5525 B 12
2022 4E 12 A

(NS I
JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES IN CHINA

Vol. 25 No. 12
Dec. 2022

doi:10. 19920/]. cnki. jmsc. 2022. 12. 002

5 ik fn B 5 Sk £l XURE A8

Futw', & B, HER
(1. BEITREFERERE, JE17 3610055 2. IHAR RS I2ERE  T5RS 250100,
3. R KFLTE AR, BT 211189)

FEEE . £k 09 R R 322 4 b FAF AR 49 VL R, 34 2 532 T 35 IR Rk 0 4 A Fo & B Kk R,
R GG A0 KA 8 B X o R A F B R e P S AL Ak B 09 Tk 4k Fo B AR B
RYedp A Ak Rk i 4 69 Kokl AR BV G AL A AT TR f 4 AT % v 4 Ak
W ek da KT, & REIN, Rikf b BHFEIRT Loy NibAigRF Bik — f @¥mk R A
BERBRRTNEL RABAR PR S Ris R AL iR IF R 5% b, Rke 46y
LR 2 BRI A IR T AL AR TR AR Rt S SRR R e AT A, Rk
o 2 3t 4 A R AR AR K 0 I A £ BRI R LA AR i P Rke AR E
RITA 8y & ERE AR, R, BRILT D L 7 RAET A8 6948 R L B LA R s % a4
o R e R 2K T BF R 45 A B T iR s Kok 4 b R e AR A2 AT A 69 IA IR 5 B2 R | X ke 4T B 4F 3
A R IR R T KAk A oy ik FobgAh LA B & & L.

KB R b, Firdl, NbAig, RARETEIN,; RRBERLEH

FEDES, F272 X ERARIRAD . A

0 5

][l

2017 49 A 8 H, b H 4Bk T
(g [ 55 B G 1 Al S R R R B
S A b FNE PR 4 e A A L)
(TRIFR RISy v g 2 1y B AR B X 4ol
FRGPME ) T TS0 (B W) — & &, 8t
] RREFRESZ 5 T B KR m. 4l
NG RO A0 32 AR5 Al S Y < A= g
SO EN T RUE ARFEAE A Al SRS o b Y
B3 R T EMA Y AR LR
Al 25 XU AR K AT LIRS 4 25
AR e 2 TR IS FEROW )2 1, Ak 382
P YN 07 E Y N ) R T AL o i e
A W 55 4 P A, B2 T A ol & 0 A i AR T

© W HIH. 2018 04 -09; &ITH. 2021 -07 -28.
HEWH . ERARPELE R H (71572160 ; 71790602) .

MEHS: 1007 -9807(2022)12 -0021 -30

B OO G AR Ay T I e 11 T R
O3, e AR KU Bl Y 2RI 2 —. B
LR IEEAFE A, T ) RERE R A
b B XU 7R AH K P LSS BB AR 22 B I B I
AU G AR Ml 2 79 T8 i e ) 22 [ A iy HL
e S HTEUR R A=A AR SR 5 O T ) EE 2T
2o

AR TF AR Aill, PRG LSRR A s
A 2 1 SR U T 2 R A AT Sy S E A
b, DR Z S0 3 S Al i KU 7R fHA T A0
2RI E R R AR 24N S A
&L AR LR R 2B 5 R I e — A RS o, 401)
NG I AT BB R WA B N SRR G 2 1 I
WA HARDCE R, 3 P O BEHE o 1T AN TR AL 2 v
IV A PR G A T R S i 2 5% 202

WIlEH . 22 TJ(191—), &, INAEMEA, i+, PP R. Email: xueli@ sdu. edu. cn



w o

¥ o iR

X IR, A 5 30 ik SR A T Ak S 1 BV Y
BLRAE R —— P25 YR B | IR 98 S A 23 1% B
B DR ST A sl XS 7 FH 7K S 22 5 ) G
R Z T AT SR SR X 7 S ) T 4 R A
NP AT A SR R, = R 8 B 7E v [ 4L 5 S
fERgm PR F RGN ER I E R EE R
GF AR D D A B T R S AR,
I Z MG, A 7 20 A LA T 9 =
AN N L B G 75 25 | R T 2 % Ak A7 R 7= AR
TRAERR > T 2 B e AR T S i i DA
FIGA N AN )i 24 77 SOR A o Al E XK
TR B R S HL I 5 55 22 55, A 25 15 BV A
1 & 25 2o B KA B I R 2R Sl
XAl XU A HH K- 2 520 ) S 2R

FIGA 24 W G A 2R AR e LU B 50 %
Bk & 4w 44 W KA. AR PR g0, ik =
2012 4 i AT S R F R i 44 W 5% L
AR AN 6. 2% , 1 7E 35 [ 5% FH % i fiv &4
BT Ik B T 25% 2472 7 7 R — 2
E R i wl iheR S 44 B9 | i 1
WAL 14% 77 w0, o 1T A R
FRIA 44 SR W A0 1] B S A1 P O B R B R A
. BRGTILIE A B T 5 e B SR A Ml s ST B ) 35
A G, o — A R A T E A S K
DIRAAAE S SRR R ALK R Al
B A TEPEAS SR B S &R FE IS h & &
B F] v B R R AL T 2 H SO 6 [E]
wEEFRE ORI 2R, S E | H AR
PEEEER, REFEMLFELLA O ER
WA LK T R Al o SRSk, o E458%
FG s TR 5% Bl ) 4 DL T A 44 T A
. RV SN, 50907 B AR L, E S5 Al
FIF A 44 7 2 TSR B A (5 515 38 s IR ik
XAl ) 25 AH DG 3 10 3 AR AT, 7RIk i K A
£ 5 R B STE AR R 5 5 505 5 55 a1
SRR . DRt B4 LG Ak 24 BRI AN [ i 44 T
FORA 1t FRR Al X G 75 B AR B HL Y 5 55
25t

FIH 2004 4F ~2012 4EH [ A BeF R T
A FVE RV REAS il i F TS S B G 45
TR B i N0 B B2 50 I 5 1 Tk 44 5 O A
B RE AL 44 Bk A B SR B e K

Al T ORI G A B ML 53R JBE | B T K S M A
bl o3 FR M AP S LR s 9 il (Bl
PRRH AL SR BB i 24 B e Al )
FREPE DA BB B Al (Rl 22 A A
A5 HAR B AR Z A 44 IR el ) |, Sk
R P A SRR A b A Al XU R H K P L 119 22
S WS 1) FE LT AR S5 A 44 B A,
T A 24 B G A Ml B XU R H K P 2 35 BRI
YA R K A #4541 -5 Aol 2 18] ) Sk A
AR F il 7 2 PR A0 S 2 B B M B AT A
IR | DR S il 44 B8 G0 Al 2 SN FE )
PR HED RIS PR A HE 3P S AL T 55 | BEANfH
I6] T HEAT AT AT 8 b B 52 1 P Y XL AR T
2f)32) ES IR B AT o 4 DA S S IR A
Wl ZIEMA S 5 I S5, 0 fii 44 % G 154
M JRURSE 7R FH 7K A B 97 i 532 e G AR A 3 B O, bk
T GRAE B AT SR A X 1 A
NIASSVEE= i abmifIN-DIETRS - A M B Y O SR 2 v €
eyt AR PRI T B R R 5 1 A T T AR
Sk I R 5 98 5 . e Ah, sl i — 2y
W, 30 e BRI i 44 % G0 Al AU, AR H 7K S 19
I SN 56 22 R ZER BN T S0 ML R85
IR BT A A R 26 I 1 2l i LK
T il 4 AR SR i 7 B 7 S TR 5 ) R M Aol
R TE N 5. RE X I 5 06 i 44 18 R Al
WA Z RN, 55, K 44 07 AT
O3 R R AR R, S0 il 44 X il XU R
FHOKP- A 1 1 P ol .

WFIEH PR TTRRAE T 5 — 9 T Al
FEo 1 BV & BB T A . DO T DUE R A
At 2RI B BT ST, B AR T Ak 2 1 O T Y
FAHE R —— 25 2 B 3l 5 X i 44 5 5 Sk
FRAR MY TP S S LI 5 55 25 57, TR A 20 AT
GEEAR M T2 AL 2 ROV X S Al KU 7R AH
FMBIENE S 28 TR M 1 4 2 15 IRV T 52 )
FWAR 2B AT R ) BAR B AR AR BUE 50, A3
PR T AR HIWTFESCHR. 55 = b FE TR R
AR M Al 44 SRS 22 T I R FH SR 9. AN TR T
VT IARZ S8 A, b B SR Al A 3 A+ X 85
JREL ) A JR F [ R T s 5 30 S5 ) o JBE SCAR T 55
B NI FIGAR AR R TR X AV AT S i
S TREmE A A I 2 S e P Y R

2022 4212 H



5512 3

RS . ZR 2 5 S AL KU R

WFFEFR Al 44 % S AR b 828 DR SR Y R 0, 1T
PR AT L A AP S Ml i 44 SR B AR S 22
Je Rl REAFAE A 22 5 U 26 = R AN IS T 4R
MRS A EAT S FAR L SR ARG 5T. XU AR
A1) A L K o B TR0 B e, AAE SRR 3 28 7%
58T ARZ T E PRI IR 2RI 28w BE DR 20 Al K
I AR K P B4 52 TR B i 0K o ) B 2
B ——F AR, WEFEHE S5 A 44 55 R
RFALE L2 R W) SR A oMb RS 7 7K ) B
R,EE T () Al RS 7 H U8 i) 7F 5 5
HR. 25 04, i T 55 B A BURN A B A B
FRAEZEE AR 7 A A 2 T SRV s B0 Bl 3
—2 B T IR PSR Z G Al 7 i
SALIR I A HE R AT B TR S Al X
W AR HEAT A A BRI B Al A KUK 7 4
K B B 52 KA BIY T3 AR BT 5l
oA\ GRS 25 72 LS 1) AR B, 2 4 T
TR B GRR Al S5 IR A e B T 1 S

AASBIFTE Ve RS T AR 2 i SRR All (4 KU
HRAHKSF BAT BB R BOR R 7.

