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Gy (p<0.01)
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( Debt, ,) ;
5) ( Slack, ) 2.4
$.6) ( Tshare) 1
) ( Dualty, ) CEO 0. 007
1 0; 8) 0. 002;
( Outbrd, ) 0 9) -0.035 0.018. 1
( Fshare)
; 10) ( Comp; ) (p<0.1)
1) ( Develp, ,) (p<0.1);
(p<0.1)
1 0.
1
Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlation for panel data
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Creat; 1 1.000
Destr; , 2 0.001 1.000
L(P_ —1E;,_,) <0 3 0.083** ~0.134**1 1.000
(1 =1) (P ~IE; ) 20 4 | -0.075"1 0.007 0.518*] 1.000
Politic; , 5 | -0.009 0.003 0.000 | -0.015 1.000
Flife; , 6 0.040™*f 0.038**| 0.157** 0.028" 0.054**1 1.000
FlList; , 7 0.029" 0.045**  0.170** -0.038**| 0.091** 0.728**1 1.000
Fsize; , 8 0.244™ —0.040** | —0.182**1  0.071™1 0.093** 0.151**f 0.203**1 1.000
Lever; , 9 -0.006 | -0.025 | -0.034" | —-0.111°] 0.047™ 0.089**1 0.113**] 0.139**)
Slack; , 10 0.019 0.020 0.002 0.111**1 —=0.027" | -0.079**1 -0.238**1 -0.012
Tshare; , 11 0.109**1 0.006 | —=0.116* 0.113**f 0.007 | —0.044* —0.140**f 0.153**
Dualty, , 12 0.005 0.001 0.026 0.034**| 0.023 0.062**f —=0.005 | -0.025
Outbrd, , 13 0.087*  0.035**| 0.062** 0.073™ -0.082** 0.336**1 0.253*f 0.161**
Fshare, , 14 0.021 -0.024 | -0.027 0.002 0.045™* —0.234™ ~0.157 "  0.164 ]
Compt; , 15 0.142*% 0.027 | -0.007 0.089™ —0.066*™ 0.213**1 0.151™] 0.139**
Develp; , 16 0.056**1 -0.013 | —0.048**] 0.058™*1 —0.069*™ 0.029" | -0.033**| 0.070**
0.007 0.002 -0.035 | 0.018 1.043 2.33 1.619 20. 87
0.093 0.992 0.078 0.032 2.224 0.555 1.058 1.041
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Lever, , 9 1.000
Slack; , 10 | —0.049** 1.000
Tshare; , 11| -0.052* 0.081™1 1.000
Dualty; , 12 | -0.003 0.037™*| 0.095** 1.000
Outbrd, , 13 0.016 | —0.033**| —0.053**1 0.060™*1 1.000
Fshare; , 14 | -0.016 0.014 | —0.095**1 -0.037**| -0.063™ 1.000
Compt; , 15 0.013 | -0.003 0.049™* 0.045*™1  0.227** -0.025" 1.000
Develp, , 16 0.033*%| 0.024 0.079**1 0.047™*7 0.060™ 0.073™*] 0.071 ™ 1.000
1.166 0.078 5. 664 0.177 0.296 0.333 4.294 0.726
2.234 0.643 5.726 0.382 0.124 0.131 0.855 0.445

