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I. A&
oS 7193 23 3 HEegA st ARE SE 71988 S8 A<
g vZS (Levine, 1997 Bena and Jurajda, 2007 %). #H< 38222 71494
7 ] PAlel ek ASATESS oo FEHNA ¢}t D271 719787l
nAe 84 dAF= HEshe HoA veprh, 1 3o Fwrt Z1dnit Adold
T Aoke Aol FEata vk F5Ee] FRH|A 45t AR} olv] S84
oA eJiEAFE F8&stn e 7l A] (intensive

2 8-S 1|24 (extensive margin) & 7534} s Zo] o]59] &9l &

FErh A7 9 **aﬁoﬂ?“ﬂ/ﬂ THEde] FJERA ¢t Amel g ==

N
N
A
o
_).1‘_;'
r U
o
T
=
=
o
&
FN

o whet w2 Ref ke d FdF A=
7F g Aolghs 7HS ASs] fg AsdTEe] e A4 7R E
otk A fAE YA a8 71998 2 R P AE HAA e
2 peste otk o] FIEWEAANE 7199 2 RS SRR A
SwARge gt g2l 7199/8% el mXl GRke] ofFA FeldAE HE
3} (Beck et al., 2008; Arellano, Bai and Zhang, 2012 5). & HAlE 71954}

1) World Business Environment Surveydl] W2m 7]go] AWH3F FgA &S JHy} 7=
o) & g won, o= FHE[UIA 7|QUd) HT ATFENA FEENA S SH )
= tﬂfy‘—i 71998 2 ot o] &5+ Aol that 1122l +=2]+= Bena and Jurajda (2007)

2) %%O]%Oﬂfﬂ% SR HHEA ¢hs}t A2t 7198780l mAlE dEel tisl F 7HA
7Fed& AART 1A, 58] JErY ¢hat A2t diH R % E‘ﬂfﬁﬂol Z
AMRIIEEE THE 25T 7hsdolw, F WAle gv|E-(fixed cost) WEel] &
%

719EL T8I0l g4A gon, olyd F wiEd FHEHL o= A= =T Y= 1%
oA o 2 AL J3FE vHgE Aol (Beck et al., 2008; Levine, 1997;
Greenwood and Jovanovic, 1990). T AIFATFEL o3t F 74 7ME& vl - H3F3)

= el 23S 251 3l



gl <& kel fith o] o]
constraints) & ¢sfete] a2k 2 o] AFsE WHESE U Ugow 28
gt} Aol o] Aol =2tk (Love, 2003; 7183k - oAl - HEA, 2008 ). 3)
kA o] F 7RA] WhHE A o] Aold dolw, Fgibro] 719437l nl

GFE AZPTHE FRANE BAHoR fAR,

A
71 sl BA-das s WaErt S S5t
Asolth &R - AYY 7IgEc] AR w2 =
APATFEolA HSHRAN, AF-dF5a5E W7t F6A4dS St U
2 AGgkR]o] gt =o]& o3| 218 Fo|t} (Fazzari, Hubbard, and Petersen,
1988, 2000; Kaplan and Zingales, 1997, 2000 %). 44-d5355 Wt=r 4= €
TR upel gxF o FUI8IA] &Ethd, Kaplan and Zingales (1997, 2000) 2]

FAAE dEeE ¥ Bake W47} 2 4 9 Rl

o= 19
5 a2 ET vw

2L

lete

B\

3) ©l2]3t =2]&= Myers and Majluf (1984) ¢} Stiglitz and Weiss (1981) S| A|A]3F
97 (pecking order hypothesis) ol A3t AFZE7Hdol& 7]Fo] A 2ol
Al & w 715H]8o] A AFHE ol &t A W, FEAIe] E 7Idd
WiAlgol &3} Q) algol & 1t H|& Axrt A7) wiiel sleridel 47 2 Ak UlFAt
=9 4H dFs 5ol WA whggitt. ofof] #ek ApAg A A (2007) st
Ach
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7 HAE 2000 o] % felvet SaTIdese] W] ZIYel AuE S5 oF
& WFE o e eAe] g Asolth. Ar|Me V9S4 2 AR
W2 A 2slele] Fgue] o5 Al nA FHE GaPo] o] AAIAE FH
oz HEGh F8AF Fert 2 AR - AYGY 7Y Ee] 25 384
eS JH oz o A BgkeA, Wz Fgade] wel tiin - ndy 7]
dE9 S8l S =l eArt F BAR el th

