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BLAINT, + BsEINT+B,FCF, +
B,GDPG, + B;UMEMPR, +
BySucc_DEC, ) x Dec, x
A In Sale, + (B,,Family, +
B, AINT, +B,, EINT, +B,,FCF, +
B GDPG, + B, ;UMEMPR,) x
A In Sale, +B,,ROA, +B,,LEV, +
BisLOSS, +B,,INDEP, +
ByBOARD, +B, DUAL, +
B»AGE, + Year_FE +

Industry_FE + &, (1)
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics of the variables

AR PURIES 65 HfH L EEEOE SRVES LT VR b2z
A In Laborcost 13 511 0.128 0. 003 0.111 0.234 0.269
A In Sale 13 511 0. 100 -0.050 0. 089 0.235 0.353
Family 13 511 0.533 0. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0. 499
Dec 13 511 0.329 0. 000 0. 000 1. 000 0. 470
GDPG 13 511 8. 040 6. 800 7. 800 9.900 3.608
UNEMPR 13 511 3.034 2. 480 3.010 3.550 0.767
AINT 13 511 3.793 1. 839 2.777 4.306 3.610
EINT 13 511 2.190 0. 957 1.712 2.831 1.851
FCF 13 511 0. 001 -0.035 0.016 0. 060 0.117
Suce_Dec 13 511 0. 124 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 329
Roa 13 511 0. 029 0.012 0.034 0. 062 0.078
Lev 13 511 0. 427 0.270 0.422 0.575 0.200
Loss 13 511 0. 880 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0.326
Tbq 13 511 2.276 1.313 1. 760 2.615 1.571
Indep 13 511 0.374 0.333 0.333 0.429 0. 053
Board 13 511 2.223 2.079 2.303 2.303 0.171
Dual 13 511 0.299 0. 000 0. 000 1. 000 0. 458
Age 13 511 2.787 2.565 2.833 3. 045 0. 349
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Table 3 Family firms and labor cost stickiness

A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost
(1) (2) (3)
0.425 """ 0.407 *** 0.542 """
A In Sale
(26.782) (19.658) (9.779)
-0.119 *** -0.080 " -0.333*"*
Dec x A In Sale
( -4.530) (-2.478) (-3.567)
-0.088 ** -0.082 **
Dec x A In Sale x Family
(-2.149) (-2.006)
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Table 3 Continues
A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost
(1) (2) (3)
A In Sale x Family 0038 0033
(1.447) (1.332)
Control NO NO YES
Year_FE YES YES YES
Industry_FE YES YES YES
FEAKL 13 511 13 511 13 511
TR R 0. 280 0.280 0. 306
LT TN AERRTE 1% | 5% T 10% MK 2 20 BIERBBPRHEIRYEA RZHEHET T Cluster 4.

3.3 REHem

ARSCGE S LT — R AR A 5, 32 S AT
SR RS
3.3.1 e o Ei

ARSCAE ) PSME 1 17 45 4 DU 5 14 5 32 LA 2% fie
T8 Al 15 % [T 0 5 2R A R . LR SR AR AR
(1) e il A8 f AR D Bl o R 5 i Al 5 3k
FWAM AT 1:1 BEX 5 BHT 91, Dec x A In
Sale x Family #9015 ZE04T5 .2 A 171
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A In Laborcost, = B, + B,A In Sale, +B,Dec, x A In Sale, + (B,Family_Share, + B,AINT, + BsEINT +
B FCF, + B,GDPG, + ByUMEMPR, + BySucc_DEC,) x Dec, x A In Sale, +
(BioFamily_Share, +B,,AINT, +B,,EINT, +B,,FCF, + B8,,GDPG, + B,;UMEMPR,) X
A In Sale, +8,,ROA, +B,LEV, +B,,LOSS, +B,,INDEP, + B,BOARD, + B, DUAL, +
BRAGE, + Year_FE + Industry_FE + ¢, (2)
A In Laborcost, = B, +B,A In Sale, + B,Dec, x A In Sale, + (B;Family_Suc, + B,AINT, + B;EINT, +
BFCF, + B,GDPG, + ByUMEMPR, + B,Succ_DEC,) x Dec, x A In Sale, +
(ByoFamily_Suc, + B,,AINT, + BLEINT, + B, FCF, + B,,GDPG, + B,;UMEMPR,) X
A In Sale, + B ROA, + B,LEV, + B LOSS, + B, INDEP, + B,,BOARD, +
By DUAL, + B,AGE, + Year_FE + Indusiry_FE + &, (3)
A In Laborcost, =3, + B,A In Sale, + B,Dec, x A In Sale, + (B;Family_Dir, + B,AINT, + B;EINT, +
BFCF, + B,GDPG, + B,UMEMPR, + BySucc_DEC,) X% Dec, x A In Sale, +
(ByyFamily_Dir, + B,,AINT, + B,EINT, +B8,,FCF, + 3,,GDPG, + B, ;UMEMPR,) %
A In Sale, + B,ROA, + B, LEV, +B,,L0SS, +B, INDEP, + B,BOARD, + B, DUAL, +

