 15 o DX 3k A 7 [ A PR BT BE 07 A 1 SR 3 B E (1] Be)a s AEXT DR RCR e b, ARk
FQO1YKIAFFK Hir A — B S RMRHAIRBBOE T, SEFKTE R, ML R 20 4 B
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PSR G R 12).

XL FRRIAURIRTE , 700815013 IU K FFRXH 5K IR T BRI, (8
FUIASR Y 13, #2010 T EARB 52 I 7) (R, 2015) R TR 34 S
3] AELAE, 2007) I 1 P S5 H B S FHMIM K R R 0% V). ZJa Li Xing #£(2019) #2157
T ARSI, FI TS R RS AL B BRI R K R R
2 AL ST T SR BRI S, (50T — S8 1),

2.2. AR FERRME R

2.2.1. AERERES

TP A FIE LS F(Stein, 2013; Kosova, 2013) [14]. £EZE2E2017) Y Nl dntam T “Hfts s , &
REWUR AR AR ME[15]. BHE L E BE S m MR, AR, 5904l #% 5% (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1974; Heaton, 2002; Malmendier £, 2005) [16]-[18], Hi2xH bV it 5% KU (Z2 4 7525, 2009) [19].

FLUR, BB A DA% BT A 1R K . D 2555 (2008) A\ 9 HR [ 1T 24 &) 1 382 B b
AEAEHE AV B HEAM I HE R % 72 [20] . Grundy and Li (2010) /& 35 H 2 457 A Lb491] 5 5 58 0B (EAH 2 [21] 6
JB AL e A0 i) 4 QB SRNG5Sy R HE R B2 [22] (B KIL 5K, 2010), ERCKETBAEH
B, 1 BT T AR R 7E B AR B RE B 4% 7 2% (Ding and Zhang, 2013). #1#(2014) &R B AT LA #0H
SRR A M AR I R AN 02 DR 2T Al () A R () R, b i et BSR4 T ki [23 ] SR
— B R A A FIE . TEAEEE(2013) N B x A6 R 4% B2 AT %A B R R A IR F [24] -
PRACR Z5(2016) & IR = 1) BSOS e PR AR 8 e 4% B, i AR Uah =X 0] 2> (6 JE R 22 #5 B il [25]

W, MBI T AR KO ER, SRRl st. ¥kl R AT L B ANLS, R
TH B BN B LLSRAS AT 45 B R L 1B THHL 23 (Villiamson, 1964). Richardson (2006)f5 1, 24 E MBI &
FOIER, A 50t BEH BT [26]. 5 A1 18] & 2 F] P 5] 2800 B RE AR 2k Aol A5 B8, RO HAR BB AR BR R 45
DRSO, EARR AR, ik P [27]-[29] (Leff, 1978; Khanna and Palepu, 2000; Shin and Park,
1999; XKLL, 2014). KN FiE RQOID)F R R IL, Ak BI04 20 A 4 6k B % % P A= e mi . B
ST BUE T AR B A, FECLRERBE[30].

2.1.2. SMERERER

AN A REEUR . AL SN [ BRIR B = HE 4

BURBUR REFEIA MMV TE . —J7 T2 H B BRBUR, XU 252019 M VFHESE(2016)#R 52 H T Filk
BURRT A BT 520 o VRHRAE(2016)3E4T 17 1Y B R38 cheof 8 6] i b 4% BEAT A 5200 (1 SRR 72, DRI
e AT DU AV B [3 1] XU Z5(2019) KB 2014 4 & [ 5 B8 7= g 477 1H B sl A ATk A [ 2
WP BR A EIE R [32]. A 710, ZUF B M AN P [ 5E B P H R A AR, e Al
VORI P o LUK, TR R Bt o BB D] 3533 ] AR SR 25 (2017) A U S B th 2 o ) i K 2%
BUR R E R, IR EE LIS [15]. e, BUNE R —NEZERE. RlIEQ2013) A8 4% E
EE REA AR X TAEZI R, A8 Hokb, & ST 52 5 m s K[33].

