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AT R NS VUL, P BOX = AR sk IR A TR A v [ R B 28 S 1 A K
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2. G 51 B 2 51 Turnover)

G R B A P AR L AR i SN A5 A IPO R = AR N B A — 44 F5 R R A 6
e E PR U B, EEEE HR S IR R, B 1, A5 00 0.

3. FWEA NV A EE ) A2 40 A Control rights, A Cash flow rights , A Separation)

SRR = AN RO B R AL AE L TTRT —4F N B A A AR 55— B A BT
FERIAEAL( A Control rights) 25T/ wIAE B HTHT 3 4R P9 ( M TPO -3 4R3I TPO 44F) SC5X A F Y
PR T PR EE B ( Control rights,p, _, — Control rights,p,) ! Control rightsp, 5, FoH, fE 4 Claessens
et al. (2000) , >RGNS b7 2 7 25 2% 4 ) Bk 1) 2 DRAS RS i /)L 22 Ak JBE 5 S5 0 2 vl ) 42 il
o 55— AR NFIENT 28 B & AR ZE AL ( A Cash flow rights) % T3 G176 L ATHT 3 4E P9 (
IPO -3 42| IPO 4F) , FEHEXT /A w4 IR A AL T B0 BE L B ( Cash flow rights, 5 — Cash flow
rights ) | Cash flow rights,, 5o [FIFEEH, {545 Claessens et al. ( 2000) , % FH SN F i &) 45 445
TR P AN LG ) 3 215 A9) =2 AR i R0 2 ) I B4 A o 5% =, SRR W) PRI 705
FEREA( A Separation) 55T 2 FAE LRG3 AR (AN TPO =3 4R3I PO 44F) |, A 22 7 B AL
A R R, BIV( Separation p, 5 — Separationp,) | Separationp, 5 , Hd, AU B R E ST
TR N FEIGEXS s w4 A s 25 W4 AR

4. LR F S0 BHAR , Growth)

ARSCR AN AE SR B 0 w] L R Bk (1) 2 m) L =47 1 W Sk —F5 A A i R
( BHAR) , &% Barber & Lyon( 1997) #2875 ik R T H 5 /B i =47 19 W SE—RE A H A0 25 -
Hr, T ias I8k FAERCE Bk 53 00 %8 IR G 1R R s i H i i as %2 (2) fEIRA
B AR( Growth) A5 T20 w) TR = AR N B4R A 4 85 I AR R A P 25 1

5. HAtb Az

TEZTC R AREAL v I AT A AT BE 52 0 SR 178 A I 45 32 A% BRI JBO A 5 44 28 A i 42 o) 8
Hor, FRAEL RIRAIE A9 3 i) 28t A fif: LT RER —AF R ( BITPO -3 4E2R) B2 RILEST ™ #Y AR X £
( Size) 5 LTRGHE AR (BI TPO -3 4E2K) Y™ T 514 ( Leverage) , BLE AT/ B 587 b ATHiEH =

@  TERRMEPER IS b, A SGRIR 7 5 = M = AR B B bR 156, % BB R £ S0 WA AT B8 IR T 505 A b
F2 30, BT R A TR A OO R T LA B O 25 SR 4 i A SR 1 5L A AL , £ % Bertrand & Schoar( 2006) 4% [
A EERFRBR: ACREXT T 54T/ ( Parental Duty to Child) 158 B2 (1) 75 2L 75 4 ( Importance of Family) o PN F845 (19 8040 43 7 >k U8 +
WVS AN R B A A “ACRERE AT TTT 4 78 B 4%, B4 B O g fm Ak ™ R ORIy RE AE AR A 7 b iy T 20 R B A
727 o 38 A A X I R Rl 8 AR A T R, M X A o AR SCR IR FH X A PR AR B ARA S SR 3 SR FR b, A
U A SO EESHEEE R o R, F B AN R ARBNRG R 2 5 BR, A —E B E X R ARG & A SRR
FH WVS ZHERT G SR NBEATBE B EE” RAE R 5 £ XS B A bR o R — BRI AR R T2 38 S B 2
SRS o I I IR 7 R PR A 51 2
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AER(BITPO -3 4EK) BRSP4 58 ( ROA) , R FIE /G088 7 23w b i ik s 4R BRI B 48 %
(In( firm age)) o FRAEL w) B U N Ko H G 05 0 e AiE A% i 0 456 G5 BUIR DCEK WL AZ 1t ( Political
connection) : #7A ZE G GVE A (A =S HEHE M FBORRAR) G HEEUNE L VEN AR
T2 OWBUE S 1, B/ NA 0; BlIH N E B M2 2 ( Education) : 573 v A4G N3RS AR}
K UL B2 MEBUE R 1,350k 0; 814G ATE LT S 4F B9 AR 1 B SR X ( In( founder age) ) o« Xt T
FEAE S (H ROV o A8 + 3 fEpn s Ju A A8 &, FRATTHEAT T 99% 43R0 F 1% 430 (4 4
FEALBE( Winsorization) o AN, AR ST A5 ] T 47 Ml [ € RN ( Industry fixed effects) F1 LT 4F 45 [A
FAR( IPO Year fixed effects) , F-ARAR A EIUE W 2> LT A RT3 2648 51 )( 2001 4F/R) AY— ATl
K3 BRUE  FEAEA T 53 1 13 ATl