Al RAE 9o F A FARIA AFT FAVIEEE B dgo] =S
TH47] ISR DA oldt A5 B3 F59719 2L 55 43 sholA]
© w3AEY] ARSI dgko] EolA|H, ofd we} A 5@ (flight to
quality) ©] ZFei2] BiH o2 FrujtfHe] F ot - AY 7IdEe] a88A

o] T8 G 1Has)

4

3, AR Fert 22| ol eIl T2 iR - 199 7=l
Teae Yol £ S Btk

(Figure 1)< GDP tiH] 483+ HE&S Fa7193% d7I9e=

Aot} 824l ek dPAF e i GDP tir] = 4l

(domestic credit of private sector to GDP) < 8% A EE &gsl=d),

NME Ta7|gTE FeR sl7] wlZe] Il A8 oA TV AleTE
H

A ez etk v (Figure 1ol mEm A7

4) SHAAAA T e FRUFFI] AT 23859 At P S o) gotdd 4= ok
TEEEH0] AFshe 2PE dE A dolEE B S2HFEHY] o|F 7dHES 2
A AT N, ddiE ez e ARl FUEEIES 2 Rig glo] fAIEATE T3
719UE WollM = A7 uE] HaZo] 78 1o, 71 38 Fole 7P gd A
o2 Yeptl o|d do] et olfdl tigk & X e A dE At
TH & 8%0] ofd 2 = gl LA TE Blolth a3 A FAA 2B lA A
Fohe AES B 20099 1871904 2010 1871744 $4719 &5 8255 31004 -3
A %

1

dasiglond, 20109 2871 R e SR2EF SV o) A7) FEE &I o=

E o, (Figure DellA] L1 2010 o] F 471y 418334 & ofg Fol=
o] 2 S e Aoz wHelrh

5 AL kA, o] A Ee AATE hH Fard0] TEE A8
dol AuA] etk a8y B2 AgAFEdA GDP ] A4%E F5dd
ARZ FE3ta ke A, o] At F8EHS 4%k B
F 5 EY 2 Ag4HA 2 AFAIAE 7K ke 2 A7 (Djankov, McKiesh and
Shieifer, 2007) ] 7]Z3le] a2 &8tk T3 FAANPLAEE | wefsiA] &2
AL B =1 Aol udd Far1ol7] wfolth
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(Figure 1) Trends of Credit to GDP by SMEs and Large Firms (2001=1)

Source: Financial Supervisory Service of Korea.
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(Figure 2) The Kernel Density of Asset Growth

Age<20 & Employees< 100 Age>20 & Employees> 100

5
Asset Growth Asset Growth

‘ 2001~2002 ——— 2012~2013 ‘ 2001~2002 ——— 2012~2013

Source: Author’s calculation using Kis-value data.

Atojet, iAo m FrHt o] & AR - A 719 A5 2001~2002F
] 2012~2013de] FAMMIGEC] =2 719 Hlgo] & o2 ZolE v, o
TE - 198 7199 BEE 2001~2002 tE] 2012~2013de]] &% = o535}
of IASTHE Waae Tk Ao R vesith (Figure DollA B AAH
2001~2002%1 th¥] 2012~201399] S804 FFo] =t A
(Figure 2)oA Eol&= 1F It X o]5e] Ao|&= R - 1™ 7]
o] e o ZA Bk 7S LB o= Q
(Figure 1)¥} (Figure 2)A 7302 AAG ApaAA <] SAA
A2 AFshe Zelth
FAHo R B AFere 2001d5FE 201397A] f2jute} Az F-ie] 591
o]’ 3002 ©l3t T4 1,61970] E4d did tlolElE o] &3tk dRbE e
2 71987 AFEE 77 Wi SARE S ek ¥s A 2AHge]
A7 2 4= Ak ol2ld A E s Ask] flste] &G AR}
WES EUHER g8elE 4G EA (dynamic panel analysis) = 5386}
AN FEUF] AARFE SHAFR 2838 75 WA A7t
Z75l=d], o]F 4&sl7] ¢13kd Arellano and Bover (1995) €] system GMM 4
A
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64 FRPHEATE Al6d H A3
1 AT A 8 o] iy