" p<0.1 *p<0.05 p<0.01; N=2867.
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Table 2 Panel regression of aspiration gap and entrepreneurial risk preference
( Creat; ,) ( Destr; ,)
1 2 3 4 5 6
Flife, -0.047" -0.056 -0.059 -0.060 -0.104 -0.095
T (0.024) (0.042) (0.037) | (0.067) | (0.068) | (0.067)
FList. 0.018** | 0.019*** | 0.019™* 0.002 -0.000 -0.000
' (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) | (0.006) | (0.006) | (0.006)
Fize 0.201 *** 0.227 % | 0.228™* |-0.061***| -0.015 -0.012
v (0.069) (0.073) (0.073) | (0.013) | (0.010) | (0.011)
Lever- 0.004 0.004 0.003 -0.017 -0.014 -0.014
v (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) | (0.012) | (0.010) | (0.010)
Slack. 0.002 -0.028" | -0.032" | 0.123" 0.124" 0.126"
o (0.010) (0.015) (0.019) | (0.070) | (0.069) | (0.068)
Tshare. 0.013** | 0.013*** | 0.013™* 0.004 0.004 0.004
t (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) | (0.004) | (0.004) | (0.004)
Dualty, -0.055** | -0.057** | -0.059** | 0.018 0.022 0.022
t (0.023) (0.027) (0.029) | (0.037) | (0.037) | (0.036)
Outbrd -0.242 -0.201 -0.143 | -0.675" | -0.650" | -0.692"
o (0.181) (0.175) (0.161) | (0.363) | (0.364) | (0.362)
Fehare -0.135 -0.148 -0.166 0.043 0.086 0.116
R (0.143) (0.156) (0.150) | (0.083) | (0.083) | (0.082)
Comot. 0.020 0.017 0.014 0.008 0.013 0.014
Pli (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) | (0.034) | (0.035) | (0.035)
Develp -0.093" -0.103" -0.113" -0.019 -0.019 -0.017
S (0.049) (0.053) (0.060) | (0.049) | (0.045) | (0.048)
Politic. 0.375" 0.403" 0.104 -0.006 | -0.010 0.031
o (0.224) (0.232) (0.172) | (0.045) | (0.045) | (0.073)
-0.522% | ~0.276" —1.795 %% | 1,926
L(P;, oy ~IE;, ;) <0
(0.178) (0.163) (0.330) | (0.384)
—1.090** | —1.118** -0.113 -0.081
(1-01)(P;, ., -IE;, ;) =0
(0.397) (0. 446) (0.504) | (0.523)
e 3.50°% | 3.66% 6.790 %% | 7.59 %%
(1-1) (P, oy —1E;,_y) =0 } N ) ' ]
Politic, 1,(P,,_, —IE,,_,) <0 0.172 ~0.066
(0.104) (0.040)
-0.054 -0.032
Politic;, (1-1,) (P;,_, -IE, =0
Olth” ( 1)( tt-1 Lr—l) (0049) (0020)
—4. 1867 | —4.757*F | —4.76277| 1.525*** 0.564 0.473
(1.369) (1.445) (1.474) | (0.296) | (0.381) | (0.388)
F 10431 *** 4877 149 *** 3352 *** 133 %% 307
R? 0.075 0.080 0.085 0.026 0.045 0.048
D <0.01 *F p<0.05 T p<0.1; D-K N =2 867,
1 ( ‘@ + ”»
“ ” “ _ » [43
1 2 ) 3 4. 3
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1

