= E R F T4

Quarterly Journal of Management

2024 £ 418
B =X

TRXE
P 2

N R Ao E s ez I TR TR PR PP PP P PP PP PP PP PE PP PP P PP PRRY ExrE mHEE X2 &R (1)
AI;{*QE %}EWJEHEPE@(%E@%B@ _/I\ABCDHE% .................................... | gv pe (15)
NTERAENA , HEUG L Z R TSR AR -veeeeeee REH HASK 2 R (30)
MRXE

Y- 5 T2 5T VEEC a2 me 5 TN ERNEAT 7 A-FREEILRCHY

=« T P HXE FE A Badk (48)
BTS2 5 RCE Al E B Ak i
B ENERCERD O FAAER e B ATt % IR fhEBL (T1)
TR A A AL 2 THE LR B T A BT 5T
—%%ﬁé\’%ﬁl@'ﬂi%é’wﬂﬁ] ................................. gj g‘ }2\%’7]—@ 1%- 42 E 7};]; (95)

D024 AF A | 55 +evvrevmrernerm st (133)



=T HE F F 7 2024

2024 5 4 4
R4 Quarterly Journal of Management No. 04

Contents

Embrace the Consumption:; New Contents of the Digital Economy in the Age of

Intelligence  «eeeeeereerrrrrmmmmmriiti Tianyi Li Zhixi Wan Xun Wu (1)
The Dark Side of Al in Organizational Management; An ABCD Framework ------ Mengyue Su  Hao Ma (15)
The Current Research Status and Future Prospects of Artificial Intelligence at the Individual ,

Organizational, and Industrial Levels «-eeeeeeeeeeeeeenne. Jiamin Zhang Nianchen Han Yuan Liu (30)
How Does the Organization—Employee Participation Supply—Demand Match Affect Employee

Intrapreneurial Behavior?

—A Perspective from Person—Environment Fit «-«-e-e--- Wenzhi Zheng Jun Wang Jiaojiao Qu (48)
Performance Aspiration and Private Enterprise Internationalization Strategy

—The Mediating Effect of TMT Attention to

Internationalization —««eeeeeeeeeeeereeeaneanen. Haifeng Yan Xinyue Yang Qiong Wu Jiayue Xu (71)

A Meta—Analysis of the Relationship between Family Involvement and Corporate Social Responsibility

A Socioemotional Wealth Perspective =~ --+-eeeeneeeeee Xue Peng Meishi Liao Jun Xie Lin Wang (95)

Total Contents of Year 2024 (133)



% m % % 7 5
2024 £ £ 4

KIRFANITE WS RERL MBI TTT

I
— I T AL 2RI B A

Oz % BExw # K & M

AR Y B e T 0B
“RELUMEARBEFNERZMR, LA AWALSTE, RHARLEBENHEREN T, ALHNIEL T AW
R L BEARESTEGNEER, IAMTASERERLLNE, StmAREHZFALFTEGNLE”

g

 E: BREAIALSLLHALSTENRRZCRAFRE S XEGFEM, 2%
e W NS A Ak AR A A v 4 R R — B, R TURAE A R F B e M
ET RAEFAG R LALSFTAE (NHEfsrERb LA FIE) WGRLER, @ity
FrENIN208 BF A RHETA, AAERYE b AA TR ML LGB, S1
27 O T FAFABTERE R RF LD ALFAEG R EYsh, Ao AN
FENGEE (RHEAR ., WRERE, A2AFTRERER) EXHFIALGLLEL
TAEZL AR ; Qe £ A BT T Tk NiBad ik i 20 Fo t K & B AT A
SRER A AR LT AL Y M AR R, PPARAR TR KA A B A, B Kk L AR M,
FaRNBIL AR AR Fo e AR E B AT AR AR AR R Y LR, ALA
b RS el T 2R AT RIS A A IR T 457