ARYAT Nl M e FA Al 7] FA L] dgATFEs HAEDH A, 98-
dF5E WE 52 FA-E5sF W= A 584 "ﬁ“'—% SHshe Wt
o] Ag FEAF H s oW d 7]zl 2lsf Aﬂfﬁ}ﬂ‘}i

= Aol 23 gl aid = A,
A3 A (FAD) -85 E W3R dAll tizt AYgATES Lofdth AlA,
TeEe] 71934l nxl Gl 719 Bt me o] dAYE Hel A

PATES 20T, Bog B =] o|dd Al X FAle] ABATET ol
1 =

gt ALY AP 7R YA Rl Aedith

A2 FA-das R UAESE 719e] Ave g8A s S ok Helvtete
5o @] Qg dAAdTFES i ARA< S84 7w w719
A8 Alsket &, o5 FA-ATsE WHErt 56419 H x| w2
o= JrleleAE Algd o s ASsAth A9 AlZ% Fazzari, Hubbard, and

FHP) ©]t}. FHP (1988) & W5-A21} <]
b A o @Ei 7@40}1 Agzawe] o2 wet F§

Se Yy
& 01%%}04 %%Xﬂ%k 78 = Alvﬁﬁ?ittﬂ H 3%01 ST E A1) =
le) [e]

Kaplan and Zingales (1997, °]3} KZ) & FHP
o e 497} 7199€ ol gatE, o] A1gEel A2k waA,
l];:]l_ X]’.:E-L, ZH"?‘ZH_LZL %E %lﬂ‘ﬂ?‘ﬂ'ﬂ1 0]%—‘8}0% O]E:éo] j%?l_ :tjl_%xﬂ?—}: %]E—Eé‘ XH-LHC

stk 1 A% geAlt AR B V1L s FAdEE
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1 FAEA o]F o]59] =42 FHP (20000 2 KZ(2000) & 53 &= A=t
=49 e g8t F=E AlEstele 7150l tigh 2otk FHP (2000) = &
AL FER 7He Astshe 7S WA 32 R BT} ofy gt 71§ o]
2Ag g wE A4 HeErt Ageitta FAsisih

FHPS} K79 =74 o] &2 2000 tell= 4- 8558 WA=} 5841 2t
HAE Y8l aA) ke AFEo] J3E A Carpenter and Petersen (2002) & 1
Az 719 T AR 71202 5ulut dejo A 19 2ej7ix|o] At 7]
=Y 9d HolHE o83t EATE 24 A o Faes ol &9 &

71959 AR T A3 58 101 I A whd, RIS dist
Al ol &dte 7195 A% oleld dAVE efste]= 2 o= Ul FHPY 4+
JA3FA ). Wagenvoort (2003) & Carpenter and Petersen (2002) 2] 23S #9
Agol] HEAA Ao, dAA 2 Carpenter and Petersen (2002) 2+ A}
g A3E =&tk ©, Wagenvoort (2003) & 3737199 #2493 Carpenter
and Petersen (2002) o] @AS Bkato] v A7IA7HA] 4] ddS St e
W, 4719 i B9 At-desE AR O S EATh

Elston (2002) 2} Audretsch and Elston (2002) & 5%

=
RIAES AT B $a7199 B 47193 2B fAre s St

e o2

p

ol gsle] BAGGT. B4 A 7198 9B F 4 dE 9 FRE 5
Ak Ui @FeET 4L A () e BAS JHE Ao dehgow, ok

Oliveira and Fortunato (2006) & £2FZ4 A2 ARE o]&3alo] AP (
10d mRh) - AR (FEY S 508 wRh 7199 AF-dasE e