1 X#EEmSFRiZRE b

1.1 833k E R
111 Ra#EA LR FeAe%a R E

KT ZIA M KBS A A BT, K 2F & &
BN GRI FIT A AL 25 R RN G 6 305 AT K 1T )
P ERYA BRHLTIER T T SR Al RURS AR FH 7K SF- g ok
R R, MO, WA T 2EF IR T IMEALEX 5K
A b JRURKS: 78 FEL /K - 1 B B R 0]

TR B 558 B AR FA M (g
FEPIIABRRAE 2RI SO ST T S
U KLY N R JA BR5 A Al JXURG: AR 1) 5 1 56
FR.E e, BT R A B R AE I R
T Z5 A BUF BN Z M s 5 A0 s 1 &
EEA, FIEERR AR TR W E B
LA SRR A IRUBR AW ) > 9 & BRI Al
30 SR FH 4 5 B 45 4 S s S RS R AL R i i
Xof il B s i 22 A BT A 4 R T HE
T, TR KU FT AR R Ik 4 /N R
T4 IR IREAR 2 A i) - AR XU 0. T AT ok e

KB 22 B9 ) e IR SR R IR T R Ik L 23 1 IR v
& FAR 2T BARHIESRTE R G Th A & L & 5F
H Ar S A OB A 52 M, 2 DR SR Al R e AT
(o E S R R 1 020 2l Y SE R 9
W, FIGEFTA F AR R R 2 1 O & 1Y
SRELVEIAL, N T At S I IRV T A2 R K
JITA A T 1) TP ST R RIL e JXUR; 12 4 1922033 34

HWR I NER G R ARG 50T £
MR E Ty 5K 2 Bl 3 R e S Al i AL
B AR K 2 2 B 2 S B A A B
WA BE B3 I, S5 1 R Al B AR A
() A 2 B 2 B, 2 T 5 Ak T S0 Bl B % 4
A O FEETA R 12 R AR Y Y
R, GG A2 BRAR T S Al iy XU
AR

P, B2 B R 5 T B R H SRR
FIRAR M XU AR FHA T A A 52w G . 9114, Keller-
manns 25 BT KB, BEE KA CEO 4R
(3N, CEO 423 B 56 T Al Fy 4% 7K L B % 52 1t
R AR A, AT B S 60 ) T XU K R AT A
Jiang %5 VRIIY A BSR4l 3 1 S U D 2 R
ARRAR Y B JRUBS: AR K . ZE IR 2T Xk iR B iR
ONHROD 28 7 BB 58 ) & B, B4R B I Al i
SRR 1T A9 AT B8 1 2 o AN E AU 22 i
FE, B ) T ORSF 28 IR 5 IRl E, AR
XL 358 A0, J2 52 M) IR A ol RS, A HH K - ) i 2 A
R AE H E R 4 U s N TR Atk T FF
SR B AP AR & R, 2 S BE AR I
2T BE AR B AN o P 2 0 3 0 ) R Al
(A XU 7 AT Sk, DA AR AR 5% 32 B2 A PN A0 3 B
BILH ) £ BE Ay G0 A ol KU 74 $H 7K ST 119 e 5 A
RARMAE T Iz R R R O A R R R 2 Y
2RI T B G A S 0 AR AT
H A 14588 Bt e B G X6 G715 A ol e 5 1) o 5
fg 12 192022 e T RO 5 DA A SRR A T
JIRFZE F7 A 23 1 SR 5 AN AT 4350 04 20 B
g1 A SCHR 22 DL 5 5 T A B I 8 B A
FAEAE N R AL 21 B0 = A A & 1
SRR T RIS BE AR A Ml S i AN [ A 2 AR
TRV & A B G A AT A 1) 5 ) 2
1.1.2 Rk Liatiiisi

KT F A 45 Q0 far 52 e 4>k 47 47, Belenzon



w o

¥ o iR

PSS S A B HESE I Al 22 BT
DLt #645 H © 14 7 AE 8 A m 24 BRI — o7,
R LLE B4 i 44 23 Al BRI 1] A1 L At
IR RE ST SRS HT G R, S5 an 24 4l
W H A AL SR . Belenzon 457 B 5T i
RIL, IR i 24 Ak il S R B 4 (A 5 [R]
KBRS FIAR LY (7] 45 23 ) A o 1) 218 15
Z. RINL 5 55 B &, i i) o [ %
JEAR M I RIFSE S 3, ZR 0% i 44 4 Z0R 5 Al e 2
RIRTE— i, 2 2 AL X5 Al P25 A
[Fi] s 10, 25 18 5 1 2 28 0 G Al A 0 7 i | Tt %5
REFIEZ NI, A R o 24 B A
N Y Y SR #. Kashmiri #1 Mahajan'?*%’
PI3& E oAb R WP FEREA | il W58 I R IR
T 24 A M H 2 R I B 2 1 Al At 2 TEAT,
A& EUFI A At 25, MeDevite " 0, %
PG A 44 (0 AL AT 3 S 1Y) 7 o R IR 55 I3 4t
Minichilli 4547 A 4, RS K B MG i
A TR G 7R A W AR AR A T R 1 I
. WL OCT Kl 44 G 57 5 RIAESE
FEMEZAE D TR R a2 Xk S 5%
M, EL2 R0 iy 44 A S BT R A SO ARms e 4,
SUAT sz Al ) 2B B FRAT e H ETNE A B

25 LTI A T e R M A Yk i B
PRSI FH G5 A Ml iy 44 SR 19 22 53¢ [X 70 R A
b R GG P2 YA LAY 9 58, SR A 20 4
FIGXS GG P52 W DRAT BB Al XU 7 HH 7K P
PRI G 2R, DT IR X 5 1 £ ol XU 7K FH 7K
TR R A IA R, Rk R R A OC SCHR. 5 1 [
I 30 3 25 2 5 i 44 X — OIS R PR Ak 2208
BT IR | BEAE X B O&F R A 44 AH 5%
U JE RS AT — A T
1.2 #MREIFRE

FE ] A A AR 2 4 S0 ek TG g B R
RO A PE AR IEA & AR5 R IE 0 SO
B A DAy DX 3 I 5 A A 1) B A T oy [ A0k
PGB SR S B b J2 5 X8 I ik % 7 P B 400 LA B
P 0L e o LR W12 R I R Rl RS
FRGEUR B ANAL B RN 44 , 32 2 J2 38 Ao tH 28 5 i
TE AT BCARI, S AL 32 B2 ot i i B G
B2, R N SRR BRI R AL T —i, A

FIGF5 G R AR AR W TR T, 2k ™
A A 2 TS R4 B R O, S P B
i, 1k PR FRGAT AR U 2 B IR VR TR
LA I S P B S A L T 5t T X T SR =
AR e, 8 T 5RAL S A 2 TR A 42
TR, 9 AR A A T | 2 48 SO I
S5 TR T T 2 4 T Xk M B P P BT 7R 3 Y
KA BT AL AE 4. X g i B 1 7E b E A%
GESCAL R ZM5 R AT 22 T ke T AR T R A 4 SR
P

HARBWABIFE, R AR L T 7EAL 55
PERTEZIR T, 2R 270 B 05 P 2 1)
. SEBR L PR A S ROV R S A Ml A AR T
JEPEZ — AR KA I i A LR K
R T A e
A4 A AT Al i sl £ TR 22 AR Y
PRAE AR 2 B R AR AR LA 75 5
(G4 i 44 Al ) 20RO Al B B AR
FE—EL 2020 G il 22 ] 33K o DI 2 4
22 2 AREAR Ml A £ HH O R Al B8 0 B 1
A S A B BT B S S Al A
BT, AT AT Al 7 2 14 Jal o A1 2 3 T
F B A AE. I, G0 A 44 1) All 23 SN
ENSIZ IRl S A S el I i RS S
AR A TR AN St G 15 192 20 4

DR 7 FEL T A 36 728 T 7 8 A 4 0 1) 2
—, [RIA LA T i alb JE T DA R HCI Aof M) i i
AR AT AR e KU 30T H AR XURS: 3 H fiE
8 Sy A Lt SF B g A9 T MAC i, L v XL 23T
A 2 o T BT A ) 2 T DXL, 47 #50  XUG J3t
H— BRI, — 7 T 22 51 A oA A 45 A0 6 5 3 K
JGARY. FEBE T B JSUBE , H) 555 1 E8 1 7 AH 5 2 X 4
M E RE T IR A e AN AT BE e Aol P 5
TR R P25 7 A AN M 5 55— 5T o XL T
I RIS Bl B AV 55 IR S5 174 ] R K O 3
T AR 7 0T R 23 7 G T Aol RS AR AT i
I GAR M A AR B R T, 25 A L FTR T i AL 8
G5 PR A R Y ST R T R ) A
“HEFE I, WCE N B SR SR RO R
T Al = 43 F AL I TR B
T X g BE AN A 14 o AUBS: 30T H N, 0 Aol 3=
B R 2 AR AR A H R I, DL 1k Aol P

2022 4212 H



5512 3

RS . ZR 2 5 S AL KU R

SEAR PR W B ZE A

M 2, LA 1T IR 1 S5 48 7 i 44 Al
B R 5 A Ml 7R O IR R A
SIHEINAR MY P 2 A5 Y AR 5 A S Aol 3 R
PR BB T Bl LAl 2855 XU T Ak
LGRS0, VLG 44 5 i 44 ARl i S A
ol FE BB ) T AT R KU A B BT H
WEAER 1 Aol ) XU AR H K P, BT ot B2 R
fRi.