KEF: FARIA; ARHEME; SRARTE; bLASRE; LA

YERZERAA IR AR, F AR 2 AL T 2B X A AT, X225t

w ACRFIER A RFAREGIUHE AT Rk (72425011)  ER ARFHRRGTIH “RREST
Al 5 AT REIHEUS IR R SO B A ™ (72332009) | TR At S BH2 MU 2023 4R — Tl H - 4L
A NG M T TARRB R S Bes HLspr9e” (GD23CGL19) %R,



é&ﬁ-@%)\xﬂ'/\ﬂkﬂiz n &:‘i/vﬁfﬁm&}i’r‘ffm

HAEZRRME (f#/hF, 20005 Anderson &
Reeb, 2003 ; Astrachan & Shanker, 2003), 1
WA Z MG i F A RIS S 5 %
WA IR B 7 22 i ZE A YRR (Chris-
man et al. , 2007; 2555, 2018) , EFEEM
D3 T HAB SR Al i B ZERFAE (Chua et al.
1999; Miller & Breton-Miller, 2011) , & ¥ A

5 B ] 53 0 5 A oMb A5 P D Sk — OB
W2 B E NP EFE T Z R0, KA
XAl A 25 TEAT (19 5% ) 22— (Ber-
rone et al. , 2010; Dou et al. , 2014; Bk FpRsE
fiii, 2014) ,

SRING, 238 AT VBT X R U AR Al 4 23 5%
TERIRE M A IS — BN s ie. —Jrif, 4
TN A FE R A REUE AR BE Ml AL 25 53 4F, BT
SE R R A B 2 A BB A A, 3
W DAR R B B4 3 LAT R (Anderson &
Reeb, 2003) , [m] i 2.4 56 AR b e 3o AR $H Aol

F 2T AR 4E Al 75 % (Le Breton — Miller &
Miller, 2015) . Jj—7J7 10, WA 2=E 48 KW
ST A AL ST X e R K

A PRI BRSO X S TR A RO, R

A A B AL AR A B T AT RE, Sk
FEAME . AR 4555470 (Morck & Ye-
ung, 2003; Martin et al. , 2017), 04l % F)
T ' DR 1117 N B Rl 3
T

IRV WP 18 PR A58,
BT AE LA P9 A 3 B 13080 2 3 — 2 [l g
— B H A SR AR AL 23 TEAT 152
M 3 1 T AN [) A O st A SEUE I 3, 3 A A5 31—
458 (Uhlaner et al. , 2004; Block, 2010) ;
96—

TR DA FEME U 00 48 7R K A
Aol 4 2 57 AE 52 w89 A T L K i B Ok 1
(Morck & Yeung, 2003 ), fi3if 5 F152 55 Fxf
TG N AT LA R AT 5 52 ) 4 ol 4 25 53 AT Bk
ZUEMIRINIR . Ry T2 B DL AU,
ASCHG B T AL B s e (Gomez — Mejia
et al. , 2007) , SRS DITEA —ZAY WA A5
UEIESE , Ik — 25 ST SR W A S Al A 2
SLMAE LS S k. N2k B, K
ATRBIFFEAR T LA Bl G 05 A b B A AT If 124 B 2
A A R St R RS B AR A L A A 22 54T
HET I RATFA B4
(e ARRZE S iR Y NS N A
TR AR R, (k2 H2q]
PSR A s e 3 0 2 S a0 4%
I 5 5 s Ak 2 15 R U B AS () 4 B AR VR 5 A
5P R Z R R (SR, 20115 PR
RZEM K IR, 2015; Abeysekera & Fernando,
2020) , st RAFSE T AL IR A 4k B BT
HORRM (WMERER) (CRENIRSE, 2022) ,
AR TRATER G 7 5 ZE W6 A Wl o +E 25 1
TRV 1 AN ) 4 B 52 i A B SR . R, AR 3
Bl e AT 7%, IR R A
i 3 ok Ak 2 1 SRR VA (AN () 4 B S ) Al A 2
AT ALA R E IS R, FG A
5 IR SR TSI Al 3R A5 I AR e B i i, 2
FEE PR W 2 R S ((Gomez — Mejia
X LRI AR AR L At
Sl IR ARG R S
et al., 2012) , WALZ IV & Be it
DX Arh o i O & IR TRl 4E B8, RRAEHE & LATE
AN B W RIS TEE AR, AT 3 SRR A