- gt E 719l vl o Atke AS Bolom, ols AYY - AR 7]
Aol FHACR v Atk 7€ AFEY A%4E S dva A

ot o] A¥te g8 EsE W ele A (+) o @A} lvk= FHPY
_?_
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Ak Love (2009) o) T4 o) AN F8H B8l 714 B
Aol golrl, S50l D WA Tle] QUSE AR o] 7] R F

H
A2 gz vFE e ddel dvn Fgskth £ 288l 4

7h AL J19LFE ol2d Al AshdS Hrh
-

A oS WA, ol 5el Et B
A 2 gEmAge) AAAFI, ol maw $2719, A¥Y A9, 1T 719
A

2009) & 199456 2007d7H4] elveke] 714 =g

A5E ol&ste] FeEHo] FEAt d3tE ol FAl 384 d3ds nAEA

Love (2003) 2ol 7]Zsto] EAt0th EA UGS 2371l 41717t
7d ol 538

z=
20004 o] S Az, Mulad 2 t71ge] S84k gl 7]odgt
A7 v E 2000 o] % FgEAe FH A JgS

] Bgl Ao s =yt
npRjEto 2 7|19 d s 9 R uel Szl 71947l vl oJ ko] o]d A
0] g Hol tEA el MPATEE Beck et al. (2008) Z Arellano, Bai, and Zhang
t al. (2008) & 1980 dF-E 20008714 =7hd - 2kdd o]
HE o] &3t F8270] 2k vHl g BT o5 S8

[e)
Z%sl= W2 GDP tH] =] 21835 1] (domestic credit of private sector to
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Arellano, Bai, and Zhang (2010) < Beck et al. (2008) & AA+¢} Ao|dt Axt=

T=ESIE o5 2004~20051 9 387072 719 mlAHlolHE o] g3kl
™, FgEHo] o5 A A I HTs] Hdl ol 2 ATEIS ¢
et olgdd wWEY FFAoR VR AGES o) AHHAE B
of 7GRt 22 E AEC] =0ov, 8] HHEFE o)y 5 ()9 &
HEAL FeldSs Btk &, dyEog AR 7o tiitR 719 v 8%
Bo| o o5 HAE Aate g6 T /AR E o e, ol &
o] W A7 E AR 71 tiy] gt R 719 Ee] S8 des o
k7] wiEolgkar 3 Akt

npAEre 2 B AT ol et MPATFEe] AE Al 7HA] SHoA Kot -
AZ1aAk stk AA, FHPSF K79 Aol ebs g £ Ao e 7199
I ARE 7 AR V1o R Aeth ol ZIddEel & Rt A E

B (D -desg WA=t A vehdtE Love (2003)

Fortunato (2006) &] A7 A¥el] ZAE woh. &4, & A= v $47199

A-dgs s WARE EA43ts A Elston (2002),  Audretsch  and

Elston (2002) 2 Oliveira and Fortunato (2006) ] 74443 it} &, E A=

ol59] AT T Yot FA7IHY A-desE RS a5 1o #
%

= Jul
AS 2T Aol ApEAE Adoh AR, & A7 719878 11X 28

sg

Oliveira and

O [<]
(2010) o] A2 AF-FE5F Wi SN Bt o|59] A= 56
974 2kl wAE AxH e £ vk, & ?i?‘Oﬂ* = el A
==

m. AsEA
1. A 2
H AFA 7|19 A dlo]EE Kis-valued 719 AFAE A85E, G54 A
FolAt S Y= ¥4 GDP UlH] F4271Y 21835 v&2 547
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AL, aoa=Y 2 523 AAGAA =N AFste HolHE o] &35t
ATk 8 FEA717 2001 FE] 20137k o] H, EA TS Al &3 71
% 1) T99 7159 o 3007 o8l Far|gdl &8, ii) A7 W
5 ol A&A R EAsta, i) R7IYe]l EAISHA & ZIYgelth Y W7l
2 A7 A5 TS olYdE FAANE T A" A el FEke
WS lom, ®I|fo]l EAldte A7 AF AR lo] B9 4
= 2 g g 7] Wil ALtk 10 5 o] &Aoo m EAlshe 719
= A R A AL dA&5ATE o 2 e AF H2 AR 255 4
TE - AY9E 71959 vlsel A #Hasta, SRHAEES7] ATE vaste &
Ao B4 A @) EA8ke 7192 A4 AlQskeE Aol $tha wds)
%71 wjZoltt 11