BRLAGE, + Year_FE + Industry_FE + &,

Ho Family_Share 2 5% W% 4> b %7 B L 1],
Family_Suc jﬂ%%lﬁ/\’ftﬁﬁf?%%ﬁ@{ﬁ%,
Family_Dir #2801 i L. PEZ R A
WP REA R B IR (2) ~ KEBY(4) RIS
B0 GG R 20 T 55 8l 3 AR PR A 52 0.

R 4 RFIRAF R 2R 5 55 3 ) AR R Y 0]
AR K4 (1) &R T A5 B L 4 ) 5 45
255 Dec x A In Sale x Family_Share 1715 2%
H-0.499, HAE 1% WK-F L%, RIIEEH XK
TG LB b T, 55 8l 5 A RS 1 B =2
Jil. 24 50(2) KT HIEAM ARG K 1) % 4545

(4)
. Dec x A In Sale x Family_Suc W) IR1H RECH
-0.109, HAE 10% K B35 SRWILE#EAAPR
1ErKIG AN 55 3 3 AR B4 25 BN 5
th. K451 (3) RXTEFSTFRIER A I EER
2E I AT PIE R Dec x A In Sale x Family_Dir f)[R11H
FHCH - 0.348, HAE 10% (/K7 W% Aoy
TR 7 HG G, 57 3l ) ARG PRt
3 30 G A MY FRAE R 2 B, AR SC R AR
FIGEA N NTE B 2 I b BTt i AR
Tk LA K KR A AR E 5 | 57 3 01 A R 1k 1)
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Table 4 Family firms characteristic factor and labor cost stickiness

A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost
(1) (2) (3)
0.393 "~ 0.513 """ 0.516 """
A In Sale
(4.580) (6.754) (6.223)
-0.056 -0.261"" -0.207
Dec x A In Sale
(-0.395) (-2.014) (-1.437)
-0.499 ***
Dec x A In Sale x Family_Share
(-2.806)
0.240""
A In Sale x Family_Share
(2.226)
-0.109"
Dec x A In Sale x Family_Suc
(-1.912)
-0.047
A In Sale x Family_ Suc
(-1.336)
-0.348"
Dec x A In Sale x Family_Dir
(-1.831)
-0.017
A In Sale x Family_Dir
(-0.116)
Control YES YES YES
Year_FE YES YES YES
Industry_FE YES YES YES
AL 7198 7198 7198
RIS R? 0. 321 0.322 0.320
AL RN RN TE 1% 5% F110% K LB 2. FHRBIWFRERE A FZHEHIT T Cluster %,

5 #H—Fam

5.1 WlHIKKE

ST RISCARIBF IR 45 3, Ak S B R A
M 55 ) 77 AR P VR FHAIL ).

I, AR R 1 97 3h 1 AR K 1 2
TIRFFRREM B TR BN F 0 THREA R
B4, KIS 5 00 mR T 55 3l 7 ARG P Y
PV FH N1 5 5. 1A 51 T 48 98 AR R i 4 i 1)
LR, KIS 50N 51E BT 57 35 71 AR Kk i
SR ] BE A X 52 55, 2 % B4 MR 3550 1 i
2, AR 7T w4k & ST i R T 3T
A5 93 A5 Al 1) L T AR BED | I AR AR v 6 5L
HEAT A AL AR R TSR L R4 5 R

@ ZBHRR AR 2010 4E.