BRI 1 A AR R fi 4 1 A Al ,
i 44 Y ZR MG AR L BAT AR A IXUBS: 7 HH K P

AR I AR R A T 25 & R B
AT 22 AN GRS A 22 TR] B ST 5 e A7
FAAEZES I A AR SRAE AL 238 TR X K
TGP AP T R A AR S8 25 5. IR S A
oMb 22 ] A S ER R B ey, SR H SR R Al B 5
IR PR 2% ) Sh ALt il T
JEAE PP A S 58 A S0 55 Al 22 [7] S I 5 B8 Y
BT, GG PR A2 0 i 44 Al
XU AR HE AT [ R WA 5 2. — 7 T, PRI 5
THAT 2N ) e A 2 4 9 JBE 28 P 8 1 (8 B i
P GRO T 25 5 Al 2 22 1) T A LA O,
DRI GG A . 3= 2 2R R 7 #8574 B
UFEZ AN BT e E R R
GFEIRE. 53— 7, R R AL BR A
BT SR S G M ST M T 1B M) i ) D SR LA
PHFG R E S R AR 25 B AR, e E B 5
AR B T IR ARG 2 3w W IR SR AU, %
TG 2558 AT sl G BT 3578 B )
R S oy 9 — B, 2 5 ) S5t A M) T A
SRV LL RAT P22 250 I G, G A
SRS B A RERE I 5 S I 5% DRAP S P 25 1Y
RIEFNRE ). A2 L4 70 Aol 47 i 44 1) 1
SR R A B A 2 0 A A4 Al
FNF IG5 B BIHIL, i H 23 3 i 52 B S sh AL
AR SR T TIUARE 1, 5 T 1 988 52 1R i 44 % G MG Al
JRURSE 7R FH KT B 30 1 A . T O, B AR
fE.

Rig2 ZFREHWABAERmS S5HK
T A Ml XS 7R -HE KT8] 9 5 1] 5200 5 3%

H ] 8 AR o B v R A Y B
St P E SR A B RIS AR B S

AR AN IROHE R, S BT A A 4 v T iR
NB ARG G 5 R B % 7 S i i 5
FEAZ O N 5L L [ 73 5= AR X, B B S0
R G S22 SRR A« R4
AL 238 SR M i 44 55 S A L XU 7R H K
] AR 5 28 — 7 1, AN TR T — AR R Al A%
LA JE A% SR A B, AR A0 F B B A
il A S B v i 2 5 B Al i gl
U WRE A0 L 5 ZE AL AT ST A1
JEIERR EE ] 55 T RO KA, S BCIER LA
T RS A SR A Ml A MR 55 , DR T HE 2 47 ol
R E sl 2 55 ; 55— 5, il T4k
R GG I 53 0 G AR I ) 1 R A 22 535 T A% L
GG AR FE A B3 AR A O SR 51 22
S ) TG F B A2 BE A AR, N OG Al Y
ARIAMAE %) AT O Al R4 T RE RS 1 sk 4
H5E 4 e 3 T B T AL SR AR W 5 114 XU
FRAHIE ). R, A A A O R IR A S B K
JEAR | FR il 24 1) 7 3 DR 8L K T Al K
50 PRSP B0 i £ AT A% D B A S e
A5 A Ml v 4 Bl s . ik T, 4R AR Y
B

BRi% 3 FIEBARUN - R 22 55 (L X i
255 G AR Ml XU 7R A - ] 1) 67 1] 520 DG 3%

2 MRt

2.1 BAREFESHIERE

TEHL 2003 4F ~2015 4FEHE A JRF SR i
ISEWE R TR G A X [E] 2R 2004 4F ~ 2012 4F,
R R E A B A FA 2003 AT 4R 15
B SR P i S PR A AR B, AT 1Y 1 48 &
BRI TG 1 WAL ER 5 g R e PR AR e —— L
SRR AR T ZEA ¢« 02 ¢ + 4 5
HTAEAS X [ 1A T 2004 4F E & 2012 4F. MR
PELAAEFSE 7 AR A LU AR LT A R
RGBT A L 1) S A5 AT LAGE B9 3
N NBFWE2) A RIAFEA LA R 10% L
AP TR, 5 4 N P 428 1AL B 081 55 T e ¢
RIS L AR R RS H A T X REET
X R B 5 — 2 RN T R A B B



w o

Y,
&

#H

o
2

| —AE BRI W EERE AR 25T 4 404 A4, P HC IR
SBR 25 DN EATIEEAR (116 /\/\RJ:FE/W#
AR 157 DA A FIFEA 363 4~ ST &%, * ST

INFIVREA LA K 716 A B IR B REA IS | e X
TR A Al —4F BE SR RE A S 3 0274 FEAR [
ATV FIARBE A IS L AnR 1 B,

F®1 BAMTLMEESFRER
Table 1 Sample distribution by industry and year

1l SRR .

o 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 it
A 2 4 6 7 8 8 9 9 16 69
B 2 4 2 3 6 6 6 8 12 49
Co 1 6 7 8 10 15 15 18 27 107
1 5 6 11 13 15 17 20 24 33 144
2 1 2 3 4 4 4 6 6 7 37
c3 1 1 3 4 9 10 13 18 21 80
C4 9 19 26 28 32 41 43 50 86 334
c5 4 9 12 13 15 26 29 32 57 197
c6 8 12 15 15 19 25 27 34 62 217
c7 12 20 32 36 47 65 71 101 178 562
c8 11 14 22 19 25 28 30 38 59 246
9 1 1 1 2 3 5 6 7 10 36
D 2 7 7 5 4 4 5 6 6 46
E 3 5 5 5 7 8 10 13 20 76
F 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 4 12
G 3 7 8 9 14 20 23 40 61 185
H 4 13 18 20 21 24 31 35 45 211
J 15 23 25 22 24 30 31 38 43 251
K 4 7 8 5 5 8 9 13 21 80
L 2 2 2 3 5 5 5 6 10 40
M 3 4 5 7 7 5 5 5 7 48

At 93 166 219 229 281 355 396 503 785 3027

B ATWARED A ~ M AR5IXEREAARBGE (A) SRAIT(B) G (C) (AL IR B K MR = SHERO (D) S (E) |
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LEAH(M).
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Table 2 Results of descriptive statistical analysis of main variables

B AR ¥fH FrifE 22 R/ME P25 £ P75 N i
RISK1 3027 0.064 0.091 0.006 0.018 0.032 0.058 0.511
RISK2 3027 0.157 0.229 0.013 0.044 0.079 0.146 1.371
Namel 3027 0.062 0.242 0 0 0 0 1
Name2 3027 0.072 0.292 0 0 0 0 2
Inwolve 3027 0.775 0.418 0 1 1 1 1
Executive 3027 0.619 0.486 0 0 1 1 1
Noncore 3027 0.111 0.314 0 0 0 0 1
Ownership 3027 0.273 0.158 0.026 0.153 0.242 0.383 0.703
Wedge 3027 1.722 1.173 1 1 1.250 1.911 8.223
SIZE 3027 21.209 0.896 19.286 20.575 21.096 21.759 23.800
LEV 3027 0.430 0.195 0.040 0.278 0.447 0.583 0.821
ROA 3027 0.052 0.054 -0.142 0.021 0.047 0.080 0.223
Growth 3027 0.258 0.507 -0.649 0.021 0.179 0.373 3.473
AGE 3027 2.411 0.415 1.362 2.148 2.444 2.728 3.170
Market 3027 7.556 2.201 2.718 5.727 7.927 9.109 11.437

3.2 Pearson tHX RE S

2% 3 JE FEAF 1 #Y Pearson AH I R oM 4
RO 3 AL 1) Ak RURS A H K P AR i
RISK1 il RISK2 5 Namel F Name2 Z[RIf77E 7
EEATE SN Y i IE LIPS 32

SN G Al B KU AR FRK P 5 i 5 ik 1
RITEAAVI G ;2) Namel Fl Name2 5 RS P85
AR H Involve N1 Executive YT7E 1 % 5811 7KE T
FHNIE UL ST A 44 1 S 15 4l 5] R H 25 ik
KGR F TG AR A IR ;3 ) Namel Fl Name2 55
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Table 3 Pearson correlation coefficient analysis results