2 ASEAA FERTE AAFANIS7HE (asset_growth) & ©]-83150H,
AAZFA S

2aaREste] AbEshth
(L1. asset_growth), 719TRE =
&

g 713k (L1.Inage), d535E 7|3k (L1. cash_flow), 471958 27
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8) Kis-value AFH9| T2 R} 7197 diIide & stk Zlolth feluvet 714 7]
T2 20164 62 AAl AT xakEdo] 1209 o 9 FAFAN Axd=Ee] 2Rt
o] 709 o]/FolwA FAjFA o] 709 o] FASAL IR 2o AitEde] 709
ool FHY 7} 3009 o FAS|Ale|th o] Wi ZIFRIt SASAY, ATt
2o ~ElEY] 7

9) Kis-valueell g0} )
o]gQl 7= I x3E = Aog YEyen, ¥
AstAeh A=
oletZ Uld& Attt

10) Hoshi, Kashyap, and Scharfstein (1991) & 4X 7|9 *BE o|&3lo] ®r]|¢do] EAste
7199 FA-dass AR SH7I9ET U Wre e B vk Sl

11) Kis-value Zt2 & B9 45 79159 AFAE/}t BEAEH o2 EAgth o]&59 3% 7Y
AEi7E BekgEtAY Hlolge] e/ deteln AlQslth tiRRe] AgAFEdE ¢
712F EA8E 7192 A9k 9l Oliveira and Fortunato (2006) 2 4d ©]/3 A& E4)
she 7S, =93 - A - RS (2009) 2 7 oY EAlShE 7IdS Ude R ST
2 AFAA AEATFE 3~697A WS A 7 AFRM S A Estet B4 23t 7t
e g A GEAA 3t

12) F5¥57 ARAE2 (lag2) 7H4] o] &8 A5 AlAR2 W] ATV frolakA] ol 1

[e}

©
off
rlo
Mo
e
=
o
=
Kl
st
>,
N
R
§
30
v

e,
rm
2
r (e}
2
BN
jind
o
ofy
o
\
jincd
iy
jind
N
AN
tjo
et
oy
ol
L
ofy
A
rjg
4
&
[}
ol b



oL
HI
1o
ol
ao
)
L
)
ofy
o
N
in
oX
o
=2
=
2
)
i
o
o2
o
N
O

(Table 1) Summary Statistics

variable mean sd min p25 pd0 p75 max
asset growth 0. 098 0.190 -0.370  -0.019 0.063 0.177 1. 026
age 16.348  9.169 2.000  10.000  15.000 21.000  68.000
employ 76.638  52.035  5.000  40.000  62.000 98.000  300.000
cash flow 0. 086 0.066  -0.179  0.047 0.079  0.121 0.328
FD 0. 255 0.071 0.116 0. 180 0.296  0.318 0.335

Note: P25, pb0 and p75 indicate 25%, 50% and 75% percentile, respectively.

Fa7] glete] ERe] Eoj7te GDPE 2001d #Ho2 mgsta Asketich 13)
Tt g AAdRaS Fskelen, dusEe AFdT= 2ol
(Dol +7Pdam)) /ZApt | o= Altelitt. o71M dAsAddE, 9
& W] deke 1%e SEA R 7PT%}1 AN Alefstaltt. ol @ 2
< A AR £ A ol8d 719 e 1619700, #FA FE
16, 3347 ] T}, 19

B BXof o] gd WeEd gt 7|25 A (Table 1ol #A|A]E o] o). A=
FASTHE, 71998, $99Y 2 dF95E HAge Sk div] Hagte] =
o} oE&0 7 293 (rlght skewed) B¥Z Hol|u Yt} H AAZARNAIAE

