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Abstract: This paper empirically analyzes the effects of asset liquidity on corporate investment. Using public financial da—

ta from 2011 to 2013 of all the A-share listed firms in china we obtain a new conclusion that the investment is negatively relat—

ed to asset liquidity. Further analysis reveals that SMEs board and GEM enterprises have a higher sensitivity of investment to

liquid assets than main board enterprises. In addition the results show that there has a positive correlation between the lever—

age and asset liquidity in main board and a negative correlation in SMEs board and GEM.
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