Fig. 1 Aspiration gap and entrepreneurial creative activities

2

Fig 2. Aspiration gap and entrepreneurial destructive activities
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Fig. 3 Aspiration gap political ties and entrepreneurial creative activities
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Table 3 Panel regression of history aspiration gap and entrepreneurial risk preference
( Creat; ,) ( Destr; )
1 2 3 4 5 6
Control,
. 0.375" 0.568** 0.549 -0.006 -0.024 0.016
Politic; ,
(0.224) (0.278) (0.342) (0.045) (0.072) (0.097)
-0.619™ | ~0.561*** —2.411777 | —2.44277
L(P; -4 ) <0
(0.227) (0.211) (0.451) (0.503)
0.325** 0.242" 0.736** 0.728%*
(1_11)(Pir—] Azz—])zo
(0.144) (0.144) (0.313) (0.322)
Ttes{ 1,(P;,_y- A ) <0 -
8.30*** 9.877 20. 66 *** 18.31 %%
(1_[])(Pit—l Air—l)BO }
0.115" -0.067 **
Politic, ,” I,(P; ,_,-A; ,_,) <0
(0.070) (0.031)
. -0.123" 0.003
POliliCiz. (1_[1)(Pir—l_/1[r—l) =0
(0.068) (0.010)
—4.18677" | —5.133™F | —5.005** | 1.525** 0.436 0.462
(1.369) (1.500) (1.409) (0.296) (0.420) (0.418)
F 1 043 %% 174 %% 496 *** 33527 2 544 % 1 051 %%
R? 0.075 0.094 0.102 0.026 0.058 0.061
D <0.01 *F p<0.05 T p<0.1; D-K N =2 867; ( )
3 18.31 p<0.01).
T
2
(F=8.30 p<0.01); 3h
3 3 3 6
(F=9.87 p<0.01). 3
(beta =0.115 p <0.1)
(beta = -0.123 p<0.1)
5 4b
( F =20.66
p<0.01) 6
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4
Table 4 Panel regression of different measure of aspiration gap and entrepreneurial risk preference
( Creat; ,) ( Destr; ,)
A | ) 1 2 3 4 5 6
Controly
0.375" 0.403* 0.310* -0.006 -0.008 0.039
Politic; ,
(0.224) (0.231) (0.187) (0.045) (0.046) (0.071)
-0.535"%% | -0.353%** —1.847%% —1.993 %
L(P =1k ), <0
(0.184) (0.132) (0.343) (0.396)
-1.2107% | -1.232%% -0.140 -0.118
(1_12)( Pi t-1 _IE[ ,,1),"?0
(0.425) (0.508) (0.550) (0.567)
. 0.120 -0.072"
POlitiCz:l [Z(Pi -1 _IEi t —1) m <0
(0.081) (0.039)
Politic;, (1-1,)(P; ,_, - -0.067 0.034"
IE; ,_,) =0 (0.057) (0.017)
—4.1867 | —4.6737F | 4,758 1.525%% 0.495 0.415
(1.369) (1.436) (1.481) (0.296) (0.368) (0.373)
F 10 431 *** 126 *** 534 %% 3 3527%* 3370 1 527 %
R? 0.075 0.080 0.084 0.026 0.045 0.049
B ) 7 8 9 10 11 12
Controly
0.375" 0.450" 0.369 -0.006 -0.015 0.048
Politic; ,
(0.224) (0.249) (0.246) (0.045) (0.053) (0.085)
—-0.54277% | -0.3797* —2.004 % -2.1637
L(P; oy =Ay 1), <0
(0.154) (0.083) (0.337) (0.418)
0.386*** 0.250 *** 0.775*** 0.788***
(1=-1)(P; oy =4 21) =0
(0.118) (0.087) (0.195) (0.194)
i 0.100" -0.095"
Politie;, 1,(P;, .y =A; ), <0
(0.060) (0.049)
. -0.080" 0.013"
P[)liti(,'i, (1_11)(Pi/—1_AiI—I)w20
(0.045) (0.007)
—4.18677 | —4.8437F | —4.8577F 1.525 %% 0.863*** 0. 887 ***
(1.369) (1.465) (1.500) (0.296) (0.331) (0.333)
F 10 431 252 %% 217 % 33527%* 664 % 6477
R? 0.075 0.084 0.088 0.026 0.041 0.045
D <0.01 *Fp<0.05 " p<0.1; D-K s N =2 867, ( )
5 A ((beta =0.278 p <0.05)
2
( beta = (beta= —0.089 p<0.05). 6
~0.776 p<0.01)
(beta = —1.541 ((beta= —0.064 p<0.1)
p<0.01). 5
(beta= —-1.783 p< T
0.01) 6 (p <0.01). 2