J
°F9.8%, HEAH2 16.3d, BT %—Oé% e oF 767, FARY v s

13) ] 15]- 74]/\} HM}.O_ Eu~]_ o] o= GDP Tﬂ“] zi71

2013d ez & 4 gled, 24 7;1 = ZA "gEXA
14) Kis-value AF8NA F49 5 59
th o] T HolE/} BEd&oz EAlgte 71 2 5
1A 7)Y 2, 3492 S BT} 2, 3497 FoA] 5 o
o] 1,6197h°]th
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(Table 2) Correlation Matrix

age employ cash flow FD

asset growth

variable

asset growth

1
0. 2804
-0.1307

-0. 2226
-0.1103

age

1
0.0448
0. 0634

employ

0.1353
-0.0918

cash flow

1

-0.1329

0.2313
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(Table 3) The Growth-Cash Flow Sensitivity by Firm Age and Size

Model (1)  Model(2) Model(3)  Model(4)  Model (5)

Dep. Var: asset_growth

Fixed Effect System GMM
L1. asset_growth 0.049***  0.030***  0.028** 0.030*** 0. 029**
(0. 008) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
L1. Inage -0.083***  -0.079***  -0.047**  -0.077***  -0.055**
(0.012) (0. 022) (0. 023) (0. 022) (0. 023)
L1. Inemp -0.087*** 0. 114***  -0.113***  -0.091***  -0. 095" **
(0.007) (0.013) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014)
L1. cash_flow 0.520%**  0.300%**  0.947*** 1. 354%** 1,591
(0. 032) (0. 045) (0. 200) (0. 295) (0. 318)
L1. cash_flow * L1. Inage -0, 254*** -0. 181**
(0.073) (0. 075)
L1. cash_flow * L1. Inemp -0. 256***  -0.202***
(0. 068) (0. 070)
constant 0.711%*%  0.631***  0.617*** 0.580***
(0.055)  (0.059) (0. 061) (0. 063)
N 16, 334
number of firms 1,619
1 - . . . .
Arellano-Bond fest order 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0 OOF)O
order 2 - 0. 2441 0. 2457 0. 2451 0. 2532
Note: 1) L is a lag operator, lnemp is the log of employment and Inage is the log of firm age.
2) The results of year dummies are not reported.
3) Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
4) *** , * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.
9 ol 7I1YEY] AF AF-duss R () 9 #eE FHEATE o=
92 204 o3, FAU 5 1009 o3 1959 B35 o] AFEZl Aok o]
A e AL oJulan
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(Figure 3) Growth-Cash Flow Sensitivity by Firm Age and Size
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(Table 4) The Effects of Financial Development on Growth-Cash Flow Sensitivity

Dep. Var: asset_growth Model (1)  Model (2)  Model (3)  Model (4)
L1. asset_growth 0.034***  0.031***  0.030***  0.031***
(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
L1.lnage -0.075***  -0.087***  -0.079***  -0.088***
(0. 020) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
L1. Inemp -0.109***  -0.113***  -0.101***  -0.103***
(0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
L1. cash_flow 0.593***  0.499***  0.517***  0.486***
(0.183) (0.187) (0.185) (0.187)
L1. cash_flow * FD -1.139* -1.388** -1. 159" -1.540**
(0. 645) (0. 669) (0.662) (0. 670)
L1. cash_flow * FD * [ (L1. age<10) 0.909*** 0.721**
(0. 350) (0. 354)
L1. cash_flow * FD * [ (10<L1. age{20) 0.927*** 0. 844***
(0. 270) (0.272)
L1. cash flow * FD * I(L1. emp < 30) 1467***  1.320%**
(0. 454) (0. 462)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I1(30<L1. emp < 100) 0. 283 0. 206
(0.237) (0. 237)
constant 0.698***  0.718"**  0.651***  0.677***
(0. 054) (0.057) (0.059) (0. 060)
N 16, 334
number of firms 1,619
order 1 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000

Arellano-Bond test
order 2 0.2111 0. 2085 0. 2364 0. 2130

fa—y

Note: 1) L is a lag operator and I(+) is an indicator function which has values 1 or 0.
2

3

The results of year dummies are not reported.

Robust standard errors are in parentheses.

