42 7

Vol. 42 No.7
2021 7

Science Research Management July 2021

1000 -2995(2021) 07 - 010 - 0040 DOI: 10. 19571/j. enki. 1000 -2995.2021. 07. 005

1 1 2
(1. 100084;
2. 611130)
2010 o
k273, 1 A
1
2-3
4-5
7
( o
) 8
6 9
2001 o

12020 -04 -28; 12020 -07 -29.

: "(19BSHISI 2019. 08—2022. 06) ;
(19THZWLJ32 2020.01—2022. 12) .

(1977—) ()

(1992—) ()

(1989—) ()



21-22

14
1.1
. 1 2010
2010 ( Chinese Private Enterprise Survey) o
. () .
. 0.05%
31 . . ( )
16 .
. 2010
4900 4610
17, Malmendier 0
18 CEO Tobit .
o 5% 23 .
2483 .
. Y2010 CPES2010
2010 ¢
. Do
1.2
. 1.2.1
2010 . 2
o (
) (
. ) o
1.2.2



« 42 . 2021

2010 ° : N
1 0o N N N °
1.2.3 : N
N GDP. 1 o
1
Table 1 Definitions of variables
Input ( Input_fee) : 2009 ( : )
@ ( Input_rate) : /
Approval 2010 1 0
Gender 1 0
Age
Edu ( ) 0 1
Party 1 0
Linkage 1 0
History (2010 )
Size 2009
Profit 2009 /2009
Family 2009
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Table 3 Impact of establishment of administrative
30% approval centers on innovation investment
50% . 10 Input_fee Input_rate
174 1 2
12% Approval 0.445%** 0.011**
(0.160) (0.005)
Gend 0.175 -0.004
713 GDP ener
(0.227) (0.007)
44238 Age 0. 006 0.001**
(0. 009) (0. 000)
2 Edu 0. 876 * * 0.020* **
Table 2 Descriptive statistics of variables (0.165) (0.005)
Mean S.D. Min Max N Party 0.527*** -0.005
Inpui_fee 92,642 971396  0.000 39 000.000 2322 (0. 180) (0. 006)
. * % % * % Kk
Input_rate  0.013 0.054 0.000 0.92 2320 linkage 0.469 0.015
(0.162) (0.005)
Approval 0.503 0.500 0.000 1.000 2483 i
History 0.022 0. 000
Gender 0. 866 0.341 0.000 1.000 2483 (0.017) (0.001)
Age 45.948 8.565 21.000 93.000 2483 Size 0,978 * * * 0.016* * *
Edu 0.612 0.487 0.000 1.000 2483 (0. 066) (0.002)
Party 0.294 0. 456 0.000 1.000 2483 Profit 1.386%** 0.099 * **
Linkage 0.557 0.497 0.000 1.000 2483 (0.492) (0.015)
History 9.920 4.634 1.000 22.000 2483 Family 0.003 0. 000
Size 173.508 482489  1.000  §000.000 2483 (0.003) (0.000)
. * Kk Kk * % %
Profit  0.121 0.165 0.000 1000 2483 Decision ~0.685 =0.015
) (0.161) (0.005)
Family 83.212 26.956 0.000 100.000 2483
N Pop 0. 081 0. 005
Decision 0.527 0.499 0.000 1.000 2483 (0.112) (0.004)
Pop 714730 634.379  20.870  3275.610 2350 Gdp 0,325 %+ * 0. 006"
Gdp 44 555.940 38 502.970 4406.352 333 000.000 2350 (0.111) (0. 004)
Industry Yes Yes
2.2 Area Yes Yes
3 — cons —9.547%** -0.266***
. (1.381) (0.044)
° ° N 2192 2190
N LR Chi2 1 044. 430 437.760
0. 445 1% Prob > chi2 0. 000 0. 000
pseudo R* 0.157 -1.224
2 TE Lk ok koK ok 10% 5% 1%
0.011 5%
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Table 4 Propensity score matching results
Input_fee Input_rate
ATT t ATT t
(1:1) 0.399*** 3.47 0.006* ** 2.69
(1:2) 0.420% ** 4.06 0.005** 2.33
(1:3) 0.379 % ** 3.72 0. 005 * * 2.11
0.378*** 4.03 0.003" 1. 68
S(1) R R 10%.5% 1% 1(2) 1:1.1:2.1:3
0.01; (3) 3 . .
2.3.2 S ( )
R Table 5 The robustness analysis results ( based on the
s administrative levels of the cities under control)
Input_fee Input_rate
1 2
. Approval 0.450% ** 0.011**
(0.160) (0. 005)
28 level -0.264 -0.007
° (0.206) (0.007)
Yes Yes
29
° — cons —10.223%** —0.282%**
° (1.482) (0.047)
( level) N 2192 2190
1 LR Chi2 1 046. 070 438. 770
Prob > chi2 0. 000 0. 000
. DRk ok ok ok ok 10% .5 % 1%
6 ( )
o0 Table 6 The robustness analysis results
('based on the change of officials under control)
. Input_fee Input_rate
1 2
( Secretary) ( Mayor) ~ 2008—2009 Approval 0.572%"* 0. 008
(0.216) (0. 007)
2009 Secretary -0.512 -0.010
(0.369) (0.012)
1 0. Mayor 0. 045 -0.008
5 6 o (0.280) (0.009)
~ Yes Yes
— cons —10.635%** —-0.253%**
(1.642) (0. 054)
. N 1313 1312
LR Chi2 637.780 283. 880
’ Prob > chi2 0.000 0. 000
DRk ok ok koK 10% 5% 1%