T = AN B T Al % B T 374, %48 A
Pyt W e Al SE A B TG &R B B T 4%
ek RS BI(1) e 5 51 (2) B Il IE 45 5]
PAE B, 76 5y TAZRA FFREAH Dec x A In Sale
x Family 1IR1JH R EFE 10% WK L83 R 1,
T 7E O T35 = (1 FAEAS T R B 2 SR T A
SCEIHERT, BRI TR e R TR R,
FE G TA A RGO H S5 8h 1 A SR B
SR PR AR AT

HWR, ARG Al 1 X6 Al 7 2 ) 2
- BU = 1957 ) 1 A R 1 IR A4 A8 7 B 4R %
AR, SARZ R AT L, A T i 55 3h g
ARG 2 BN 28 . AR A S R AR R £
AL, R A 5 R F % Ak 2 18] (4955 35 7
ARG NS 23 77 A8 B i 22 S5 AR SOt b 1)
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FHME WA LA Ry 75 25 e ot i A AR 7, O AR 41 4F
FE AT A RS, AR 5 51 (3) gk 5 41
(4) By mIAZER AT LA 21, 6 7 25 B0 80 1 7+
A1 Dec x A In Sale x Family B [F1H 2250 B3E U
HTE AR A B Al b, RIS 50 55 8l 1
ARG 2 T P A BB T REA
H Dec x A In Sale x Family [¥)[1JH 2% 5% HI7KF-1

W, A R 19% BKF 82, i
WA R BING DL T, FIEA A 57 30 7 1
AKEPEE NG I SCRF 1A SCROHERT.

g5 LR HLEIR IR i 45 R R FG AL
B R E B 1 TR R MG, I AE b 55
i PR AR A 2> T[] R 9 8 55 3 BEUR, M
SPECT Y57 B ARG

x5 HHRK

Table 5 The regression result of mechanism analysis

A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost
DT T HFHR PR FEE AR
(1) (2) (3) (4)
0.510 """ 0.395 """ 0.548 "~ 0.486 """
A In Sale
(6.879) (4.581) (6.246) (6.521)
-0.357 """ -0.111 —-0.420 """ -0.302""
Dec x A In Sale
(-2.822) (-0.782) (-2.629) (1 =2.477)
-0.058 -0.112"° 0. 045 -0.119*"
Dec x A In Sale x Family
(-0.944) (-1.952) (0.746) (-1.964)
0. 044 0.034 -0.033 0.089 ***
A In Sale x Family
(1.329) (0. 888) (-0.927) (2.627)
Control YES YES YES YES
Year_FE YES YES YES YES
Industry_FE YES YES YES YES
205 PAH 0.103 0.002 ***
FEAEL 5671 5702 4526 6 377
W JF ) R 0. 346 0. 359 0.373 0.344
LT TN RN 1% 5% F110% WK B R 20 AR AR HEIRAEA B2 HEFT T Cluster K.

5.2 SEINMAHI SRR
Al 1957 8l 3 AR 2 B T RUREFIE- 2 T 98 Y
A, 57 8l 1 A 19 AL B 51 TR AR Bl Al
¥ T A AL E A R 25 3. TR 55 30 ) A R
AT DU bR T RG34 2 3 ] 5
P E A SCHR R T, S Al B R BT AR
FRRAMRATISCR ™ e 45 5t TR AT LUE
Aok vk b 55 Sl 4 7 X A2 8 A, DA
T TARHLZ. Besh, SRR AR L, I/ 55 2
1R P X Aol 75 7 7 A R 67 T 52 A X/
DRI , A SR 52 16 A Ml 1) 55 3l g AR Mt 32 22
B TR, 100 X DR P )2 i O 535

A S % Gu DT 0 I A

; =
I

IS 5% L) A D N ) 1 S B e

®  ABMYCALL = (A SEVERBA+ A2 PRI /B R F CSMAR Bfii e A2 4RI ] 2011 4.