3k k ¥k

, **, * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.
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(Table b) The Effects of Financial Crisis on Growth-Cash Flow Sensitivity

Dep. Var: asset_growth Model (1) Model (2) Model(3) Model (4) Model (5)
L1. asset_growth 0.031*** 0.032*** 0.031*** 0.032*** 0.032***
(0.012)  (0.012  (0.012)  (0.012  (0.012)
L1.Inage -0, 113%** -0, 114%** -0, 113*** 0. 112*** -0.104***
(0.013)  (0.013)  (0.013)  (0.013)  (0.013)
L1. lnemp -0.078*** -0.085"** -0.082*** -0.082*** -0. 084" **
0.022)  (0.022  (0.022  (0.022)  (0.022)
L1. cash_flow 0.865%** 0.855"** (0.861%*** 0.860*** 0.820***
0.229)  (0.230)  (0.229)  (0.229)  (0.229)
L1. cash_flow * FD -2.606™** -2.550** -2,583*** -2,583*** -3.539***
(0.998)  (1.001)  (0.998)  (0.999)  (1.040)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I(Year>2009) 0.855**  1.011**  0.904**  0.906** 0.804**
0.379)  (0.393)  (0.382)  (0.380)  (0.398)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I (Year > 2009) * -0.525" 0.659
1(L1. age=>20) (0. 278) (0. 433)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I (Year >2009) * -0.052 0.118
I(L1. emp=100) (0. 270) (0. 281)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I (Year=2009) * -0.575"
[(L1.age=>20 & L1.emp=>100) (0.321)
L1. cash_flow * FD * I (Year > 2009) * L2787 1172
[(L1.age=20 & L1.emp=>150) 0.513)  (0.560)
L1. cash_flow * FD * [ (L1. age < 20) 1. 227***
(0. 408)
L1. cash_flow * FD * [ (L1. emp < 30) 1.134%**
(0. 405)
constant 0.695*** 0.713*** 0.702*** 0.700*** 0.668"***
0.056)  (0.058)  (0.057)  (0.056)  (0.060)
N 16, 334
number of firms 1,619
order 1 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  0.0000
Arellano-Bond test
order 2 0.2482  0.2332  0.2314  0.2298  0.2137

Note: 1) L is a lag operator and I(+) is an indicator function which has values 1 or 0.

2

3k k *

4

)
3) Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
)

The results of year dummies are not reported.

, indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.



a2

(9
y 8

S5

0.855(5% <ollA]

. 9] (Table 414 4

R

Pt
T

(Year=>2009)) ¢ 3]HA

2

S

tak 2 A3 4 209 o) 719 Ee] E=Eae7le] #A

°

L1. cash_flow *FD *
%

=
T

FEFHERRTTE A 64 5] Al

80
WA
ol Al

ey

il
oy

<°

20 ©]

B
oy

ok

=2HE597] ©

i

= Uehsth 5,

o|
K
ol

o

Al

]
ol
;OO
o

]

(Year >2009)

FE A

flow * FD * I (Year >2009) <]

=
T

L1. cash_flow *FD *1

Ak (
¥ L1. cash

*1(L1. age=>20)) o 3]AAF7} -0.525(10% T ) 2

=
T

+ ()9 BAAATFE H ()] Fom

o

].

1007 ol’¢ 719l 75 SAAT7E 10% el frof

A

s

AAT7E 49 20 o1 719l

o H

OJ—o}_ =]

5

o] & Aol

SHA

[e)
Hoom, Model (2)

ol 719w} IAAG7)
o,

o] e} 4o

]
H

ol
=

A FAAAFI 10% F=AA G2k
Aoz Holth, Model (1) ~Model (4) £

oA 4= 20 o]
oxth. Model (4)

o
}o
s

5

[e]

=
T

A

1

Ee

g,

wro Aoz Jehgor, 1. cash flow * FD * I (Year=>2009) & 3|45 (0. 906)

otk Model (3) oA+

A0 e
1o)]

],

R

7



Aol ) 2

L

R

(Table 4)¢] F223= YeRH

-

R

nR]Eke 2 Model (5)

2 e,

)

L1. cash_flow
F/kstc
{Table 4)9]