PO SEUESE R K i

(—) Zaiiktegeit

BRI HR TG NR 1 s e R 1 ] GG AL 58 BILE A2 51 ( Turnover) (1) ¥4{H 2
0. 283, K UIH 28. 3% MY ZEHEA P AE 11T HT =4F A 0 N B A7 s L B iR N R 1 45
FIACEHBEME( A Control rights) FIIL4 RACE MR ( A Cash flow rights) 5358 7. 1% 7. 4% , FH
BREZE 930 17 % 11T, 4% 5 B N FIR 5 TIAL S B4 WA B A 73 B RE 24 BT 1 0. 3%
PREZE R 4. 1% o AT UL, XA E A AT, B AN ZRIR A TIAL B4 AL, LA R PR O3 1 1 1 e
R BE 22 SR . ] BT AR SE - F5 A B AIL #5 28 ( BHAR) ${H 2 - 16% , A W) EiifE =
FERNFENEER AT RN 30. 6% . 54. 3% BEIIE N FiGEEA BUE 8, iR N4
2950 % ,58. 2% my s NJRAT KA ARE K LA 207 o

* 1 T EHA LI
TEA REMFT W | AREE | RAME | PEE | RAE | Wl
AR:FELTE
Fk E XA Familism 0.927 | 0.141 0.694 | 0.914 1. 306 28
T REEEER | Tunover 0.283 | 0.451 0 0 1 495
5 H BE A A Control rights 0. 071 0.170 | -0.613 | 0.041 0.511 478
A4 wAE A Cash flow rights 0.074 | 0.174 | -0.613 | 0.055 | 0.511 478
AR B R A A Separation -0.003 | 0.041 | -0.313 0 0.228 478
W% - HHBHEE | BHAR -0.160 | 0.928 | -2.510 | -0.247 | 3.309 495
BE R NH K % Growth 0.306 | 0.344 | -0.214 | 0.227 | 1.951 495
B 56L&
AEETR Firm age 10.802 | 7.915 2 9 56 495
NF TR 2 In( firm age) 2.180 | 0.622 | 0.693 | 2.197 | 4.025 495
AN F LA Size 19.384 | 0.855 | 17.34 | 19.34 | 21.71 495
KEafEE Leverage 0.551 | 0.158 | 0.152 | 0.566 | 0.885 495
T F ROA 0.126 | 0.076 | 0.009 | 0.108 | 0.405 495
R Bk K B Political connection 0.543 | 0.499 0 1 1 495




&5 (% x4 4. 00 5% 0

gk 1
XEAL REMFT HE | mEZE | RAME | PaK | RAME | WH
A4 ASE 1 Founder age 50.149 | 8.197 31 48 75 495
Al 4 A SEH 2 In( founder age) 3.902 | 0.161 | 3.434 | 3.871 | 4.317 495
e AHFTE R Education 0.582 | 0.49% 0 1 1 495
(=) G805 32 SO X BT R Z WA BRBRCR (4 52 0 3 A
1. [ 5534