et al. , 2007) ,
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WA, TR A= i A R A TR B B, Al
I 55 ROL . &8 HAn A B AT (Anthony &
Ramesh, 1992; k(4T FZ=m, 2009), 03
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Y B Al AL S AR R I, 4R T FIEA
XAl A 23 B AT = A R [l 2 0 ) N FE DL EE . 5
=, ETAESE M E S, 5IA LA AR
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AL T IR T o A SO Il 28 K i
TEAL 2 IR U & (1 B Bl e Bk B B B AR Al

FEo DR, LA B M 580630 AT 5 A 2 15 a0
B A AL S TR M A AR BB =, did
X 43 B FISN R A AL 2 T AT, ARG — 25
B TR A IR E Al Ak 2 TAT
AR DG 58 STk o DA ZE 4R R U AR il
TR T, 8 X4y ARl At 25
FfF (Cabeza—Garcia et al. , 2017; [ ZEHIX
IR, 2015) o HFARb 5 AP ER R 45 A G 3 4
fil 3 FUR 25 AH DG FR BEA BT ANTR], R I D3R
FIRIEA—HE CARTE AR I, 2015) , @K
Gy INEB RIS S Al At 23 B2 AT, R W A%
AL AL 2 TEAT 2D R K
WA A A 25 DT 7 A AN TR Y S0
VU, A SCGHE TG A T T AR R G
S B W A M A 23 TE AT R, 4 T A P
FE AP A AL 2 TR SOk, E AT
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R EERXH Z— (Gomez—- Mejia et al. ,
2007; SEAASE, 2014) o X SO U R AL 45 K
JENTR] | Ak dliy | 1 AR AR FN AR A5 7R 2 2
J& (Berrone et al. , 2012) o ZZJRW AXS FK KA
) FLosdlily . 1 BAR AR B A% R S5 A B
A

B, KIGW AR T KGN . K
UNGPSE 28 3 AR NI R 5 5P =X L E A W
AN —%r 7 (Berrone et al. , 2012) . FKJ&
WKIRI AT A 81T G008 A Ml 3 J2 52 15 mi 51 P 36
HATE: K2 ARDPENTE, WRKIEE
ZRBEE X MEHARSMEAR, I ECIHE
THRHE; 02 AT Z, BIAMAR
JE T A UM R A 5 a0 BN A] (Tajfel &
Turner, 2004) . Bl#&E ZEW AT, BEHRE
T A B 2 AR & R 2 5 8 B ) fE
1, X FWGEA M 5 Iy 42T (Chua et al.
1999) . —J5i, FIEM R A B I3 T R kiX
AW, S0 BIRBMTE (Zellweger et al.
2013), Wi T HERENTE; H—Tim, K
T JE DA KT T A Ml 98 7 B R 36 0 A R Al s FL A B
SRS T, REIE R IEE) B 52805 2l A
A (Gomez—Mejia et al. , 2007), WL T HI
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WEE R AR BETE, ZH L B A Al
ARE) IR S . — T T, R R Al 4
PR RE ST 3G 98, ST AT B 3 ok
gl 5 4] 45 A G F 2 (Chua et al., 1999) 5
T3 —J7 T, G g 5 A A A5 SN S R
Z (Zellweger et al. , 2013), KRN THP XK
JER i 107 3 S7. 5% 2 AL ) 0 B 2 3 5o
IFERFTE 2 0 A Tl e R eI T uEds, o
Berrone 5§ (2010) i MW A M, SR AR
VBRI 7EAL XA B H 6 Sh, RIEA
Yz SNSRI L, T 5 R £ AH G H B
R RIRL A