1 RISK1 2 RISK2 3 Namel 4 Name2 5 Involve 6 Executive 7 Noncore
RISK1 1
RISK2 0.997 *** 1
Namel -0.021 -0.021 1
Name2 -0.030" -0.03 0.953 *** 1
Involve -0.034" -0.035" 0.103 *** 0.097 *** 1
Executive -0.007 -0.007 0.098 *** 0.093 *** 0.655 """ 1
Noncore 0.025 0.023 0.096 *** 0.076 *** 0.127 *** 0.121"** 1
Ouwnership -0.021 -0.022 0.064 "~ 0.060 *** 0.226 " 0.290 *** 0.179 ***
Wedge -0.02 -0.018 -0.066 """ -0.062 """ -0.238 """ -0.290 """ -0.118"*"
SIZE -0.129 *** -0.130 """ 0.041 " 0.033" 0.044 %" 0.013 -0.037"*"
LEV 0.039 ** 0.038 ** -0.009 -0.022 -0.103 """ -0.156 """ -0.117 """
ROA -0.109 *** -0.109 *** 0.064 *** 0.089 *** 0.144 " 0.148 *** 0.053 ***
Growth -0.030" -0.032" 0.029 0.023 0.064 *** 0.057 *** 0.033"
AGE -0.059 *** -0.061 """ -0.038 " -0.028 -0.234""" -0.238 """ -0.120"*"
Market 0.080 *** 0.079 *** 0.085 *** 0.080 *** 0.119 *** 0.113 """ 0.066 ***
- A
A
8 Ownership 9 Wedge 10 SIZE 11 LEV 12 ROA 13 Growth 14 AGE
Ownership 1
Wedge ~0.576*** !
SIZE 0.037 ** 0.034" 1
LEV -0.187 """ 0.140 """ 0.422 """ 1
ROA 0.211 " -0.100 *** 0.110 *** -0.333 """ 1
Growth 0.091 **~ -0.058 """ 0.113 "~ 0.086 *** 0.240 *** 1
AGE -0.269 """ 0.159 "~ 0.168 **~ 0.229 *** -0.102 """ -0.026 1
Market -0.004 -0.004 0.016 0.082 *** 0.002 -0.012 -0.218 """

.
3.3 B

e O MR R SR 1 G R E KT 1% 5% . 10%.

TEZROMER FARZEFEAHAT G 0 e, A OGRS Wi A 1
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AKI 53 R WA F HEA—F K 2 T A
( Namel =1) FAEZ G fx 4 FHEAR (Namel =0).
M 4 FTLUE R 1) BARGEG A 44 1 FEAS 1 XU
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H2E5R T K g F b A 52 1 5 Z K g #f R

I — i 20 AR5 52 ) FE SRR B A MK
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Table 4 Univariate analysis results of differences between groups
- Namel =1 (KA =189) Namel =0 (FAHt =2 838) T ,
o st | oeeo [ oz | B | ham | bk
RISK1 0.056 0.034 0.081 0.064 0.031 0.092 -1.178 0.627
RISK2 0.138 0.083 0.200 0.158 0.078 0.231 -1.175 0.659
Inwolve 0.942 1 0.235 0.764 1 0.425 5.708 *** 5.678 "
Executive 0.804 1 0.398 0.607 1 0.489 5.438 7 5.142 """
Noncore 0.228 0 0.420 0.103 0 0.304 5.311"" 5.287 """
Ownership 0.313 0.302 0.149 0.271 0.239 0.159 3.528 *** 3.914 "
Wedge 1.424 1.137 0.560 1.741 1.251 1.200 -3.611""" | -3.805"""
SIZE 21.352 21.241 0.906 21.199 21.091 0.895 2.270 " 1.792*
LEV 0.423 0.431 0.169 0.430 0.448 0.197 -0.507 -0.700
ROA 0.066 0.056 0.059 0.052 0.047 0.054 3.507 *** 3.084 "
Growth 0.314 0.232 0.570 0.254 0.176 0.502 1.580 2.014 "
AGE 2.350 2.375 0.400 2.415 2.454 0.415 -2.089 " -2.490""
Market 8.283 8.642 2.002 7.507 7.927 2.205 4.713 " 4.767 "

ST MRS B RS B BTN 1% 5% 10%.
3.4 ZuOAEASHER

N T XA B AT IR A ARG B, AT
T OLS Z It [l Y5 73 Hr LA il At [N 2 n] 2 %
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B 1 W on il g e gl 8 Horp AR A 1 s A
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Table 5 Regression analysis results of the relationship between eponymy and corporate risk-taking of family firms

L. 36 5 0k T

PRI AL v
AR RISK1 RISK2
AR 1 A 2 A 3 AR 4
Namel -0.010* -0.025*
[ -1.856] [ -1.932]
Named -0.010** —-0.026***
[ -2.547] [ -2.593]
SIZE —0.004 ** ~0.004 ** -0.011** -0.011**
[ -2.219] [ -2.221] [ -2.201] [ -2.204]
LBV 0.007 0.007 0.019 0.019
[0.683] [0.680] [0.788] [0.785]
ROA —0.097 *** —0.095 *** —0.249 *** —0.243 ***
[ -3.313] [ -3.229] [ -3.393] [ -3.309]
Cronth -0.005* -0.005* -0.013* -0.013*
[ -1.761] [ -1.778] [ -1.814] [ -1.832]
-0.003 -0.003 —0.008 -0.008
AGE
[ -0.757] [ -0.730] [ -0.877] [ -0.850]
Ounership 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.005
[0.109] [0.116] [0.153] [0.159]
Wedge ~0.004 *** ~0.004 *** —0.009 *** —0.009 ***
[ -2.860] [ -2.874] [ -2.639] [ -2.651]
Marker 0.000 0. 000 0. 000 0.000
[0.097] [0.115] [0.020] [0.036]
. 0.186*** 0.185*** 0.459 *** 0.458 ***
[4.494] [4.484] [4.437] [4.428]
A JEE [P 7 K il = il 2 il il
A5l [ 2 kil s il s il il
FEA S 3027 3027 3027 3027
F14 13.860 13.873 13.404 13.415
% R? 0.222 0.222 0.220 0.221

S RIS IR ST B KN 1% 5% 10%; 2.
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39K -0.010 A1 -0.025, HITE 10% B 583K
SR 5 R KA 44 A T 20 S 5 Name2
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P RISK1 &2 RISK2 AF AR i AEAR G 51
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A5t Namel #5153 & — SO0 R R4, &
R G A 44 N 23 i 3 52 WA AR S J 01 7 B A
FAEA T GG AR B KRS AR ERA Ty T ST
PATHREAR R (Involve/ Executive = 1) H | FK G fiv %
WEAS 5 Namel 33T 5% Ge it 2 1 6 0l &
B, R G A 44 0 G A XU AR FE K- g 4
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Table 6 Regression analysis results of the moderating effect of family involvement in management

[l A5
e RISK1 RISK2
AR
- Bl 1 il 2 s 3 R 4 A 5 R 6 R 7 A 8
Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1 | Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1
Namel 0.031 -0.013** -0.001 -0.013*" 0.076 -0.033*" -0.002 -0.034*"
ame [1.390] |[-2.399]| [ -0.116] [ -2.133] [1.395] |[ -2.463]| [ -0.083] [ -2.209]
SIZE -0.009 ** -0.003 -0.011""" 0.001 -0.021** | -0.007 -0.028 """ 0.003
’ [ =2.572] |[ -1.145] | [ -4.796] [0.369] [ -2.501]|[ -1.1817| [ -4.860] [0.342]
0.002 0.007 0.015 0.003 0.007 0.02 0.037 0.01
LEV
[0.109] [0.604 ] [0.980] [0.200] [0.119] [0.713] [0.972] [0.311]
ROA -0.124" |-0.093"**| -0.083" -0.134""* | -0.303" [-0.239 """ -0.203 —-0.349 """
[ -1.738] |[ -2.954]| [ -1.652] [ -3.678] |[ -1.678]|[ -3.077]| [ -1.618] [ -3.834]
-0.008 -0.003 -0.006 -0.002 -0.022 -0.007 -0.015 -0.006
Growth
[ -1.458] [ -0.892] | [ —1.148] [ -0.634] |[ -1.528]|[ -0.878]| [ -1.201] [ -0.632]
ACE 0.014 -0.004 0.003 -0.005 0.035 -0.012 0.007 -0.015
7 [1.195] [[ -0.996] [0.377] [ -1.051] [1.181] |[ —-1.143] [0.449] [ -1.279]
. -0.054" 0.018 -0.055 """ 0.028 " -0.142" 0.048 -0.138*"* 0.073**
Ownership
[ -1.694]| [1.375] [ -2.606] [1.953] [ -1.791] | [1.492] [ -2.618] [2.022]
-0.007 ** -0.002 -0.006 """ 0.001 -0.017*" | -0.005 -0.015 """ 0.003
Wedge
[ -2.567]|[ -1.225]| [ -3.035] [0.205] [ =2.577]|[ -0.9787| [ -2.959] [0.415]
-0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.001
Market
[ -0.134] | [0.514] [ -0.677] [0.477] [ -0.077]| [0.438] [ -0.691] [0.400]
B 0.310""" | 0.146 """ 0.338 """ 0.063 0.743**" | 0.365""" 0.832 """ 0.156
: [4.137] [3.165] [6.142] [1.080] [3.983] [3.146] [6.175] [1.061]
AT 2 [ 72 250N 5 il il il 2 il F il F il 2 il F il
A Ml 11 5 2507 1 i E2yil 1 I I 1 I
HEARE 682 2345 1153 1 874 682 2 345 1153 1 874
FAH 5.200 11.386 7.056 9.14 4.661 11.172 6.741 8.982
& R? 0.239 0.234 0.274 0.221 0.233 0.235 0.269 0.222