SR AT T A o] A AR A 50 23 ) B 4 N G0 2 SOWL X 28 W) B T 2 vl 3 B IS ) 2
logit( Y,) = B, + B, Familism;, + B,Controls, + Industry fixed effects + IPO Year fixed effects + &,
(1
Y, = By + B, Familism; + B,Conirols; + Industry fixed effects + IPO Year fixed effects + &,
(2)
Hrr, Familism, 7820 7 @ BB IR N YAz 30 BT 76 48 19 19 28 0% 32 CSCHB A B0 B i 448 i A%
( Controls;) ALf#: /2 RIHUBL( Size) (BT = F iR ( Leverage) MBI 43 R ( ROA) , LTl 24 "] 4R R
(In( firm age) ) , FIRBUE BRI AR 52 ( Political connection) ,BiG NZE T 5 ( Education) FIER( In
(founder age) ) o AN FERL IR IAFT L FNAFE 0y [ E ROV o AR SR AT logit [IJAREAY( 1) SR A6 5K
JG 2 SR ZR M 518 P B AR 2, P Y, 3R 2 RIE TPO BT =AF U A7 S A 52 A
R AL S AR AR i o AR SCR HI 22 TOAME AL ( 2) SRAG 30 5 R T2 SO G5 A AL 45 4
AR FENE , Hrp Y, o3 3R A IR TPO i =48 NI Ik N S A2 1 AL 30 46 i AL e AL 25 32
BT BEME BE ( BP A Control rights, A\ Cash flow rights 5%, A\ Separation) o
F2 M TR 1) (2) IRSHTRIAG TSR . A 1 AR i R AR R G A O A A B R
WEAZ &5 ( Turnover) o Fir4fe 5 (14 H 728 8 (14 0] 5 Z B0 7 2 3 748 f BOREAS (I, 1 722 0 PR A2 65
M) ) S BR RN Al it R A 91 1 RIS T A ( Familism) B3 BRAUN £ E8E 1% K 2%
A, M PR g B AL B AN Z 0 £ O WL & (B A8 I 0. 1 43, il i ik
Familism 7% £ N33 {8 0. 927 2246y 1. 027, Z 15 A & 1 5% M HE W i 1 o7 8 LA O 30K T
2.75%( = =0.275 x0. 1) , ;X—$C{ELYAH 25 T 50 51 48 3L 728 5 ( Turnover) X — 72 S AR AR Y {H
(28.3%) 1 10% -
51 2 FPRSERY Y DA S e 3 WL TPO i =41 A SR 2 R A B T BE IR (A Control rights) o
[l 285 SRR B 0 2 SRR [T R ECh - 0. 152,78 1% KF BB 2. HE5FE SCOh: Q1R
NG5 = SO IMERESE N 0. 1 43, ZEEX 22 R AL 1 [ B2 s 1. 5% (= - 0. 152
x0. 1) , IR0 24T FExH N ml P AR IR (7. 1%) 89 21% o 31 3 A0 ) R 25 B 2 8 A 7
IPO Fif =AF N X 2 R BB RAL A N BEBR L (A Cash flow rights) o [01A 25 5R 2 W] 5056 £ LAk
FEAREY [m1 A R A 2 o B, e i i SCR WL, (R A i 2815 32 SOCA L& A B A i 0. 1 43, 5275
X RV B A T R BEA I8 1. 2% (= = 0. 116 x 0. 1) , 24424 T X 2 7] B i A-F- 1
FENR(7.4%) 19 16% o 51 4 FRs AL i RS 20 W) AE TPO B =4 A X 24 )& A 5 3463 AL
I3 B FERIRER (A Separation) o [MAZE SRR B G T XA AR 9 M1 R %y - 0.017, HEgit i
Fo HATFE O QIR N Z5 32 SIS /BRI 0. 1 73, FRGEXS 22 R AL 3 15 B2 1Y 1 B
I R I 0.2% (= - 0.017 x 0.1) o 421 42 5 J7 17, 23 W) WA ( Size) MR, BT AT L 51
( ROA) il BItH NI ABE K LA L2175 ( Education) , W8 &) b1 i = 4F P9 G 2 ) 45 il 4L
I AL R M /)
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RBWE: KIREX . “ERENEELESAREN

ST L3R 2 BODFFEAS SRR I BIIR N B0 50 32 SO LS, , G0 B DB ] E A B ) 32
B FRXT A w4 A B TRACRIIAS 73 B B R b X — 4R S Rpiti 1 AR 2.

%2 R E XA X Kok ik R E B H L E R IRAEE A Z AR w b B )3 4
. (1) (2) (3) (4)
H R = - - -
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
o -0.275™ -0.152™ -0.116™ -0.017"
Familism
(0.000) (0.001) (0.007) (0.065)
0. 031 -0.013 -0.014 -0.002
In( firm age)
(0.212) (0.327) (0.292) (0.137)
S; 0. 000 -0.036™ -0.037* -0.002
= (0.989) (0.032) (0.034) (0.597)
-0.092 0. 066 0. 102 -0.012
Leverage
(0.641) (0.434) (0.192) (0.413)
0. 185 -0.286™ -0.276™ -0.029
ROA
(0.551) (0.014) (0.019) (0.247)
-0.024 -0. 007 -0.003 -0. 000
Political connection
(0.524) (0. 606) (0.744) (0.975)
-0.419™ 0.015 0. 005 0. 009
In( founder age)
(0.000) (0. 816) (0.916) (0.535)
-0.012 -0.046™ —-0.049™ -0.003
Education
(0.622) (0.005) (0.002) (0.362)
Indusiry FE,Year FE Control Control Control Control
MR 2 495 478 478 478
Pseudo R*/ R® 0. 060 0.134 0. 149 0. 057

2. AR ) A A A

2 2 1y Il AR v 5200 32 A 55 8 v A BRERCAE 2 ) AT RE DR 35t T A8 T A AR N A R TR
R =35 2 [R) A AH D& PT BB 2 PR A 8t s T — LU BB [R] I 5 e S 3 SCSCAR AN B 3 B A0 i A8 1, 3ok
T SR B 3 Y AR o BRI, AR SR FH 4 o R A 3 O A e R T LA A R A A
TAR PN AR P IR R