Bl ( Number) FF- 15 T %8 A2 5 (Avg _Pay) , o #F
A BMEF A In Number F1 A In Avg_Pay H5 Y AL Y
(DB E AR A In Laborcost J5 BB I, % 6
(1) /& A In Number >~ I ZF & W) 0] 9 2%
Dec x A In Sale x Family BRI R BCH - 0. 107 ,
HIOTE 1% 7K 2. R£6 51(2) /& A ln Avg_
Pay AR B EIHEE R Dec x A In Sale x Fami-
Iy BYIPTIE RBOFA B2, NI SCRE T A ST HE .
X ULHITE MY 55 1 AR, S5 4l 23 >R FRG % 1]
55 Bl R Ty =X R S i i R B, DTS 3L
T 97 I AR R P A BV G Ak 1 97 3 )
BARE P T2 BRI T TR | A S 7 RS .
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Table 6 The structural analysis of labor cost 5.3.1 47 ﬁ % oy

A In Number A In Avg_Pay KA 55 3 S A KPR C R AT e 252
e ik TR HrA e FATL 355 FE BE Y52 . Girou F1 Mueller™” i B
(1) (2) U AERTE G PEAT Ml il 75 DR R AR 1Y
A Sl 0.354°% 0.286 " 1B E A B AR LB S Rt 755 5 ATl
(6.997) (6.616) SR A AR ZER AR I AR A 2 08 1 % R 24
S ~0.200°* ~0.253°** B 55 B 7 SRR AR, AH R, 7R R T ATl
(-2.551) (-3.319) o AR A2 T 3857 3 ) 3 DLz
Dee x A el xFamiy] 0107 0.026 EUA 2% SR TR 5 Rl A2 A
(-2.940) (0.797) WS AT RE AR = 1 55 3l 1 UAS, 3055 8 )
A I Sule  Family 0.054 " ~0.023 ARG Tt AR SORIEAT Ml 1 8 55 35 JR 48 4K
(2.443) (-1.290) FEREA T TR, J3 i A6 36 ZE 0 Al 5 55 31 g i

Control YES YES AREPER R, MIHEE R a3k 7 Frk.
Year_FE YES YES R 7 "L, FE 55 55 S PEAT ML T Dec x A In
Industry_FE YES YES Sale x Family W [R1H R ECR f, HAS 2 i 76 5%
BEA 13 478 13 478 TP ,Dec x A In Sale x Family SOIEYEES
i R 0,231 0.078 BN - 0. 123, 78 5% H/KF E 2. 4l R 80
FELL T TR M BIRARTE 1% (5% 1 10% MK I FHE 5% HIACY LG5 JXALRRRI], A5 ik

Tl Z AL 55 B T AR E B BINZE .

®T REESH

Table 7 The heterogeneity factor analysis

A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost A In Laborcost
At e AT SRIE ATl 57 BB AR T Al e 55 B LA A
(1) (2) (3) (4)
0.476 """ 0.577 """ 0.568 *** 0.492 """
A In Sale
(6.60) (7.54) (6.705) (6.672)
-0.252"" -0.437 """ -0.351"" -0.263""
Dec x A In Sale
(-2.15) (-2.92) (-2.284) (-2.242)
-0.032 -0.123 " -0.045 -0.121""
Dec x A In Sale x Family
(-0.58) (-2.06) (-0.760) (-2.131)
-0.022 0.081** 0. 033 0.033
A In Sale x Family . \
0. 476 *** 0.577 *** (0.863) (1.054)
Control YES YES YES YES
Year_FE YES YES YES YES
Industry_FE YES YES YES YES
25 PAd 0.024 ** 0.034 **
AR 6 776 6 735 6 752 6 758
PRSI R 0.268 0.397 0. 350 0.290