°
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Table 7 Heterogeneity analysis results ( based on their political experiences)
Input_fee Input_rate
1 2 3 4
Approval 0.468** 0.233 0. 009" 0. 001
(0.189) (0.374) (0. 005) (0.016)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
— cons —11.066* ** -5.134 —0.226%** —-0.289**
(1.659) (3.248) (0.042) (0.139)
N 1434 434 1432 434
LR Chi2 733.82 187. 64 328. 14 101. 88
Prob > chi2 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
TE Uk ok Lk ok ok 10% 5% 1%
2.4.2 0
34
» N 2.4.3
1;
0.
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Table 8 Heterogeneity analysis results of subsamples ( based on industry barriers)
Input_fee Input_rate
1 2 3 4
Approval 0.573*** -0.360 0.011** -0.063
(0.164) (0.633) (0.005) (0.114)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
- cons -10.895*** -2.946 -0.301*** -0.512
(1.417) (5.211) (0. 046) (0.942)
N 1848 344 1846 344
LR Chi2 970. 98 67. 88 378.00 52.60
Prob > chi2 0. 000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 1
TE Ok ok Lk ok ok 10% 5% 1% o
9 ( )
Table 9 Heterogeneity analysis results of subsamples ( based on different areas)
Input_fee Input_rate
1 2 3 4
Approval 0.178 0.373" 0. 003 0.012"
(0.256) (0.199) (0.007) (0.007)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
— cons - 1. 666 -10.970* ** -0.080 -0.312%**
(2.727) (1.664) (0.073) (0.057)
N 853 1339 852 1338
LR Chi2 390.51 685.76 143.26 314. 60
Prob > chi2 0. 000 0 0. 000 0 0. 000 0 0.000 0
NN S N 10% 5% 1% o
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N / N
° 1 10 °
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Table 10 Mechanism test results

Loan Apportion Percep_ins Percep_sta
1 2 3 4
Approval 0.489* ** -0.123%* -0.234*** -0.154***
(0.154) (0.055) (0.047) (0.040)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
— cons 0.133 0.274 -0.163 0.795**
(1.305) (0.470) (0.395) (0.336)
N 1755 1482 2050 2271
R? 0.398 0. 181 0. 066 0.248
TE Lk kL k ok ok 10% 5% 1% o
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The administrative approval system reform and innovation
investment of private enterprises

He Xiaobin' Liu Jiankun' Zhang Yunliang®
(1. School of Social Science Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China;
2. Research Institute of Social Development Southwestern University of

Finance and Economics Chengdu 611130 Sichuan China)

Abstract: The power of controlling and redistributing key economic and social resources mainly is maintained by the administra—
tive approval system in China. The restraining effect of the system on the market economy is apparent which hinders the further
development of market — oriented reform. This problem has motivated the central government to carry out a large — scale reform of
the administrative approval system since 2001. During the reform local governments” service functions have improved significant—
ly by modifying cancelling and delegating approval items simplifying approval procedures and shortening approval time. As an
important institutional innovation to adjust the relationship between government and market the administrative approval system
reform provides an opportunity to examine the relationship between the administrative environment and the innovation investment
decision — making of private enterprises.

This paper examines effects of the administrative approval system reform on the innovation investment of private enterprises
drawing on the data from the Chinese Private Enterprise Survey in 2010. It was found that the establishment of city administrative
approval centers significantly facilitated the innovation investment of Chinese private enterprises. This relationship remains after a
series of robustness and endogeneity checks including the analysis with Propensity Score Matching and adding more omitted vari—
ables. In addition this effect was only presented in enterprises whose owners did not have government working experiences and
in enterprises located in industries with lower entry barriers and in the eastern area of China. Further analyses revealed that relie—
ving the financial constraints reducing government interventions and improving the perceived institutional environment and so—
cial status of owners were the mediating mechanisms that played between the administrative approval reform and innovation invest—
ment of private enterprises. Therefore this study suggests the related government departments further promote the administrative
reforms and create a good atmosphere for the Innovation investment of Chinese private enterprise.

The research contributions of this paper are in the following three aspects: Firstly this paper could deepen the understand—
ing of the relationship between institutional environment and innovation investment. Compared with the existing literature which
mainly focuses on the overall institutional environment or certain element of institutional environment such as legal environment
this paper focuses on the administrative environment that is another important element of institutional environment and provides a
new theoretical interpretation for the process of decision — making on innovation investment; Secondly this paper could enrich the
literature concerning the impact of the administrative approval system reform. Previous studies have mainly focused on summari—
zing the experiences and lessons of the administrative environment reform. While there were some literatures examining the im—
pact of the administrative approval system reform on the production and operation activities of enterprises the impact on enter—
prise Innovation investment is rarely touched. This paper provides empirical evidence on the positive relationship between the ad—
ministrative approval system reform and enterprise innovation investment. Thirdly by examining the different effects of the ad—
ministrative approval system reform on innovation investment based on entrepreneurs” political experiences the level of industry
entry barrier and the region where enterprises are located this paper shows that the effects of the administrative approval system
reform on the Innovation investment of private enterprises are not homogeneous which has practical implications for improving the
policy design and marginal benefits of policy making in China.

Key words: private enterprise; innovation investment; administrative environment; administrative approval system reform