(1) #HIVEAEN B e A i

BB BB TEA 0 W REIE , N2 vk & e R AR AR AR, DA SR Tk HoA 2 W]
FITE TSR, A0 1] B 23 52 i 24 #l 2\ &) 9 34 L 45 44 ( Nenova, 2003; Cai et al.,2016; Foroughi et al.,
2016) , RICAERIAL( 1) F1(2) Hh ol A i x 4F A5 [ 22 00 ( Province x Year fixed effects) F14T
b x AR5 [ 2 BN ( Industry x Year fixed effects) , I #EAT WA 701 Hy TR A [ 52 R0 AY 722
HHHEZ M Greene( 2004) FYBFFE, ASCHRHA] OLS BEBRIFEAT [0IIH 504, 45 2R 40K 3 Fis . %)
1—51 4 BoR , FERARY i ARl s ) A8 A i 48 00 A 7ol [ 8 s Je, e e e 6 2 A By I
T, 33X F W 32 B[] 5 205007 X2 w36 BRAR AU AT B () B D B o (R R B R, 5305 32 Ak [l
IHAR B A, XS5 R 53 2 5 RS G 1 I R) 22 Ak 544 03 F0AT M 5 i A
UL GUNGE P37 Y8 & oot S i /A I o 1 NG 1158 R R 9 Y A AN B LB o

@ F3—ZE A RIEED 5z i PR R AL FEAR ST AT R A L, IR G Al B Ay At A 3t 9 50 = SCSCAR AR AT 15
SEPE AR ANE , AN K AT RESZ 3 A T AR 0 Al A 4 AT S 11923 W) 16 LA P 00

190



&5 (% x4 4 00 EE2 W

%3 ¥ ) P A D] R (LG A 0 Ae AT b B R R OBL B A 45 R
. (1 (2) (3) (4)
HZE 5 . . -
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
. -0. 146 -0.202 -0.163™ -0.023"
Familism
(0.019) (0.000) (0.002) (0.058)
Controls Control Control Control Control
Indusiry x Year FE Control Control Control Control
Province x Year FE Control Control Control Control
AL 1 495 478 478 478
R’ 0.231 0.376 0.399 0.352

ARSCASR U SRR ( 3) Stk — B Pl Bt A1 22 A 9 4 0 R AR ATl Rk A2 =] B A RRAE
X SEIRAE Y TR S R S o AREN( 3) SRAERAY( 1) AN(2) AYFERE_EINA 6 AR 5 0 AR W] i
TR T @ AN 22 R 505 32 SO & B BIEL( Familism,ineyuar mean, -i) » 5% ¢ 52T @ B Ak
FrAVBRA ] @ IANITAT 2 5 9 Z06 32 SO BB Familism gy suar mean, 1) 565 ¢ FBR T 5207 i
()48 3 B[R A T Ml 2 7 AS MY FIeAT 2 ) B8 5005 32 SO BB Familism gy o, -0) > 55 t SR80 0
FEEDIBRA ] @ LASNITA 22 Rl AR i Y BY31E( Province—year mean) 55 t 4F/3F] @ FTARTAVER 2
A i DOMITA AR Y B9 (E( Industryyear mean) 55 ¢ 4FFR 15247 i [ Gy sk M4 AL 22

A LIS A 22 R NS B Y B9RIE( Market mean) o

logit( Y;) (or'Y,) = B, + B Familism, + B,Familism

+ B4 Famlllsmmarkct mean, —i + BS Yprm;inm-year mean, —i + ﬁﬁ Yinrlustry—_}'ear mean , —i

RHHE 2 LR —E

+ B7 Ymtm’ret mean , —i + BS COntrOlSl- + &

F A TRY(3) MRS R . S OO [l )3 Z 80 DU B R TS AR 35 1, X — 4

provinceyear mean, —i

+ By Familism

industry-year mean, —i

(3)

* 4 BHER L TEGATL AP EAERREENELTER
X (1 (2) (3) (4)
A ECY) 5 , ;
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
. -0.185™ -0.200 -0.148™ -0.026°
Familism
(0.044) (0.001) (0.007) (0.058)
- 0. 039 0.117 0.073 0.038™
Familism, . ineeear mean, -
) (0.833) (0.203) (0.338) (0.019)
- 0. 654 0.307™ 0.265™ 0. 059
Familismi, gy ear mean, -
B (0.186) (0.044) (0.046) (0.134)
- -0.138 0.018 -0.016 0.040™
Familism,, 0 von. —i
) (0.713) (0.872) (0.891) (0.047)
-0.151 0.345™ 0.348™ 0.119
Province-year mean of Y
(0. 645) (0.033) (0.041) (0.610)
0. 061 -0. 063 -0.135 -0.337"
Industry—year mean of Y
(0.193) (0.670) (0. 420) (0.005)
-0.148 0.431™ 0. 466 ™ -0. 094
Market mean of Y
(0.499) (0.022) (0.013) (0.487)
Controls Control Control Control Control
IRIREE 439 424 424 424
Pseudo R*/ R? 0. 026 0. 094 0. 102 0. 046