1EA 2355 /5, Munnell and Cook (1990) Gramlich (1994)iA i fn 23 &) BT £ 1 [X. F JE At 2 15 Fit 8 25
TR 4% B OB 0N | IR AT N AR 220 . Munnell and Cook (1990)45 st T /4 FL 88 A Al [X
R TF GBI R o 15 H I E5 02, 7RSS 7 T A N m N A A B =, AR £,
TAERNME 2, [ AL T T 2500 [l F R Al [34]

TEE BRI 7T, 0 EREE(2017) K I I T W AE X 5 5 A e HEAE F ekl Ze i s 21 1 (2
F o 57 8l B SRR 7= Y R0 B AR 3 R 1 =l 3 3] e 256 1 728 0 R g i L 3 BURR (35
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3. RS SMRRIR

REW RN AT Z B . BUF I BARBCR . BORAHEM . BURE. BUFE R#ESXT
AT = . ZUHE K H AR R BUN B RAT N, TIBUM B R aem 5t . 78 “ I FHHbr e
T, FEEAKEM T EFIRRERE &S T EXE R, HERERERABa I E A EE R RA
ERIATBRU) B2 2080 (3] (R4, 2007). #5E, TENRZIAFEKN =25 %E 2 —, RBUN
B RASHIBUR BARMEEIRGE . AIAMX Bfr, BUNE RSERES S Y EmdiE e &,
M AV BE[36] [37]. (FEATASEE, 2008; #hiE#ESE, 2010).

LUK H AR AR IR BN FE X A TG . XK (2019 7L T &3 35K H bt X 45 Py 22 55 36 K 522
S A S P, FE XN AT KR AT R R B AR B0, MAFR RN B, XK &K
AT, SRR E RSB TEACR .. AR ENBEME RS, mEuFEKEinam X
BB L b A PR TS . TR, TR R SRR R, BRI K i Aot X sk Py )
Bt B T G R HEAE FH[38]. Hu 7 BEBE (1 70 0T U IG5 Aol . R4 IS 45 (2008) A1 6 55(20110) 3590
NNIAMX £ 5 KR bR, BUNE RASERILS S U St &, Hmsgm a3 e[36] [37].
DRI, AR SCHE AR

Hl: S5 HARxt 3 S A 1R EH .

2R BH2018) W78 T [ 4 5 R AR I RA 22 57, R I IE] i 7 28 15 5 THD P 58 % AR AR X B AR B 1 (391
BPEEER e — PP B = (an ) s B %), A 75 200 2 1 B 4 o T B AR 22 [ A T A BR R R AR N AN
L, ARESLHLIAEBN[40] (BBREE, 2021). IXEIRE 252 BIBORTZ WS, [ A4 e i 75 2T
L4, TG B PR B L [ AN A S R R A S T R T, AR RE S BRI AL,
NI TSR0 BECR R S PR, ASCHR H R

H2: fERCE Mrf, 2K H bR 8 5t e g, s T HAEE A Al e

PR CBUAE T ALY PR . B8, dh ORI A MK =B 5%, In4k, KEH
AT LBl — BAE R, BEARTE R A B T & LU AW 2R T [41] (FFIE5E, 2016). IXHERMREILER
W5 G R KT AT DUEIHE A 2 B R . RO S B AN E T, Xtk T )
AR m . WA — TG, SMAE 2S5 R R MO T4, #7250 K KT & B s
ZHL X AL R SR, B TR E ISR BN TS, RO BURAR LR 7848 LS RE2A Ik
P PR AR FAR AR . Ik, ASCHR I

H3: WX S5 R RKTl S, ZUFH K B Arxd a8 5 (15 FH ke .

4. T
4.1. TEVHA

AR SCIEHL 2000~2015 4F o [E HE SR G FRERAT  ORISAN D ) A B BT A =] BIEAR 1R 90T TERE AR
FERT 2 0 AZ 0T, W REARSRIAT T R AR : 1. WA IS8R 58 RA T K B ArddE 247 0T
Biis 2. BIbrEmds. =28 EiiaAa, ST. PT K, 2010 F2 )5 EWHIAF, LUK % EdEE ok
AT RAAFE] 18,973 AN HIBOWIIE . v B R E R sgm, ST IR AT 1%K 1
i)=Y GRS

A CSMAR Hu#i e FR A HUH BT 16 BT A B0 5550, ISR B &8 BRI BUM TAEHR S5
L T BURF 2 5 3K H AR, SR Stata 16.0 XFEE AT 2 70 AT .