3
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5
Table 5 Panel regression of different performance aspiration gap and entrepreneurial risk preference
( Creat; ,) ( Destr; ,)
A ) 1 2 3 4 5 6
Controly
= 0.363 0.477° 0.241 -0.002 -0.007 0.042
Politic; ,
(0.222) (0.256) (0.169) (0.039) (0.043) (0.074)
-0.7767* -0.193 -1.783"% | —1.910™
L(P . -1E;,_y) . <0
(0.299) (0.119) (0.330) (0.385)
—1.541 ™ —1.508 *** -0.153 -0.121
(1=-L)(P;,_y-IE ) .=0
(0.440) (0.441) (0.428) (0.437)
. 0.278** -0.064"
Politic; , I,(P;,_, -1E;,_,) . <0
(0.116) (0.039)
Politic”, (1-1,) (P Ik ) =0 -0.089** -0.028
olitic; -1, oo —TE ) &
: 2 -1 -1 (0.040) (0.019)
4,150 -5.5237% —5.494 % 1.241 % 0.402 0.316
(1.423) (1.594) (1.596) (0.247) (0.345) (0.345)
F 681 487 13377 3330 % 167 *** 3257
R? 0.073 0.092 0. 101 0.022 0.042 0.045
B ( ) 7 8 9 10 11 12
Controly Control Control Control Control Control Control
" 0.363 0.605** 0.539 -0.008 -0.053 -0.016
Politic, ,
(0.222) (0.291) (0.337) (0.042) (0.084) (0.101)
—-0.663** -0.501" —2.944 % -3.0127
L(P; =4 21) . <0
(0.264) (0.302) (0.587) (0.617)
0.187" 0.315%* 1.130** 1. 137
(1-1) (P o1 =4 ) =0
(0.097) (0.141) (0.343) (0.355)
. 0.131 -0.035**
Politic;  1,(P; |y =4; , 1), <0
(0.096) (0.013)
. -0.123" -0.006
Politic; (1=1,) (P; , y =A, 1) .20
(0.069) (0.010)
4,150 —5.484™F —5.428 " 1.375% 0.347 0.386
(1.423) (1.553) (1.508) (0.219) (0.353) (0.351)
F 681 12577 510 *** 1 4737 34,1777 36.86
R? 0.073 0.101 0.108 0.022 0.057 0.058
D <0.01 *F p<0.05 " p<0.1; D-K ;N =2 867, ( )
5 B (beta =0.187 p<0.1)
8 9 ; 11
( beta =
(beta = —0.663 p <0.05) 9  1.130 p<0.01) 12
11 9
((beta = —2.944
»<0.01) 12 (beta= —0.123 p<0.1); 12




( beta = -0.035 p<0.01)

(p<0.01).
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Aspiration gap entrepreneur’ s risk-based decision making and risk prefer—
ence. Evidence from Chinese listed family firms
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Abstract: This paper discusses the effects of gap between aspiration and performance on entrepreneur’ s crea—
tive and destructive activities and explores the moderate effect of political ties. Using the data of Chinese listed
family firms several main conclusions are drawn as follows. First entrepreneurs increase their creative and
destructive activities with firms’ past performance above firm based aspiration ( historical comparison) and
firm” s performance below aspiration ( both historical and social comparison) but they reduce those risk-taking
behaviors when performance is above social-based aspiration ( social comparison) . Second marginal effect of
conducting destructive activities with performance below aspiration is much higher than taking such activities
with performance above aspiration. Marginal effect of taking creative activities with performance below social—
based aspiration is lower than conducting creative actions with performance above aspiration and which is e—
ven stronger in the model of historical comparison. Third moderate effect of political ties on the relationship
between aspiration gap and entrepreneur’ s risk decision making is significant especially in the condition of
negative gap between performance and aspiration. When performance is below aspiration political ties de—
crease entrepreneur’ s motivations of conducting creative activities and induce them to allocate more resources
into destructive activities.

Key words: aspiration gap; risk preference; entrepreneurial behavior; political ties; family firms