(2) THA R
ARICR RS — bt N AR PR AR 5 vk 2 THAR L . ARSCOR R

ERII NI AR
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RBWE: RIEEXXN. “ERRLEBUES LRGN

W 32 UK Familism) 3688 T WIS T HAS G 55—, G146 A A48 0 19 N34k iR ( Blood Donation) o
R IR R VR T 2000 AF A ER AL M ATUAS e HEdE , E AR T 0 IR AR 0 [ TR il & R i
AR ( Z T BRLL 2000 %8 (N D8R T35 2] O g — T HAS R R AT H R
AT g A% 52 28 T wl g A o 50 DR BT R A6l 2 4R A R Al = AT A, At 32 OIS 5 AR N B
PG 2 SO AR SE A, DRSS R I R4 5 148 1, SR 32 SO 455

5 AR AN AE B A 1933—1934 4E N EREHHIG B Y0 15 52 R Grain lending rate) %4535
UG T HF( 1955) o 1934 SFEAOVAFFEHAGNS 23 A4 it — B 0 AP REESA TR g1t T
BN 1933—1934 ALY B WIELTZ, 1933—1934 4EJ& TN SR, I 1B] AT 147 0 32 e i A AR
N, R A 8 08 BAR GRS BEROT M5 AT B, W SR AE SRR R, W B — A ph S b AT 053 B (5
FREEAR. R EAR BERARAY LK, AATTXE LM 5l 5% ASMN, BT AT R AR B E MO RS A
KGR, TSI R T 3R IR 32 M. R B A SIS AR KRR 2 2% 8 &
AN YA I S0 45 R 9 B e ( Guiso et al.,2006; Fernandez,2011; Liu,2016) , fF LA 7ZE H AN G
RO ) TSR M XA, HAT 206 A SO B SR A B Al 28 b MR X — L, Bl A A4
e N T A A P i DA it sy , T R BB 1B s AN S0 32 SO AL LA iR

5 s T THAR R BRIEZE R 7RSS — By [H PN T RR & A R ARG
2, F IR IR R A T, RIS AR DR 20 R O 1 X RUIAIG A A T A
FER I AR , 5P SR T W DX 2385 i A8 00, IR 2 SOOI B o FRAT A 36 1
T HAR R RS T AR 1A 55 1 B 58 2R — B B mlJE ) Parital ¥ {H( 57) KT Stock et al.
(2002) $RALAIEFAE( 11.59) X464 T T HAR SR 55 T HAR & )RR, 55— AR T HAR &
RET AL PR AT AR B O LAY MY HADIE AR R0 ZE AN 51 2 W S BAN 5 A AR A, HEA T 40 T ARG 560
W8 TN D 25 MR R JBAS 25 Ky AR A A 43 X B0 32 COCARAE RtE A T R0, A5 3 [l 5% 22, B RE B R
J 3 SCSCARFEAR R o0 SR REIZ IR 25 0 A T AR b A TRl H o ASCR BT HAR e xd ik 25 1%
A FRREAE 3 3B BT se U T HLAR SR K RT B 2 Bk S0 3 S 22 A1 1) 385 4% 5 i S o 1 5 MR
B JBANZER A RS IR BT RR , 5 SR AR50 2) o B R4 e By BEAG Rl 45 5 538 2 (0 [m] ) 25 SR AR —
2, BpE i P A YRR L IS, BUE A S5 32 SCSCAR L& ATE X S5 53 S L DA R SRt s i) g 42 il
B IR AR o3 B8 P AR A AT 45 S 2 e o RS SR tE— 20 S R 1 Fnfid 2.

x5 THETEEHAZR
A #£: First-stage regression B #%: Second-stage regression
- . N (1 (2) (3) (4)
H = Familism A% & - - -
Turnover | A Control rights | /A Cash flow rights | A Separation
-0. 0427
Blood donation r . . .
(0.000) . —-0.346 -0.152 -0.057 -0.034
o Familism hat
. . 0. 025 (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.060) (0.000)
Grain lending rate
(0. 000)
Controls Control Controls Control Control Control Control
Industry FE,Year FE| Control |Industry FE, Year FE| Control Control Control Control
LI AE % 464 WL A8 2 464 448 448 448
R’ 0. 281 R’ 0.072 0. 137 0. 146 0. 039
Partial ¥ 57.0

@ i T ER A AL BT 2000 45 9k 5K , RIS BRI HR T — AR R8s -
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&5 (% x4 4. 00 5% 0