FEL LT RN B NERIRTE 1% 5% A 10% KT B3 2. A RBPRERIE A FZHE AT T Cluster %,

5.3.2 HHBEEME

75 S AR IR PR AR IR, 5 5 R T 05 sh s AR A
FIRAN K57 S I sA R al fesz Al ol ARSF B R B Al b 9 51 T — R H A B Y
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FAR AATTAEA Y R T R ) A AEAE IR A
X RS AR Al R 55 s R AR 1 8 55 3 ) 9%
U5 450 T 01 TS, A5 I AR b 15 A 7 4 AL
5 R B3 TG ZR Rl P 25 7 A TR AR K ) 97 1T 5
Me. PRI U, AR T 57 3l 85 A2 B G e Aol , A 55 sl 2%
R G RAMY T 18 57 ) 3 BCAS Rl 7 B n 58 4
ARSI P A AR AR Al i A 244
B RTE KTREA PO B A AL, 5y
SRS 38 G T Al 5 55 B0 ) BUASRE PE B OC & Bl IH
ERINFE 7 PR,

R 7 vl UL, 7555 3 B R T, Dec x
A In Sale x Family W [E1H R %0Ch - 0. 045, (HFFA
B MAEAEST S R, Dec x A In Sale x
Family WH 2808 - 0. 121,78 1% H7KF F &
=N R BE T RREAE 5% WK P B3 X i
AR 57 sl SR A i 7, AR 55 sh s SR AL Al
w53 T PR O 2 I RN AR KSR AR R
T RNEACE BT, R 7E AR 95 o 2% SR R R
Al 55 3l 7 AR PSS .
5.4 ZFERST

B, AR SCHR VT GG A M BT 7 HH 19 55 31 )
ARG HA BUAE . G X Fes 48
AR AL P O g (o0 JFC B 7 53 TR 3, 0 T 2%
K S HRGPE 955 20 ) BiAS IR 75 = TRLE, R 5K
WAl H 57 B0 5 AR 1 4 i ] AR B T
B T AR AR AR 35 O . A, AR G X 52 T
il 2 1) EE LR BE AR T BAIR , 57 3l 7 ARG 1 1
PR R R 22T B A B i AL A B O (i
A Z 0 B AR ) Rk s w7 F5 o)
JEXT 51 T A 25 (0 4 4. AR 4 < B B #OS, ik
7 03 T REIE LA S0 , 4T R T TAERCR,
e A HE N AL SR B KRR
AL, 55 3l 7 AR, P B B e R G B TR

T SR A AR, P G e R 5 R AF SR | 142
TR AR RTE. MR, EAER G,
55 81 F7 AR P 1) 4 i B T BE R B2 I — AL
A AT RN E HIAR G455, aE T e i 4 T4
g AR AR R I, AR ST, 7R SR Ak
W, 95 BT AR R PR B O RO, DR RE 4R
fe Al A A A 7 A AR AR G Al AN
AFAE 5 B U0

AR, A SCHE B % Weiss' ) 190k, fili
FH Weiss #1020 5 J2 16 B9 57 31 T3 AR K 1
SRUN/INY

Stickness. = In (A In Laborcost_Quarter) _
" A In Sale_Quarter

In (A In Laborcost_Quarter)
A In Sale_Quarter

T, e (1, ,0-3) (5)

RIS (6) 38 i o3 4 A 5 5 A
B gAML 5 AR AL Z 18], 55 80 3 AR 1
HEERERRRMNZETIE

TFP, = B, +B,CS, + B,Size, + B,Age, +

B,Lev, + BsEINT, + B,FCF, +

B;Board + ByTopl + B,MSH +

Year_FE + Industry_FE + &, (6)
HopblifpRAs it TFP, 35 G RAME EH
SR LP J7 i AT Al TS B Al A B AR 77
fip AL B CS AL JZ I 57 3 1 ARG, 5T
WY (5) FRY Stickness FEELL — 1 153©,

% 8 JE I B I AR P G A B R A R R
MR E AL i Sy N 5 2R. £ 8 511 (1) K
FIGA T A, Al LR 2 CS /9 A R8N
0. 006,75 1% HI7K-F_E 25 BITE R G Al h
55 5l J) ARV 5 A R A R AR 3%
MIE G AR, K 8 51 (2) NAEZ Gl THA,
CS (R ZECK 0.001 , [HR HA it 4, 411
RRFEEFAE 5% KT ERE X—ZRERY,
GERRAR MV A HE 14 55 Bl 3 IS K 1 E A A% 9 il