1 TGRS Name2 B EIASE R 5 Namel B4R AL, M MACIR TAHSEZE R, 2. = * 4031
REVNEBRIIIGETT BEKTEN 1% 5% 10%;3. FES N NEREIT TGN T K.
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Table 7 Regression analysis results of the moderating effect of the pan-familization of family ownership

(K7 it
- RISK1 RISK2
) FERY 1 T 2 R 3 R 4
Noncore =1 Noncore =0 Noncore =1 Noncore =0
0.002 -0.012** 0.004 -0.031**
Namel
[0.123] [ -2.218] [0.096] [ -2.267]
-0.006 ~0.004 ** -0.01 ~0.011**
SIzE 0.004 0.013 0.011
[ -0.957] [ -2.062] [ -0.936] [ -2.032]
-0.016 -0.029 0.023
LEV
[ -0.505] [0.793] [ -0.391] [0.855]
ROA -0.138 ~0.093 *** -0.377 -0.235***
[ -1.386] [ -3.053] [ -1.530] [ -3.087]
~0.009 -0.005 -0.024 -0.013
Growth
[ -1.033] [ -1.610] [ -1.076] [ -1.645]
-0.016 -0.002 -0.043 -0.005
AGE
[ -1.407] [ -0.362] [ -1.604] [ -0.440]
Owmershi -0.055 -0.139 0.019
wonersup [ -1.402] [0.524] [ -1.473] [0.590]
Wed -0.005 -0.003 ** -0.012 -0.008 **
e [ -0.496] [ -2.467) [ -0.500] [ -2.239]
-0.000 -0.000 -0.002 -0.000
Market
[ -0.135] [ -0.001] [ -0.328] [ -0.026]
0.307 *** 0.387 *** 0.760 *** 0.983 ***
2 10T
B [2.931] [6.577] [3.012] [6.563]
AT ] 72 5500, st Pt Pt
Al 1 52 255 i kil Fasthil
FEA R 335 335 2692
F{8 8.932 11.323 9.247 10. 896
& R? 0.447 0.191 0.456 0.189

1 TR A5 B Name2 (9 IAZE B 5 Namel BIZ5 R E AL, HOMAMICIR THICEE R, 2. > o 7
Y HRFRBRK I G B EKE N 1% 5% 10%; 3. FH5 AL ZHBEH T K.

4 REHeE

4.1 XpEARIEKFEEEF EOTRE K

i Ml P4 JRURS: 7R HEL K ST BIF 5 14 A% O B fie A
i, HE O A Gk R WA G — WL
I, {5 % T John 45 Faccio 25" Al 4% W 4
ST BE R  R AN T A A Il A AU 7
UK 1) AT AR BE BB IR S 5 4R 15
PR R B E (RISK3) 52) WS BE N 26

A AR A (IR (145 B3 P 2 R e R S
/MBI ( RISK4 ) 33) WF & S7 58 (RD_SALE) ,
BUE AT 3 SEM AR FUIE. 3 8 25 T X
B PO AR SRR R A R 0 25 1, AR
HhgE AT LI R, JCi /& L RISK3 \RISK4 i85 )& RD_
SALE AE R RS AR AT 1 BE SR A, PIAS R A
755 Namel Fll Name2 Y9138 7 2/ 10% 411
WBE MR RE, X5 ESCHE T RISKL
RISK2 153 (1) [0 U4 45 5 i FE — 3, R WIS & 1
KT 14 B 5 7 AN 23 RS WA A S RIF 5% 2458 1A T
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Table 8 Robust test results of the measurement of risk-taking

AL &
A RISK3 RISK4 RD_SALE
AL 1 1AL 2 i3 LAY 4 AL 5 7 6
-0.019 ** -0.048 ** -0.281"
Namel
[ -2.198] [ -2.152] [ -1.926]
-0.013* -0.032" -0.254**
Name2
[ -1.835] [ -1.789] [ =2.246]
-0.015** -0.015** -0.039 " -0.040 ** 0.111* 0.111°*
SIZE
[ -2.489] [ =2.507] [ -2.550] [ -2.567] [1.678] [1.683]
LEV 0.218 *** 0.218 *** 0.562 *** 0.562*** —5.381 %% | —5.383%"*
- [6.489] [6.482] [6.436] [6.430] [ -14.684] | [ —-14.685]
oA —0.387 *** —0.387 *** —1.003 *** —-1.001 *** 3.836**" 3.871***
[ -5.376] [ -5.358] [ -5.192] [ -5.175] [3.231] [3.259]
-0.021** -0.021** -0.056 “** -0.056 *** —0.385"** | —0.386"""
Growth
[ -2.562] [ -2.576] [ =2.600] [ -2.614] [ -3.063] | [ -3.072]
0.019 0.019 0.054 0.054 —0.960 *** | -0.956**"
AGE
[1.522] [1.527] [1.619] [1.624] [ -7.506] | [ -7.465]
-0.034 -0.034 -0.096 -0.096 —1.308*** | —1.298***
Ownership
[ -1.011] [ -1.015] [ -1.086] [ -1.090] [ -3.441] | [ -3.417]
-0.008 -0.008 -0.020 -0.020 —0.254*** | —0.254*"*
Wedge
[ -1.183] [ -1.177] [ -1.074] [ -1.068] [ -3.040] | [ -3.036]
-0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 0.078 *** 0.078 ***
Market
[ -0.328] [ -0.342] [ -0.256] [ -0.269] [2.687] [2.695]
‘ 0.744 "% 0.745 *** 1.923 %% 1.926*** 3.735** 3.713**
FRE I
[4.954] [4.960] [4.861] [4.866] [2.544] [2.529]
A [ 7 SO bl il il gl el 5l
A7l [ 7 S50 bl il il gl s ikl
FEAC R 3027 3027 3027 3027 5812 5812
FA4 12. 696 12.749 12.541 12.590 81.001 80.929
T R /3B SR R B (E 0.199 0.199 0.192 0.192 -12269.107| -12268.8

L BT A AR B S SRR R R UE N O, BT A ST Tobit A8 KA 11 5% i 44 T U LA AR SR
2. 7 A REBRR IS BEKT N 1% 5% 10%; 3. 55N AR 2SN T K5 (E.

4.2 HEMEBHIEEERE

H TS A b7 LN, o 1 5 AT RE
TEAE B REAS TR O 25 DL ST A 1 PR A 2 [ R, R
JH A w45 43 VC fic 55 ( PSM) A1 Heckman # Fi B¢ [0
VAR XA 5 45 Ve A 7 A A P 0
4.2.1 PSM 4 &) £ 5 I Bie. 7%

652 73] 453 VG T T2k A2 e e PR 2 P (R R P 5
ez "7 ARG R S A 44 Kl XU
AR | SR 11T SR FH G 1 iy 44 18 G 16k A M AR 7]
fiE 5 AR H ZE A 44 B GG A 22 [0 AR B A7 7E
AR A RRIE 22 5, AT | SC R A 45 SR /T

AE: H K S 22 57 (1 Al RS Ak PR 2R S 200 TR
N T G LIRS0, SR ] PSM B [6] 15 3 DL
P AOREAS TR AT M 20 A 7 5 R R a4
J5 X5 Al eI 55 6 44 77 2 P ZR H#EAT Probit
[, AR R AR Al B0 4523, SR MRl — L
— VCRCAY IS, ¥ 5 0 i 44 Aol AT AR I
MEAYAE SR Al 44 19 ZE AR AR 45 il BEAS il iof
PO P AR A 18 2 5, A mT LA A 9 8 i A 36 K
Tt 44 77 2O G A Ml XU 7R AH K P B 5 . A
PSM 25—y Be [ 5 v, SR F LA A [ I A8 (5)
TR #5320 A T DL AL
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Probit(Name) =X, +A,SIZE + A,LEV + M, AGE +

2 Industry + 2 Year (5)
K SIZE R AL LEV R A 7GR
AGE ARFEANV ST I E] s Industry F1 Year 53547\,
HAEEE R
9 FR T PSM M [ 4553 VE AL S 1 171 U5 53 By
SEGL AR A BIIR T M A 24 X GG A UK
HRIACTSZIm B B A HT 4 28 A2 H B 3R 76T
FIGEE IR A T8 A2 H C IR T
KT FIEALEE B /- AL A AT 55, AR H A

A FATHL IR IGA 4578 5 Namel 1 Name2 3
3T BEATFAIAOCREGEEE B b, S0 i 44
AR EE Namel TEZGE W A FHEAR (Involve/ Execu-
tive = 1) 53] 1 .25 0y G p 1A F 580 MR KRS
BV A FHREA (Involve/ Executive =0) 3% A 158 411
WEMIAREGAEH C 2R AT 24 WS 5 Namel
AAEAFAEGIEIRAL FEHEAL” (1 FHEA ( Noncore =
0) 153 1 Giit & By 5 [nl 3 R AL 3k 2L [m] 5 4 Hr s
RIS SO AE R AR 1 B — B0 TR o fi
PR T 2R 1) S