3. RIEMEIE N G0 32 SOMAEXT “Ze Al 16 Bl 1 52

N T A R AR NI S0 T OO 2 mlG BEESH AR A Z TR A AR SCA&R, FRATTARE
1 LT B s A A S0 32 WS AEAT AR IE T X Z A Ml 36 BEAS A4 22 Al 7™ A BRI, 4R Jim %o B
YT BEA TSRS o 27 SEEUE IR AN SCHRE R T, ) nl o S — 8 22 I R AR G &R

FWE T SO — A T ZAF AR LR G 22 0 o A 55 3 ) M B e ik i Sk
RS2 HCH TR, FE R S0 AF A BR RAE , 505 1 OSBRI AL 0 TR A K
B BRI £ K BN AT RELEZ R D1 A RS HR, IR DR 0 28 w8 B Rl A - AR SO0 ik — P
WHEM A TSRS . 1 58, AR SOR A Rl IR S Aol BT RS 3 4R SRR BT e 48 10 57 3 1 Tl
Yy B R BB FP LA R AR 2 R 57 B T 9 SR TS BRI AL, 23 Bl dEAT AR (1) A 2) /Y
34T b A BAER 57 8 T A B R EOR B T E/NEAE(2017) o £ 6 By A f24524
TR, IR N S0 3 SOWLE A 1] 51 28 B UTE 2 m) SRR BT A 57 3 J1 i 9 ROAGR 4 A 38 1 A
FEN NG RIRAAR B o X — S5 RV YA 57 3 ) T8 KGR, FE% 32 LS W&
IBIER N B AT RELE ZE R 53 A B 5 (07 B MR, SRR 2 ) AR 4 ol S B < SR A AR 73 2 1
TREBD o X GASCHY IS BINAR — 5. HUK, A SCHE IER RGNS, Ir A e 2 A AR R (5)
IR 5L ) P ARV R B ARl AR LB OREREARS3 S0y G0 1 DA i 27 3 L MR 27 D 2
S EATRERL( 1) I 2) BRI AT 36 /Y B REEIE R FRER I, Bhn AR 500 5 SO0 Y Bl
F AL Z DI DI A 35O 1, X — S5 R SR AR SCR BEE T

%6 TR T Rk £ XWA K FZ A6 BB ENZ He R
AR GBEAGARBIAERT I A THFRRAABEEH#ATLL
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
= (n (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)
AR E TN |\FRHATH| FEA |\FHATE| FHh | FHATH| T (T AT
WAL | RERFK (| WHRE| RERE (| WHRE| RERE (| THERE| KKK
-0.110 | —-0.528™* | -0.128 | -0.260™ | -0.089 | -0.210" -0.003 | -0.040™
Familism
(0.484) | (0.003) |(0.106) | (0.018) |(0.252) | (0.068) |(0.827) | (0.046)
Conirols Control Control Control Control Control Control Control Control
Indusiry FE,Year FE| Control Control Control Control Control Control Control Control
AL E % 244 251 234 244 234 244 234 244
Pseudo R*/ R? 0.079 0.076 0. 158 0. 181 0. 185 0. 164 0. 096 0. 147
BRE:HEBEARRANHATERHTLA
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
e (n (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)
Bkl K¥EH & K¥H & K% BER | KER
-0.050 | —-0.985™* | -0.146 | -0.142™ | -0.100 | -0.090" -0.001 | —0.037™
Familism
(0.754) | (0.002) [(0.273) | (0.000) |(0.367) | (0.052) |(0.949) | (0.002)
Controls Control Control Control Control Control Control Control Control
Indusiry FE,Year FE| Control Control Control Control Control Control Control Control
AL E 2 198 105 195 105 195 105 195 105
Pseudo R*/ R’ 0.183 0. 180 0.183 0.333 0.183 0. 300 0. 139 0. 256

O ASCK IR TGRS I TR X0 = RE RLUAR 1 =AF,2 = Bit:,3 = Wit ARMEAER A K%
Al SEBRFE A e A AR 3d) B9 ZR B B KIS, P BH K ANT L Bl gl e SO RN AR e %
Peda AP R IR, FRATICIEAR B LPRER A WA BT K B8, S8R 7 IR A 303 4, i it .
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RBWE: RIEEXXN. “ERRLEBUES LRGN

(=) G F AR "R GG i BB 10 52 MR BIL A 36

AR NG T O3 22 mliG BRSO S R AL o — i =, SOl ] iEim
T FIGE N L B B AT R T — A A7 0, BRI P AZ AR AL il o ml 8 i A 23 BRI AR