F AR B ORI 1 TR,
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Table 1. Definitions and explanations of main variables
F 1. EETEFE XA

RERA ZEREKR RERS ZEEN
—— Al B inv AR FE B TE TR R A B P BT SAS R IR R e B
DO TSR lgrants A6l AT 380 WA SR UG 4 A0 R B RN B
fEREAr s RUHEIKCHR  target FEEFERBUN LA & il A B AR
Al KA size AR T35 M ) B R0 2
AL AR age A B 37 22 A (1 (]
FLA lev R S e
BEhE PR roa HRE B e
ZE IR cf LB ISR AR X £
RIS IR tq FER QMH
&1 GDP lggdp ANV FTTE 43 GDP (¥ H 955 5L

4.2. {EEET

R A SO BE,  BIUEAR B2 K A mxt b BB A7 e st AR, (BL SRR - OB Al A2
GERIEHIX, ASCHY G LU AR .

nv,, =a, +a,target,,, +a,control, , +a;control , + year, +Stked + ¢, €))

TR, inv AP RS & target NAEREAL & . i ¢t p 2 ARER . Sy, HiX, control XA
A DX 2 T 2 I A2 B, year A1 Stked 43I RAEAM AL . 4 181H R AL o BENIE, U5 4
R 2 B F AR Al $5 5% B A e A RO
5. STUES#T
5.1. RS

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

2. fdkttgt

A AR WA bRtz BMA SO p25 p350 p75
inv 13,500 0.0600 0.0500 0 0.270 0.0200 0.0500 0.0800
Igrants 13,500 15.87 2.200 0 24.64 14.88 15.99 17.08
target 13,500 0.100 0.0100 0.0600 0.150 0.0900 0.0900 0.100
size 13,500 16.78 1.680 11.98 20.93 15.72 16.79 17.82
lev 13,500 0.470 0.220 0.0500 1.270 0.310 0.470 0.630
roa 13,500 0.040 0.0600 -0.310 0.200 0.0100 0.0400 0.0700
tq 13,500 2.040 1.240 0.920 8.370 1.260 1.640 2.340
of 13,500 21.39 1.450 17.29 25.26 20.40 21.25 22.23
lggdp 13,500 10.68 0.530 8.190 11.59 10.39 10.71 11.10

%2 R, IR B(nv)IEME 0.060, BEHIFEA A RGBT 4R AR B 1 EL F 34
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6%, KRR BIKPANGE  0 T AR AL B W Bk M (Igrants), EREAIIE Y 15.87, W] A B LA AH
BRI R 2 ST BUR H B 20T 190 7,802,852.047 TG, 48 XHE R 0 TR AR B 4 BF i K H Ar(target)
EREARRIEMED 0.100, 5 W FH AL R AT BIE K H AR 10%, B BB -

5.2. XM

DR v 2 IR B RS A R A B AR B (i 22, AR SCHEAT R AL, 5 SRR A k805 (i)
ST H br(target) (A R RECEZEOVIE, YPPRAERB HI. Fra 8 |fme /2805901 0.7, 39
AAEAE ™ B 2 LA ) L

5.3. ZEVFSHT

5.3.1. 51K Birxt s RN

T, RERAEX HI, SR W5E 3 s, LUK Hbr(target) 20N 0301, £ 1%H7KF Fi
F, WA BINEAREG AR S FIERIA AR IL B e RN R, UK H bR (target) RECH 0.212.
[FH R0 AT N, (BADTE 1% M B2 KF. EBR)FIMAE R ZmPEHLRE, 258K H iR (target) &
9 0.204, 1E 1%0KF EARERE; F@OFIMALRZHPFEHLRE, LUK HR(target) RECH
0.201, 7E 1%M7KF ERE. UG BR R aGREES, S0 HL —5.