&9 PSM fHiEES TEEHERSHTER

Table 9 Regression analysis results after PSM propensity score matching

FLH A FIGEAAN LR R AT B IRE R
A RISK1 RISK2
A 1 i 2 i 3 R 4
Namel -0.020** -0.051**
[ -2.365] [ -2.352]
Named -0.023** -0.059 ***
[ -3.373] [ -3.359]
- 0.162 0.183 0.389 0.438
[1.263] [1.374] [1.175] [1.274]
AR £l ) ) il
AP JEE [ RN il il il il
Al e R0 il EEil EEil il
ENTy 362 338 362 338
F 1 2.864 2.603 2.760 2.532
i R 0.300 0.289 0.301 0.293
FLH B: SOSN8
St RISK1 RISK2
R 1 LAY 2 AL 3 iR 4 B 5 A 6 AR 7 LAY 8
Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1 | Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1
-0.002 | -0.026"*" 0.000 -0.028"* 0.005 | -0.064*"* 0.000 -0.063"*
Namel [ -0.053] | [ -2.651] | [0.015] [ -2.278] [0.062] |[-2.6297 | [0.018] [ -2.287]
A 0.675 -0.035 | 0.448%"* -0.092 1.649 -0.116 | 1.141°** -0.257
TR
[1.430] | [-0.276] | [3.113] [ -0.562] [1.316] | [-0.354] | [3.140] [ -0.610]
Pl As i il il il il il il il il
AT BE R il il il il il il il il
Tl E R EEil I ] ] i il il i
FeA L 40 322 9% 266 40 32 % 266
F 2.599 5.902 14.183 4.026 2.217 5.942 13.020 4.089
JEE R? 0.534 0.328 0.806 0.268 0.466 0.330 0.791 0.272
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Table 9 Continues
FEH Co FRRIBAL KA BV 800
R i
RISK1 RISK2
it
A 1 A 2 A 3 AR 4
Noncore =1 Noncore =0 Noncore =1 Noncore =0
0.030 -0.028 *** 0.067 -0.069 ***
Namel
[0.849] [ -3.068] [0.801] [ -3.004]
0.978 0.027 2.289 0.045
R
[1.409] [0.155] [1.415] [0.097]
AR R el i el Eei]
AP BE B R il il gl il
A5l R 22800 et il £ il
HAEE 55 307 55 307
F 3.125 6.085 3.323 6.042
% R 0.506 0.347 0.528 0.345

i LREE BRREH C o TR IR A4 532 Name2 BYIIRZERS Namel BIIJAS5R 5 REZEARL, Bmi s me TR T AR DCE

2. SRR RIS BE AN 1% 5% 10%; 3. 155 PN ERTTZZIRER I T K fE.

4.2.2 Heckman #¥-Fit FAZA

N T ERIEA R 2RI 45 2R AT e 2R
FRIASHRZNE , B Al A5 R i 44 07 U
SRS TT WU R 2R s, B K a4 5
AFAEAEBEAILIE , T3 26 PR 2R AT BB 50 Al Frg DRSS
HRITT R 2R Heckman P By BOA R4 1A (e A= 00
i AR — Bl S A SR A 44 R S
SR AT AL R K W i 44 BB 115
PRERIR T HR (Iomratio ) , SR G #1545 21 19
ORI HEAR IS [ AR (4) rh VRS h) A2
AT 23 4. FETHROR R BT LU A, SR A 22
Probit A7 | Pl i A% 23 Rl 7E 4 7y 1
BB SAWIAR Sexratio A HIX AT EHTARIR
T 4 AR BE ST 30 RIName Ay KIS SIZE Al
TR LEV Ay S AFFR AGE Aol AE 8 Industry
ARt Year. HoH | Sexratio A1 RIName J& 1. BAF
i RO ZA . B ZE 5 i 44 SR e — B R b 5
GIGARM R ZEE M AR BRI &R AR
T EUE Bk 44 IR SR A T R IGE
NG AL R R ) B SR, T v ] A% 8 SCAk
I R R R G & i B

S RS TP A IC 5 T R AR S B2 IR
I, FRIGVLE Sk Ay 7, i 55 A% 2 ) SO R i
W I, VERE LU X Y B 55 5 A SO A BB E S A I
Al ZR A 44 SR ) TR ) T DX 55 2o )
FeAAT i3 DX A0 E DB 5 2 G ( Sexratio ) . TR, T
T BTRRERUN (peer effect ) , []— i1 X il —F 7k
A Z AR B S 4 P AR B S B - ik
PG, PRI e L XA A7l BT A I K A 44 1
ARBER L (RIName ) 1509 75— T RAR i AEZE
fifp T ELAR Sk [ )R] BEAAAE AP AS R . LA
Uty iy
Probit(Name) = A, +A,RIName +A,Sexratio +
MSIZE + A LEV + A AGE +

Y Indusiry + Y., Year (6)

2 10 LR T £ F Heckman W By B ) Fa fat
RIS R A A RRHE 1 BRI 4,

2 H B IEXHMRIE 2 AR LR, 4 H C X

W3 R R A A R 10 LRI A1) £ H

A H, JEi8 & L RISK1 i & RISK2 1 iy A 7%

B ARG 4428 5 Namel Hl Name2 153
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TRFATHEIERLG2)EE B B Ky
Z 7 Namel SUTEAFTE 3046 B0 A B K
A FREA (Involve/ Executive = 1) 13 3] T 4 it
WERGEIEREG3)E C o, Rk 47
it Namel WILTE ZZ 5 AL A AR AR % O K

%R 10 Heckman WM E A D &R

Table 10 Regression analysis results of Heckman two-stage model

J B 1 FREAR (Noncore =0) 188 T Gi i i
0 670 (0] U0 28 550 3 B8 45 R R AR AR B b S T AR
WEFER 3 A, YW 7E {8 ] Heckman B Bt
(e 1A TR0 Tl A A 114 0 96 P A 22 1)U, O 52
SRy AR AR A T

FEH Az AR XAl KU AR R IR DG &R

PRI A £
il RISK1 RISK2
o | o ok B4
-0.013" -0.033"
Namel
[ -1.854] [ -1.944]
-0.012"" -0.031""
Name2
[ -2.313] [ -2.377]
-0.003 -0.003 —-0.008 -0.008
Invmratio
[ -0.728] [ -0.709] [ -0.747] [ -0.718]
N 0.433 """ 0.260 " 1.095 *** 0.646 """
B 5
[6.627] [4.040] [6.610] [3.989]
s A i i i i
A2 T 52 SN i i il Eeiil
A7 Ml ] 7 5007 il i i i
FEA 2396 2 396 2 396 2396
F 14.011 14.028 13.568 13.582
PR R? 0.235 0.236 0.234 0.234
F2H B G 51 E B AR R0
R 2%
- RISK1 RISK2
Lkt
R 1 B 2 A 3 B 4 B 5 R 6 B 7 R 8
Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1 | Involve =0 | Involve =1 | Executive =0 | Executive =1
-0.005 | -0.014"" -0.018 -0.015" -0.013 | -0.037*" —-0.046 -0.038"
Namel
[ -0.170] |[ -1.982]| [ -1.420] [ -1.840] |[[ -0.184] |[[ =2.069]| [ -1.415] [ -1.920]
-0.034*"*| -0.001 -0.016 " -0.001 -0.085*"*| -0.004 -0.041"" -0.002
Invmratio
[ -=2.795] |[ -0.300] | [ -2.113] [ -0.166] |[ -2.778] |[ -0.318]| [ -2.142] [ -0.176]
N 0.495*** | 0.163 ™" 0.723 """ 0.113 1.202 " | 0.405"" 1.819 *** 0.271
FHE I
[3.622] [2.354] [5.429] [1.342] [3.472] [2.347] [5.336] [1.297]
Fas i AR i il sl il sl il il i
AT B I8 5 0 1 I A il P Eil i Eil
A7 Ml [ 5 250 il il il il I il il il
FEA 476 1 920 846 1 550 476 1920 846 1550
F 5.468 11.632 7.173 9. 160 4.804 11.468 6.835 9.044
% R? 0.246 0.248 0.293 0.236 0.238 0.250 0.288 0.238
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Table 10 Continues
FEH Co FIGEBAL GEHEAL” 1 W5 R0
K78t RISK1 K784k . RISK2
il Y 1 AR 2 B 3 FRY 4
Noncore =1 Noncore =0 Noncore =1 Noncore =0
0.005 -0.016" 0.014 -0.043"
Namel
[0.290] [ -1.820] [0.331] [ -1.902]
0.005 -0.005 0.015 -0.014
Invmratio
[0.491] [ -0.911] [0.590] [ -0.980]
. . 0.204 0.432*"" 0.52 1.095***
FRE I
[1.248] [6.682] [1.289] [6.749]
) A i il il il
AP 2 [ 72 250N il i i i
A Ml 1 72 25007 fa il s il il s il
FEAC R 294 2102 294 2102
F 9.168 16.997 9.371 16. 848
P& R? 0.472 0.201 0.478 0.199

L REHBRREH C L TRIRG A IR

Name2 [ ENHZE Y] Namel 81T (1425 5 w80 B 200, 0 42 w10 4R T 40

KEhR; 2. 7

4.2.3  Placebo & &7 44 5
N T Al b e R it s A AT RE-S B0 N AR
[A), AT T Placebo ZEREFIKG B0, 22 R FRIAG 16 1Y)
02 « N A b B AL 2 R 5 0 i 44 1 R 4
M, T8 AR 5 92 BR K AR A BCRE DR — B, PR
FHTFEARRL (4) FEAT Z e A0 Hr. 1 HG o 22 it
FRGEG B AT A5 B, F A AT T 500 Y 42 R A
5. &1 M 2 s TR R A R AT LR
B BRI AR B RISK1 (22 BRI 10 25 3R 7 | B
B FE A 24 A 5 K Wi 44 78 5 Namel 13 3]
60+

IS
(=}

Namel )BT E%5
[\*]
S

0.01 0.02 0.03
B 1 RISKI MERFIRELER

Fig. 1 Placebo test result about RISK1

Namel ) [ET 25

AR RIS NG B EK TN 1% 5% 10%; 3. SN L IT A WG I T A 5.