BV RS R AL LR A AT T4 T o BVPR S SE B AL o A S X 733k PRI M L

ARSCRREA I AP SR — 2T, RV Rl AN IR N AE BT 748 13 -5 28w s T A4 1
RN s 5 —IONART RS A, RV R BIG A A 3 B 78 13 55 28 W] TR 3t B 74 43 O [l — 4
fire XFFIERE HAEA, AR SCI A T 2 "B AR 2R M B AR 48 0y (9 5305 32 LA ( Original
familism,,..) 575 S ETAER 53 B9 2300 3 LSCA( Local familismy,,,,,) o % TARE B EREA
P M AL BT A B B T SO BUE —FE ( Familismy,,.,) o ARSCH ik = A28 AU B
(1) AI(2) HEYZNE £ XA ( Familism) B EAT BIA 04T o IR 2 [R] I ELAT HG AR 5
X SCAARR( Original familism,,,,,) - AR 2> G FTEB 5 2 LOSCAAEER( ( Local familismy,,,,,) 7
S i HO P A A 1] U1 2R K, R LA E M X 70 5 3 2t A i S22 W) BT B A 215 32 SC3C
P& TERE M 2> W) B3 B SR

SCUESR AR TR 7 o SR WoR, B IR N A LT 7 48 1 89 K 2 XA ( Original
familism,,,..) (8 [B1 28 B0 DU 81 H 249 82258 B, T2 ) i 76 3 9 K 32 CSCAR( Local familismy,,,,,)
DA 2 35 sl BT S A o el WL, SR A6 ARG AR M, T A2 ) S A T 7 i ) 1 3
S FENE T 28 R BG BRAS A4, DRHR G N PR A 5 1 B 2, AN R A 2 PRI ) S Pl W5 1
Ak B IR N B Z 32 SOCHE , BEMT R M e Al i "L AL i BRER R

* 7 Fik £ XU A B 6 HE 4 AR R e L AR 3
. (1) (2) (3) (4)
HR = - : -
Turnover A Control rights A Cash flow rights A Separation
. - -0.153" -0.222" -0.168™ -0.034™
Original familism,,,,,,.
(0.085) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.038)
. -0.239 0.075 0. 037 0.026"
Local familism,,,,.
(0.107) (0.155) (0.458) (0.069)
. —0.324™ —-0.125™ —-0.097* -0.010
Familismy,,,....c
(0.000) (0.009) (0.034) (0.175)
Controls Control Control Control Control
Industry FE,Year FE Control Control Control Control
A 1 495 478 478 478
Pseudo R*/ R? 0. 047 0.138 0. 155 0. 061

(PY) ZEREAR Y IR BB X R SR R

HISCH B k50 T2 " A A0 S 32 USG9 B DA A 3 A8 B R ) JRAN 25 4 72
AF— ZR I A ENA B S, AR — 2P A 2 W TR b T T = AR S A I B R RE AR X A
F ST B WA A A 5200 o AT 2200 [l AR RY (4) SRgEA TG 5

BHAR, ,,,,s( Growth,,,,,..) = By + B,Y, + B,Controls, + Industry fixed effects

+ IPO Year fixed effects + &,

(4)

Horp S BE BHAR, ,,, . 782 B BTG = AR N A I SK—F5A7 BOER EBURAS L Growth, 371
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&5 (% x4 4. 00 5% 0

PR AR N BARP R B BRI RR R i Y, 3B A FITE TPO R —4F N S R
A E AR ( Turnover) ANIG NFRIE TR T FEIREE( A Control rights) (IR MALFESR( A Cash flow
rights) LA S PIRLS3 B BE R IR IR (| A Separation) o 51l A2 5 SR 1) A

F 8 PR TR 4) B IAMG T E52R o B5 2R W R ARl & 2R 05 i 51 A R IR, 4%
A e M AR R 5 Y0 ASK I M R sl PP AL 0 8 D 3R R A, D 2 R b R = AR N
KA IS WU AR R AN B USRS K KRR (91 5 AN 3) s IRZ, 2y mIAE B TR
A 2 FEEAT A F G B W) 2% A B A RS T 3 3 B A A R R
ARSI VL2 B T I AR YA I S — AT IS A U A A A0 R U AR FORAE D IR AR &,
WREAT R 8 MR Hr , KBTS A R IR AR o BT 3, I e 4 R A — E R b SR
3, BOZGA ETIHT 25 ZEEAL” R PR A BT A ORI U B TS 2 S5 ROR A B A Y

AR
* 8 Kied v E i ariE B R E XA E B b SR A T
) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
HEE
BHAR BHAR BHAR BHAR Growth Growth Growth Growth
0. 119" -0.039
Turnover
(0.094) (0.107)
_ 0.368 0.204 ™
A Control rights
(0.002) (0.004)
) 0.244™ 0.150™
A Cash flow rights
(0.016) (0.004)
. 2.509 0.560"
A Separation
(0. 000) (0.093)