Table 3. Regression results of the impact of economic growth targets on enterprise investment

= 3. K BRI IR B mA RV R

(D 2 (€)) 4
VARIABLES
inv inv inv inv
0.301%%* 0.212%%* 0.204%%* 0.201%%*
target
(9.76) (4.85) (4.19) (4.15)
e 0.001 0.002
ggdp
0.41) (0.50)
-0.001
lev
(-0.31)
0.118%%*
roa
(15.71)
—0.002%**
cf
(-2.47)
0.002%%*
size
(4.61)
Stked gl gl Sl
year el el )
o 0.032%%* 0.041 %% 0.027 0.025
g ien
(10.72) (9.65) (0.81) (0.70)
W AE 13,500 13,470 13,470 13,470
R? 0.005 0.415 0.415 0.430

TR ] ek RN RIRORIE 1%, 5% 10%MIKF E83, SN tfE.
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5.3.2. RREMRE

(1) AR A 7 =X

N T RO W AR AR Il R 2 R, AR SRR T T A A 3 SR A e v R
P2y TR P R A K B S A LA I SRR B (inv2) S AL R R . [IASE SR L 4. KT
K HFRIRBURLNIE, BAE 1%HE BN WK B a3 s R m . S5Hcig—
], AL RN .

Table 4. Regression results of changing the measurement method of listed company investment

F 4. WX EHARRENEHFRIEAER

1 2 3
VARIABLES .( ) ,( ) ,( )
inv2 inv2 inv2
4.098%** 4.164%%* 2.468%*
target
(3.45) (3.27) (2.20)
load -0.018 -0.003
seep (-0.14) (-0.03)
—0.243*
lev
(-1.95)
1.313%%*
roa
(5.00)
0.709%%*
cf
(20.20)
, 0.114%%*
NVAS
(6.89)
Stked i P Pt
year 5 il i iyl
- 18.302%** 18.484 %% 1.465
g el
(161.02) (13.86) (1.21)
LA 13,470 13,470 13,470
R? 0.778 0.778 0.812

VE: ek ok R RIEEORIE 1%, 5%, 10% 7K F EEZE, SN tHE.

(2) HE AR

NI H DX DR R, AR SR Al AR A, dE AT A X E N . SRV 5. (D) E@GR
FH 22K H xR (target) AT (inv) R ENE R B A TE, HAE 1%FKF ERZE . SEHATHEK HbRE
Bl TR B LS AT AR A R R E R, DR A 25 RO R

Table 5. Regression results after changing the estimation model

5. BHREITHREEREEER

1 2 3 4
VARIABLES ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
nv nv nv nv
0.301*** 0.186%*** 0.214*** 0.200%***
target
(9.76) (3.88) (3.82) (3.62)
loed —0.004 —0.005
e (-1.02) -1.17)
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—0.008%***
fev (-3.32)
0.125%%*
roa (18.46)
0.002%%*
cf (3.95)
. 0.001%**
size @2.01)
industry 5 il il P
pro 5 il il £l
year 5 il ) i
I 0.032%%* 0.043%%* 0.083%* 0.042
(10.72) 9.32) (2.11) (1.07)
LIIE 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500
R2 0.005 0.113 0.113 0.143

e w0 2B RIRIRE 1% 5% 10%FIKF ERE, 5NN tE.

54. FRERMESH

5.4.1. AEIEALERBHIER

1% 6 F 1AL FTA X 2 G B AR 5 AL BT R R A BV 25 5 AR A A Al F) B
AR, X EA A RS AT EA AT, S8R RITUR. HOMETK BRI EH RECH
0.075, A&, VLU T HITIEEA AR, L3I F AR b B8 e gt A B2 . 5B2)5Hh
LUK H AR (target) I (1A R E0N 0405, HAE 1%M/KF R, BEMIZEFE K H AR ok 5058 1o fe it
PERAERE Mk BRI 58, X5 A SCHMERB H2 A7

Table 6. Regression results of the impact of enterprise ownership on the relationship between growth targets and enterprise

investment

F* 6. A BFIXEKBRS TR BEXRREMAEVFLER

1) 2
VARIABLES inv inv
Hh 5 B A Ak RE M
0.075 0.405%#*
0.97) (4.32)
0.012* —0.011*
(1.93) (-1.79)
0.116%** 0.086%**
(8.51) (7.80)
—0.000%** 0.000%*
(-5.56) (2.04)
0.003*%** 0.000
(4.46) 0.17)
0.001 0.006
(0.09) 0.71)
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Stked i 5 il
year ) P
o -0.017 —0.040
(-0.29) (-0.46)

LA 7,354 6,624
R2 0.438 0.473

e w0 2 RIRIRE 1% 5% 10% K ERE, 5 HA tE.