(

=

=

L

R

=
=

‘ﬂ'O]'T;]-
2 Ane 34 o=

=
T

A F Qo (Table 5)¢] Model (4)

i

s3]

=

(L1. emp<30))
(e}

L1. cash_flow *FD *1

[e]

*FD *I(L1. age<20)) &} (

A3t Ao o=

00

)

171

S

o}
=k

5}

=
=

F 719 7 AUAA

o

to WA 719} vl 2Ae] At

[e)
bck (Table 6)& A4 Aol dhekael Hu

‘CH

©

[e)

3ol v
DR
SRR

{Table 5] Model (5) = dAF&

°



82 AEFEHIE A6 A3 S

(Table 6) The Characteristics of Industry Level Data

number small young mature Growth-Cash

Industry of firm firm firm flow

firms share share  share  sensitivity
Other Transport Equipment 426 0.2534 0.4826 0.016 0.3974
Pulp, Paper and Paper Products 437 0.0557 0.2063 0.177 0. 2188
Textiles, except Apparel 574 0.0537 0.2340 0.245 0. 2434
Food Products 760 0.0565 0.2270 0.134 0. 2416
Electronics 980 0.0777 0.2322 0.135 0. 2545

Electronic Components, Computer, Radio,
Television and Communication Equipment and 1112 0.1282 0.4575 0.058 0. 3481
Apparatuses

Rubber and Plastic Products 1148 0.0928 0.2671  0.149 0. 2685

Fabricated Metal Products, Except Machinery

. 1370 0.1854 0.3500  0.067 0. 3203
and Furniture

Chemicals and Chemical Products except

Pharmaceuticals and Medicinal Chemicals 1400 0.1586 0. 198> 0.074 0. 2624

Basic Metal Products 1571 0.2251 0.2878  0.085 0. 3233
Motor Vehicles, Trailers and Semitrailers 1973 0.0643 0.3539 0.109 0. 3091
Other Machinery and Equipment 3532 0.2263 0.3652 0.075 0. 3487

Note: 1) Small firm and young firm share are the proportions of firms with the number of
employees less than 30 and with firm age younger than 10, respectively.
2) Mature firm share means the proportion of firms with the number of employees more
than 100 and with firm age older than 20.
3) Growth-cash flow sensitivity is the mean value of firms growth-cash flow calculated
using Model (5) in {Table 5).
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(Table 7) The Effects of Growth-Cash Flow Sensitivity on Industry Growth

i Model (1) Model (2)
Dep. Var: asset_growth
Pooled OLS System GMM

L1. asset_growth 0. 222***
(0.067)

Growth-Cash flow Sensitivity -0. 263** -0. 177**
(0. 114) (0.085)

Small Firm (emp<30) share 0. 245*** 0. 284***
(0.078) (0. 066)
Young Firm (age<10) share -0.103* -0.101
(0. 059) (0. 070)
constant 0.220*** 0.156
(0. 066) (0. 145)

N 156 144
R-Square 0. 8104 -

Arellano-Bond test order 1 - 0. (?013
order 2 - 0. 6409

Note: 1) The results of year and industry dummies are not reported.
2) Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
3) *** *** indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.
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The Heterogenous Effects of Financial Development
on Small and Medium-size Enterprises’ Growth:

Evidence from Korea*

Sang Yoon Song®* - Young Sik Kim***

Abstract

This paper examines the effects of financial development on firm growth via
the alleviation of financial constraints using data from 1,619 manufacturing
firms with more than 5 and less than 300 employees in South Korea between
2001 and 2013. This paper focuses on the heterogeneity effect of financial
development on firm growth based on information asymmetry as measured by
a firm's size and age. The key findings are as follows: First, financial
development for SMEs had larger positive effects on the growth of large and
old firms than young and small ones. Firms with less than 30 employees
especially saw no benefits from financial development. Second, although
financial constraints became more severe after the financial crisis on average,
firms older than 20 years old with more than 100 employees were less
negatively affected than young and small ones. Third, an industry-level
analysis expanded from firm-level studies showed that the growth rate of
industries with high financial constraints was much lower than that of
industries with low financial constraints.
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