-0.035 -0.038 -0.039 -0.038 -0. 003 -0.010 -0.011 -0.011

In( firm age)
(0.546) (0.277) (0.261) (0.264) (0.732) (0.383) (0.345) | (0.301)

* *

-0.065 | —0.046" | =0.050" | =0.055™ | -0.010 | -0.035™ | =0.037™ | -0.042™
(0.295) | (0.091) | (0.062) | (0.045) | (0.375) | (0.039) | (0.035) | (0.026)

Size

-0.341 -0.368 -0.373 -0.315 | -0.202"|-0.302™ | -0.306™ | -0. 285 ™

Leverage
(0.251) | (0.136) | (0.133) | (0.249) | (0.000) | (0.004) | (0.004) | (0.006)

-0.578 -0.415 -0.455 -0.448 | -0.213" -0.404 -0.422 -0.448
(0.384) | (0.220) | (0.172) | (0.235) | (0.081) | (0.306) | (0.279) | (0.233)

ROA

0.002 0. 005 0. 004 0. 003 -0.013 0. 003 0.003 0. 002
(0.978) | (0.882) | (0.910) | (0.924) | (0.440) | (0.913) | (0.933) | (0.942)

Political connection

-0.496™ | =0.534™ | =0.529™ | =0.551 ™| =0.196™ | —=0.407 ™ | = 0. 404 ™ | - 0. 408 ™

In( founder age)
(0.050) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.017) (0.001) (0.001) | (0.001)

-0. 064 -0. 056 -0.061 -0. 066 0.010 -0.001 -0. 003 -0.008
(0.242) | (0.355) | (0.327) | (0.274) | (0.456) | (0.959) | (0.831) | (0.479)

Education
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Familism Culture, Corporate Governance Reform and Firm

Performance: Evidence from China’s Family Firms
WU Chaopeng, XUE Nanzhi, ZHANG Qi and WU Shinong

( School of Management, Xiamen University)

Summary: The fundamental component of Confucian cultures is familism, which stresses that family ties are the most
important of all social relationships. Fukuyama ( 1995) suggests that in countries where the cultural value of familism is
stronger, people are raised to trust their close family networks and to distrust outsiders. Weber ( 1904) argues that a culture
based on strong familism may place restraints on the development of economic activities, which require a more
individualistic form of entrepreneurship and the absence of nepotism. However, China seems to provide a counterexample to
Weber’s notion, given that it is among the most familyfocused cultures in the world yet achieved rapid economic growth
over the past 40 years. Does this mean China is somehow different, with unique features that allow familism to promote
rather than impede economic development? This is the question that we address in this paper.

We analyze the relationship between familism culture and economic development in the Chinese setting. Unlike
previous research that provides cross—country evidence on the effect of familism culture on economic growth ( Bertrand &
Schoar, 2006; Alesina & Giuliano, 2014) , our paper is among the first to provide firm-evel evidence on the economic
outcome of familism culture by showing how familism affects the development of family business. Specifically, we examine
the following two questions. First, does company founders” belief in familism hinder corporate governance reform in the pre—
IPO stage? Here, corporate governance reform refers to the departure of family members from their management positions,
reductions in controlling ( family) shareholders” control rights and cash-flow rights, and separation between control rights
and cash-flow rights. Second, does corporate governance reform over the predPO period translate into improvements in
long—~+un postdPO stock returns and sales growth?

To test the above questions, we develop a measure of firm-evel familism culture. As familism mainly manifests as
trusting family members more than outsiders, we calculate provincedevel familism culture using World Value Survey
( WVS) data on the extent to which people in a particular province trust family members vs. acquaintances. The familism
belief of the founder of a family firm is defined as the familism culture of the province where he or she was born.

Our empirical results show that founders with stronger familism beliefs are less likely to conduct governance reform in
the predPO stage. Specifically, in firms with stronger familism cultures, family members are less likely to depart from top
management positions or reduce their control rights and cash-flow rights, and those rights are less likely to be separated.
Our results are robust after controlling for time-varying province and industry fixed effects and after using the IV method to
address endogeneity concerns. In addition, we find that these effects are stronger when firms” headquarters are located in
provinces with more underdeveloped labor markets and when controlling family members have weaker educational
backgrounds. Further research also shows that familism culture affects governance reform through the family internal
inheritance mechanism rather than through the social environmental mechanism. Finally, firms that implement fewer
changes in management and governance yield lower post4PO stock returns and slower sales growth.

This paper has important theoretical and practical implications. First, it is among the first works to provide firmdevel
evidence on the economic outcome of familism culture. Thus, it contributes to the literatures on culture and finance and on
corporate governance in emerging markets. Second, our findings have important implications for investors” decisions.
Founders” belief in familism can be likened to a firms DNA, being imprinted through family education and difficult to
change. Therefore, investors should consider such beliefs as a risk factor when selecting investment targets.
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