54.2. MIXEFERKEER

T HR T HLX G5 R KT 22 SR . ARYE AR A AV BT E S 4 GDP 1R, Al T4
44, FEOB(GHFEFEA M GDP HKE]E .. SR TFRER. FHOEATHK H Az (target) ¥ [ 5 5
HON-0.108, KILFFIEK HARX S5 KK PERARMIX MR B A R E . FEEFHEKH
(target)bi I [R1 U9 RN 0.158 HAE 5%HIKF B3 . IX UL G K B FrXt &5 R B KRR X 1) 4
WA H A B R EE . SR B K H bR (target) 19 N R ECH 0212, 76 1%KFE BB, X
BHZ 5 K H AR 250 A S 7K i B X ) Aol 3 550 W3 R E R . BB (@A T K H Fr(target) 1
FIARECN 0.322, 78 1%0KF ERABEME. XUHAGFEK H R0 R R KT 5 X 4l 4%
WAA B E IR HE N . X 5 A SRR H3 M.

Table 7. Regression results of the impact of the level of regional economic development on the relationship between economic
growth targets and enterprise investment

F 7. MXZFERKFNEFIEKBRSEARFXZFMHE LR

() 2 (3) “4)
VARIABLES inv inv inv inv
LU KRR 205 R IR GRS G R E
-0.108 0.158%* 0.2]2%** 0.322%:%*
target
(—1.23) (2.32) (3.25) (5.02)
| 0.001 —0.005 —0.021*** —0.025%**
ev
(0.17) (-1.13) (—4.73) (-5.92)
0.179%** 0.144%%** 0.108*** 0.032%*
roa
(12.79) (9.90) (7.18) (2.36)
. 0.005%** —0.001 0.002* 0.004***
c
(5.73) (—1.61) (1.96) (5.63)
0.001 0.002%** 0.001* 0.000
size
(1.05) (2.51) (1.68) (0.66)
—0.008*** —-0.008 0.008 —0.023***
lggdp
(—3.08) (—1.39) (1.36) (—4.93)
- 0.028 0.124%** —0.093 0.205%**
i B
(1.15) (2.08) (—1.40) (3.70)
WL 3,375 3,375 3,375 3,375
R? 0.085 0.034 0.035 0.035

e w0 2 RIRIRE 1% 5% 10% K ERE, 5 HA tE.
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5.5. {ERHLH

ol T B G

8 FIR T 2GR H AR Ak FRIBUM BN R FEM A [ 4551 . 38 8 BoR 1 BURF A HF K H
Rt A lb I AN S R [RS8 2R o BB (D) PN FF I B bR R0 5.969, FE35 1 28 7] AT M ] 58 RN 15
DU, AE 1%H07KF BB BB A R IR =I5, 20K B iR 280y 4.432, I51E 1%
fKF B2 BRI AT R R RS, L5 KHRRE0Y 3.448, £ 5%HKF LR
LU H bR ox Al 5 B8 e a2 Y 52 2 22 50 R KT RS o Ul W 22 BF 06 4 ARt il R BOU Bk
WA IE R VER], R B A R8T B ROAIRBIE B K B, S B, SO LEAT . T4l
REMBAMEZ )5, B T, Mgt .

Table 8. Regression results of the impact of economic growth targets on enterprises’ acquisition of fiscal subsidies

= 8. K EARxS el SR I BAME RO R AT R [EYALE R

1) 2 3)
VARIABLES
lgrants lgrants lgrants
5.969%*** 4.432%%* 3.448%**
target
(4.19) 2.97) (2.39)
0.429%**
lev
(3.16)
0.776**
roa
2.37)
0.444%**
cf
(12.20)
0.077%**
size
(3.73)
0.419%** 0.407%**
lggdp
(2.90) (2.94)
Stked il Eikiil kil
year il kil kil
" 15.384 %% 11.057%%** 0.250
iz el
(113.05) (7.32) (0.16)
WA 13,500 13,470 13,470
R? 0.693 0.693 0.707

TR ] ek RN RIRORIE 1%, 5% 10%MIKF E83, SN tfE.

6. HRGRSBIRBET
6.1. MFLER
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