®  CSEET Weiss MBI B Stickness LA - 1, CS MUK BEI All 7955 3 3 ARG VR ; 45 i ll PUASFR BE AW A 25 b TH B0 T BT

D TETEARE Weiss BRI Aol 2 THTBAS G 1, DR MO RO A7 7 30 0 Bk k.
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Table 8 Labor cost stickness and total factor productivity

TFP TFP
G KA FEFK A
(D) (2)
cs 0. 006 ** 0. 001
(2.40) (0.51)
Conirol YES YES
Year_FE YES YES
Indusiry_FE YES YES
2206 Py 0.018 "
FEAKL 6 688 5 831
THRJE I R 0. 820 0. 807
LT M BAERIRTE 1% 5% F10% BKF B

2. [ FREEIPMERTE A FZ T T Cluster J%.

6 HRiIT
6.1 WRLEL

AR SCNTT BN T ARG P AL AR, 55 T %
b 5 A A b 2 T8 (1) 8 5 8 4 D 3R 25 5. A
AR RS — AR TR AN 7, K%
A AR 55 T R 1) T IR 55 Bl 7 R i
TN 55 80 ) ARG P T s 5 B T
RREAEJ5 R B, P2 R oK - A s it AMRBRAR
BB L) R s h G 5L B e I A
b 55 B ) BACRS PN ZE 5 55 = AL 56 Y
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o AT SEFNAE 55 205 4R & 1 BRI 1 Al 1)
BN ITUARE 5575, BRI ARV i AR HH 1Y) 55 51
FIAREVE S (BRI e SR A P R 4 T
PRI TGAR L 5 By T 22 (B AEAE - TR0, B RE
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G, AU R R SRR G AR L, K%

AV AE AT 55 B A TR BE DRI 22 SR BT T 56 19
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574 o5 Lo LA S ABRAZ AR GBS 55 311 1 AR
PERIBR NG, X—4 R ERE , ZGS 5 A
RGBS 2 R S AR R IR ) S 5
(57 B SASRE . X TR AR, JEHUEEAACPR
HrRIBTBY R, ELRHIE 21 SR A 55 30 1 S IR R 5
2, DAAEZR R 5 TORR AR 2, AN ELAR SR 55
AR S i R R 5 20 1 B IR S R T A
TAHGE, AR Tl KT BB ok, 5
FEZGAMAT L, ZGE A REF M A A HARE
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Do family firms value employees more? An examination from the perspective
of labor cost stickiness

QUAN Xiao-feng' , ZHU Yu-xiang"" , ZHANG Hua-yu’
1. School of Business, Suzhou University, Suzhou 215021, China;

2. School of Accounting, Yunnan University of Finance and Economics, Kunming 650221, China

Abstract: Family firms pursue “long-term sustainability”. Do they show significant behavioral preferences
and characteristics when treating important stakeholders ( employees)? From the perspective of labor cost
stickiness, this paper studies the differences of labor resource adjustment behavior between family firms and
non-family firms. Using a sample of Chinese private listed firms between 2003 and 2019. The empirical results
show that the labor cost stickiness of family firms is higher than that of non-family firms, and this phenomenon
becomes more prominent with the increase of family shareholding level, proportion of family directors, and the
stage of intergenerational inheritance. Further research finds that maintaining employee relations and maintai-
ning corporate reputation are the main reasons for the stickiness of labor costs in family firms. The structural a-
nalysis reveals that the stickiness of labor cost in family enterprises is mainly reflected in the stickiness of em-
ployment rather than salary stickiness; industry competition and the non-labor-intensive nature of enterprises
will aggravate the labor cost stickiness in family businesses. Family businesses can increase the total factor
productivity of the enterprise by assuming the stickiness of labor costs, thereby achieving “reciprocity” with
employees. This paper enriches the related research on the behavioral characteristics and cost stickiness of
family businesses. It also provides empirical evidence and practical inspiration for how to better handle labor
relations and achieve common prosperity.

Key words: family firms; employee relations; labor cost; cost stickiness



