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Legal Contribution Rate of Pension Insurance and Enterprise Innovation
—Based on PSM

HE Zimian LU Xuejing

Abstract: In recent years reducing the burden on enterprises is an important measure for the country to
support the real economy and there is a strong practical significance to study the relationship between enterprise
innovation and pension insurance which is the most important part of social insurance.This paper takes the data of
Chinese A-share listed companies from 2013 to 2017 as the sample regards the area in which legal contribution
rate of provincial (municipal) pension insurance companies is lower than the national guidance rate as a preferential
area and uses the propensity score matching method to analyze the relationship between contribution rate of pension
insurance and enterprise innovation.The findings are as follows-on the whole the innovation vitality and R&D input
of enterprises in the areas with preferential contribution rate of pension insurance are stronger than those in non-
preferential areas;according to the discussion by samples the preferential contribution rate of pension insurance has
heterogeneity in the innovation vitality and R&D input of enterprises but the average disposal effect brought by
preferential rate policies in manufacturing industries is consistent with the total sample. The above research
conclusions are helpful to understand the impact of preferential contribution rate of pension insurance on enterprise
innovation enrich the relevant research on enterprise innovation and to some extent explain the effect of the legal
contribution rate of social insurance on the innovation of enterprises.
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