(4 BT R B P TE O BRI, 9 HL 500 URES SR bRifE
574 °0.006 3, ULk BEHLAE & S 15 A 44 4 lk -
ANESXF FEAR M RS AR FH A 7= A i 2 R ). 2SI
Hi 10T RAR B RISK2 ()42 R R 90 245 51 i, B
FEE R 4 AR AR 5 R %A 2 48 i Namel
FEF % 1) 2R B PP AE 0 B, 91 H. 500 YR 4551
FRIEZEN 0.006 1, WK FEHLEE & K i an 44
AV EEARAN S X SR A M ARG AR FH K S 7= A 2

M. 25 LTI AR WEFE B BUE SR AN AT

LI PR 2R P S B, e HA B AR AR .

801
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0.1 0 0.01 0.02
B2 RISK2 FIREFIKIGLER

Fig. 2 Placebo test result about RISK2
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4.3.1 RHES L0k R A K6 Bk
I

W58 & BRI A 44 2 A G Al ) JRURS: 7K
FHIKSF- | ek ) 2 5 Tk iy 44 ELAAR R 1 G0 4
b R EIR L XU AR R AT e S, i — 2L A B AR
Wt 24 %GR AR B BEAT R BB A T R T
A ARSI BE AT 3 A BRI T A A RS G R
FASCEE RN 11 3212 DL 13 FiR.

TR TR TR 45 R A &%
IRV 52 00 OG22 (1 [ A A3 B 25 51, Hrp AR £ In-
vestment AN 7} $9E K-, BUME Ry (W 2 [ a2 9%
7 T B A B 7 S I 4 - Ak AR
M4 ) /B, A B2 2% B AH G BF 58 19 A5
PO SR TN UL SIZE B 5 K F

LEV A AT 6 MTB L FIBE ) ROA 17 T %E
4 Cash . A B AW CFO A FIAE I AGE | K%
A AL Ownership PR3 B FE Wedge 1 IX.
LUK R 6DP UL R — R NA Agencyl
FEE —2ACH R A Agency2 Z5AH 5N &R |, I
AR RNH R o A A 28 5 B G S 1 e
HfH.
MR 11 s S A, 05 A 24 WE A i Namel
Kt Al % 9% 7K Investment 18 11 22 85 5 35 0 11
(BRI 1. Z 8= -0.008,7 = -2.221) ; [AFEH,
KA 4 A7 Name2 (11019 2 50t .35 4
(R 2, 2B = ~0.006,T = —2.220). x4k
SRULHH | AH AR S M A 24 W G AL, 25 44 1Y
FIGAN A W EARA B GEKF, 3CHF T 05T
iz i B T .

11 REGBEREEWRZFKFHEEAFTER

Table 11 Regression analysis results of the relationship between eponymy and investment of family firms

Investment Investment
R 1 R 2 A 1 R 2
-0.008 ** 0.016 ** 0.016 "
Namel Ouwnership
[ -2.221] [2.371] [2.393]
-0.006 ** -0.002 -0.002
Name2 Wedge
[ -2.220] [ -1.368] [ -1.357]
0.001 0.001 0.058 0.057
SIZE cDP
[1.019] [1.017] [1.544] [1.537]
-0.013" -0.013" —-0.041 """ -0.041 """
LEV Agencyl
[ -1.907] [ -1.909] [ -5.703] [ -5.683]
0.003 *** 0.003 *** -0.200 """ -0.200 """
MTB Agency2
[3.601] [3.600] [ -6.681] [ -6.680]
0.122 *** 0.123 *** N 0.121 """ 0.120 "
ROA R
[5.919] [5.957] [4.191] [4.176]
o 0.080 *** 0.080 *** AT JE 1] 22 R0 il il
[7.054] [7.051] A7l 11 2 2800 il il
Cash -0.018*" -0.017** A 6172 6172
as
[ -2.323] [ -2.317] F 29.968 29.967
-0.015""" -0.015""" .
AGE JH3& R 0.149 0.149
[ -6.312] [ -6.272]

L T RER BRI G E KT 1% 5% 10% 5 2. FES NRER T RS 1 T AR (.

12 BR TR Ar 4 5 5 45 K AR
JEEASU AR (152 00 56 28 19 100 09 20 B 25 2. (S8 IR
SRR TSR 0 B B 11 R
A — KRR & A A7 78 AT #7 ( Pledge _
dum) JEAUT AR EL ( Pledge _times ) F1 2 11 5 411

LA ( Pledge_ratio ) £ 29 fift B A8 1t i R A
b 45 BB AR A BT 0 1) B RS, 55 LR, i
FEd T AR SIZE UK LEV 28 R K
Y Growth FFIRET) ROA . A MBLEH CFO AT
AR AGE SEBRE § N T A AL AF] Ownership . PR

2022 4212 H
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BB Wedge  #5 2H 2FUBE Board | ¥ 35 23l 3T Pledge_times 151 # HL 5 Pledge _ratio 1F kA 2%

P Indep VA X W UG — Duality 550 R &K B 52 B, R AW AR i Namel I JGEAR 2457278 &=

Wl Jf BAE RIS B e A2 O S 1 I Name2 S9453) 1 35 7009 819 R 5k, B % A

FIBUE. R 12 ISR AT AL, T2 IA R AL AR 3 BB AR AT 4 2 AR A A s

JAR ML AZ e Pledge _ dum i 2 B RO B RISt SRy TIPS IR A B T
*12 FESBERECVESRBHEESHTER

Table 12 Regression analysis results of the relationship between eponymy and stock pledge of family firms

AR Pledge_dum Pledge_times Pledge_ratio
A 1 R 2 A 3 I 4 PR S Fi 6
—0.457*** —0.366 *** —0.129 ***
Namel
[ -3.730] [ -3.477] [ -3.264]
—0.352%* —0.284 *** —0.096 ***
Name2
[ -3.565] [ -3.394] [ =3.090]
-0.014 -0.015 -0.025 -0.025 -0.020 -0.020
SIZE
[ -0.312] [ -0.327] [ -0.752] [ -0.757] [ -1.574] [ -1.581]
LEV 2.508 """ 2.501 " 1.855%** 1.850 *** 0.816*** 0.815***
[10.866] [10.836] [11.152] [11.117] [12.792] [12.758]
RoA —2.661*** ~2.630 """ —2.361 *** —2.333 —1.285** —1.276***
[ -3.561] [ -3.515] [ -4.075] [ -4.024] [ -5.680] [ -5.636]
0.230 ** 0.229 ** 0.192 *** 0.192 *** 0.066 *** 0.066 ***
Growth
[2.497] [2.489] [3.147] [3.141] [2.721] [2.719]
\cE 0.244 *** 0.249 *** 0.206 *** 0.209 *** 0.149 *** 0.151 ***
i [3.000] [3.056] [3.161] [3.220] [6.032] [6.084]
~1.912*** -1.916*** ~1.353%** ~1.359*** —0.583 *** ~0.586 """
CFO
[ -4.567] [ -4.577] [ -4.359] [ -4.377] [ -4.886] [ -4.903]
-0.579** -0.569 ** —0.533*** —0.527*** —0.342 % —0.341 ***
Ownership
[ -2.454] [ -2.409] [ -2.903] [ -2.869] [ -5.002] [ -4.975]
-0.036 -0.034 -0.022 -0.021 -0.010 -0.010
Wedge
[ -0.720] [ -0.691] [ -0.561] [ -0.535] [ -0.667] [ -0.638]
~0.439** ~0.433** —-0.284* -0.280" —0.134** —0.133**
Board
[ -2.187] [ -2.154] [ -1.846] [ -1.817] [ -2.227] [ -2.206]
-0.257 -0.275 -0.132 -0.144 -0.074 -0.080
Indep
[ -0.366] [ -0.390] [ -0.241] [ -0.265] [ -0.355] [ -0.382]
-0.004 -0.004 0. 000 0.001 0.017 0.017
Duality
[ -0.065] [ -0.061] [0.001] [0.013] [0.866] [0.869]
" 2.252*% 2.245* 2.040 2.027 " 0.815** 0.812**
I
[1.836] [1.829] [2.401] [2.384] [2.480] [2.472]
AP ] 5 250N il i il il il il
A7l 78 7 55 il i il sl il il
BEAR 5 366 5 366 5 366 5366 5366 5366
F/? 727.163 726.613 28.202 28. 183 34.855 34.820
TSR REE | -3 203.293 -3204.074 -7 117.303 -7117.86 —4224.44 —4225.31

FE L U A BIMRE BRI BT BTN 1% 5% 10%; 2. FES N NE T ETEE N T A Y.
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R 130K 1T oM A 44 19 S M5 Al A
W BE Z RIS 2R Y BT U5 23 B 435 2. 74 2 IR
Bentley 451 PMa " L Yuan 45 1 B
ik T — B EUE B Strategy R JE i3
/38 T i S N /A R W Ok S T
WF A S B AR LU | 51 T B I
AR A BB AR 7 SR B e A
LSRR N UN N SN AR W /271 e |
FEE G BRI FL EL A, Strategy WIEUELRL/NR
TN W R R S [ 3 4R ) T R R AR
SIZE MK LEV A RES) ROA 23 ) UK A
Growth . FI HEL4: T CFO /A R4S AGE | R it

BRG] Ownership IR 25 Wedge 231
¥ Board #5535 23 ST 1 Indep FIPTHRG— Duality
SERH G PR 2R AT BEXRT 20 W) O R B RS2 O HL
FEIAEFE P ey A 72 S BUE IR T TS 1 4
A3 FRHEEIR AT LU I, K 44 A8 RE 153 T
BERGREIH R (B 1. 7= -0.532,T =
—2.718; iR 2. BB = -0.417,T= -2.657),
i W G T A 24 4 0 s 2 L A SR 0 i 44 Al 1Y)
A B R DRSPS 85 h TR ) 2 W) RO 2 R A
Rl R R MR T B S A T S
A BEE TR AT , S0 fiir 44 B9 2 A oMl 7 A3 s i
F b2 B ARAY

F13 REGEESFREWKREEIRSHHER

Table 13 Regression analysis results of the relationship between eponymy and corporate strategy of family firms

Strategy Strategy
i . . i . .
R i 2 B | A 2
-0.532 7" -0.147" -0.146"
Namel Wedge
[ -2.718] [ -1.948] [ -1.932]
-0.4177"" 1.1527* 1.159 """
Name2 Board
[ -2.657] [3.670] [3.688]
-0.819 """ -0.820 """ 1.620 1.597
SIZE Indep
[ -12.148] [ -12.164] [1.442] [1.422]
-4.119 " -4.124"" -0.361 """ -0.360 """
LEV Duality
[ -11.913] [ -11.923] [ -3.436] [ -3.430]
10.308 *** 10.353 """ . 34.420 """ 34.388 """
ROA R
[8.563] [8.608] [20.685] [20.660 ]
0.954 *** 0.953 "~ .
Growth AT ] 5 2500 il i
[8.593] [8.585]
-5.478 " -5.482""" L .
CFO Aol [ 52 280 il Pl
[ -8.259] [ -8.268]
\CE -2.804 " -2.798 *** FEACHE 5998 5998
[ —24.054] [ -23.997] F 132.754 132.834
5.662 """ 5.673 """ N
Ownership % R? 0.413 0.413
[15.120] [15.144]

L T U IR ST BEKT N 1% 5% 10%; 2. S NG S 2R 1Y T KA.

PRI, 2 11 ~ 3 13 /Y [l 73 B4l R R W], A1
U A% i 44 B e A, S il 44 1 A T Al
A7 3 AR BB KT | SRR 14 IR A 474 1)
RS L K% SRR P 3 33502 B8, TG £ 2 1 i 44
F18 R ARl 2 B B ARG 18y XU 7R FELK -, 28 T
WFoE B BE PO gt T 4 5 AR 2k
R , B i 24 0 T4 S0 35 Al 7 5 45
N IR A — i, P EOX SR AR AR E
PR b2 B TR/ NG | RO 5 IR R R e 3 3
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Tablel4 Regression analysis results of the moderating effect of the family firm operating term

A

AR

SCHEL
~ RISK1 RISK2
etk ™ " ” "
A 1 iz 2 i 3 T 4
Low_age High_age Low_age High_age
-0.018"" -0.004 —-0.047 """ -0.012
Namel
[ -2.536] [ -0.680] [ -2.596] [ -0.744]
—-0.000 -0.005 ** -0.002 -0.012*"
SIZE
[ -0.116] [ -2.245] [ -0.158] [ -2.220]
0.003 0.001 0.012 0.003
LEV
[0.199] [0.091] [0.284] [0.111]
-0.153 *** -0.063 -0.406 """ -0.152
ROA
[ -3.339] [ -1.614] [ -3.530] [ -1.572]
-0.008 -0.002 -0.020" -0.006
Growth
[ -1.618] [ -0.638] [ -1.656] [ -0.669]
0.023 -0.027 0.059 -0.064
Ownership
[1.346] [ -1.641] [1.394] [ -1.588]
-0.006 **" -0.004 " -0.014 """ -0.009 **
Wedge
[ -2.920] [ -2.187] [ -2.790] [ -2.013]
0.001 -0.000 0.002 -0.000
Market
[0.531] [ -0.090] [0.507] [ -0.184]
o 0.103 0.261 "~ 0.261 0.639 **~
PRI
[1.456] [5.189] [1.443] [5.255]
A 1511 1516 1511 1516
F 9.889 7.431 9.566 7.197
% R? 0.275 0.187 0.274 0.185

L TR G A

Name2 B W1JAZERE] Namel B9 I1IEEE 5 55 BEZEA0L, B4 We IR T RIDGEE R ; 2.
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BRI [ S5 66 ) 2 T Aol 3 Wl e 2 PR Ol 2R
Al B R T B8 AS T A, Lk i 44 WO 45 5 75
EEHLTZETIR S | AN A R 0 5 AR B T
B G IGRT A Ml 4 ) AN i IR oK, 8 T AR
Al Z WA 44 77 2 AH IS .
4.3.3 FHEG LTS LAERBOY X A

WFIE A% OB BB A T 2 i 24 F Al 5
SEIN B I R AR — &, PRI A0k o 44 Al A
TR ZLA A R S AL Sy T P RE B
R T HT T A 4 5 A 28 AR W Z (R (Y 5
i) G 2R, 3 I P Ay i 283540 I R g Al i 2
IS D SRAT | RE A TR B KA JE i B HE T AN
BCRE AR M B R P BN .

B ST SCRR A LA 07 LR
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Table 15 Regression analysis results of the relationship between eponymy and corporate philanthropy of family firms

~ 7255 . Donation L FAS & . Donation
AR i — — AR i — —
iR 1 iR 2 iR 1 iR 2
0.005 0.005 0.005
Namel Ownership
[1.601] [0.913] [0.850]
0.006 ** -0.003 *** -0.003 ***
Name2 Wedge
[2.329] [ -3.086] [ -3.086]
0.008 *** 0.008 *** 0.005 ** 0.005 **
SIZE Executive
[8.105] [8.089] [2.538] [2.513]
~0.005 -0.005 0.006 *** 0.006 ***
LEV PC
[ -1.049] [ -1.040] [3.792] [3.720]
0.168 *** 0.167 *** : -0.205*** -0.204 ***
ROA FE I3
[7.726] [7.680] [ -9.017] [ -8.983]
Cromt] ~0.006 *** -0.006 *** A [ 2 SO kil il
rowth
[ -3.457] [ -3.440] ATl [ 7 SR il il
cFo 0.035 *** 0.035 *** FEA 6290 6 290
[3.417] [3.423] F A 15.213 15.247
0.003 0.003 e
AGE U8k PREL(H 5 451.002 5 452.946
[1.492] [1.437]
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Table 16 The difference of eponymy frequency in subsidiaries between groups

Name2 =1 (N =481) Name2 =2 (N=110)
A — — T z
¥iE EREIVRAE brif2: ¥fH LREIVR brifii2:
Frequency 0.625 0.667 0.310 0.703 0.833 0.352 -2.327 """ -2.999 ***

e IR R R IR A S R E KN 1% 5% . 10%.
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Table 17 Regression analysis results regarding the scope of eponymy
it s i
A RISK1 RISK2 AR RISK1 RISK2
B e B A 2
-0.008 ** -0.021"" -0.004 " -0.009 **
NameRang Wedge
[ -2.120] [ -2.120] [ -2.436] [ -2.271]
-0.004 " -0.011"" 0.000 0. 000
SIZE Market
[ -2.104] [ -2.102] [0.120] [0.039]
0.007 0.020 0.419 "~ 1.067 ***
LEV I
[0.655] [0.749] [9.742] [9.876]
-0.096 *** -0.246 """ o
ROA A JE [ SE SR 2 1
[ -2.993] [ -3.051]
-0.005 " -0.013" . N
Growth A Ml 11 5 507 il I
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-0.003 -0.008
AGE HAE 3027 3027
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0.001 0.005 F 24.401 24.172
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[0.118] [0.158] & R? 0.222 0.221
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Eponymous family firms and corporate risk-taking
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Abstract; Corporate risk-taking is the micro-reflection of entrepreneurial spirit. Drawing on the socioemotional
wealth perspective, this paper investigates how family owners’ motivation for protecting family reputation affects
risk-taking behavior in family firms. By spliting family firms into eponymous firms with stronger motivation for
protecting family reputation and non-eponymous firms with weaker motivation for protecting family reputation,
this paper finds that compared with non-eponymous firms, eponymous firms have significant lower levels of
risk-taking. This negative association is found to be stronger when family members involve in management and
when only core family members involve in family ownership. In addition, this paper further finds that the nega-
tive effect of eponymy on corporate risk-taking is specifically reflected in reducing family firms’ investment lev-
el, propensity and intensity of stock pledge, and strategic aggressiveness. The negative effect of eponymy is
more pronounced in younger family firms. Eponymous firms also have significant higher levels of charitable
giving. Finally, this paper also finds that there is a negative relationship between the use range of eponymy in
focal firms’ subsidiaries and their risk taking. In conclusion, those findings can deepen the understanding of
risk-taking behaviors and inspire how to better encourage risk-taking behavior and entrepreneurial spirit in fam-
ily firms.

Key words: eponymy; family firms; risk-taking; family involvement in management; family ownership structure