S, GRS M B S I ] A AR SRR
Ao A 48 S AR A S A D s A VA
JE R AR R B AR, JF S AL S
DU BB O R W] (Berrone et al. , 2012)
A A 1 T2 A 80T K B 5 4 Bl 5% i i
SUESCHI, LB B S (Berrone
etal., 2012) . FIKWABREXIGEIFA LK
A B 22 R A B ik A4l (Chua et al.
1999) , X2 TR GMSEA S 50 2 M A PR 2 Al i
TACHIKIR, AR T FM 013 38 X F M
PRI, JFETEMW M E X B, P
TR, ik — P, FIRW AL T K
TEARN B AL T, B RE S S 5 A BOR £
(Chua et al. , 1999) , FRME A 53 R SR IG5 1) 4+
IBOR 45 (¥ BE 7 IR JSUIR) A A AR A S AR
PEMIFETE T Z RO 1 A A

BV, KW A AR, R E
e G I AR 522 w0l 55 M 52 BRI B
FUUCHI e ry 48k (Berrone et al. , 2012) o f£7K
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RS BT AT HT Z A A Ml P9 52 Wi Al A B
P BE S 5 R (De Massis et al. , 2014)
BEHE ZIEW AT, — T HEREH A E 2
0 H R AN, RS B ) o A R SR A AL
71 (Chua et al. , 1999), Jy 5% 52 AR 14 7K
P TRE ) SCHFs p— Oy, S Al
BRI, 80k O 5 2 5F
R YR A Ml R B, KR X A ol A R OB 1 5
(Zellweger et al. , 2013) , SERRHLREAT B0 A 74
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FRALT R B — R A FLSCB, W LAST S N
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Cabeza—Garcia et al. , 2017), A 425
B A8l Ry el 0 TAm Ak, dnsdas 61 T A &
LA et O T IRD K J S5 i SR ) 4 B S G
(Jia et al., 2019) . AN A THERFE L
NHE A D T 9 SR AR A £ AH G Y
Fl i TR I 4 B S EE (Jia et al., 2019), &
A F 15 AL 21 R BT 2 00 Al A8 B R
FErEA T (Gomez—Mejia et al. , 2007 ; 2=
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TGRSO AL B, B R A A A O
RN — 43, XS ATR A B A
&, JFEEBWR LY LRI £5 (Berrone et al.
2012) . BEAEZWONRSET, G0 IR ey 4
WIS, B Rl — 2 Z 84 RiEsT, e
JUEA RIS B (Zellweger et al.

2013) . FTLA, T R A AR L A 45
ATV K BRI AL 2 T, 1
A, DAHE fid 1 38 F0 ) 25 AH DG ) R R R R
LT AMI R 25 A0 063, KRR 5 B T4
ful AR B, ER AR KT, RIGEHE S
PR BIGE 51 TAR AL, AN, S8 s 01 T

M2 4 WO R RS, K41k 5t T4k
A, BT B4 23 Al 3548 0 A R 1 44 Kt
Flgso PG, AR TAMBA AL S TE, FRAT
KR GG R XF A #8425 T2 AT 1) 1 11 52 )
B,

B, A REUS AL HE A Ak 2 TR
AR T KGR T 8 RIFA SR
W2 T B 2 54k 4 0% 2 i B B ( Berrone
etal., 2012), —JH, #HSAHHARE . B
SEAFNIR I, E 5 R £ AR DG Y A B fh
5 oyt AN, G SR AR Rt 32 S B
AR HAB A 25 A0 G (Chrisman et al. , 2012,
2007) o J3—J7 M, GEHEA 5 AT fid A
B, TR 1 X A S ) R £ AR G
VEoRo Rk, FETF Al AESIPLESME T,
FESS AR X Al AL 2 TEAT 7 A2 I S 1
Sh, BFAE S Al R A s A ST Sl S
SMRF R AR L K AR (Berrone et al.
2012), FrLL, FATANAHE T N &Rl A2 58

1T, ey X AR A AL 2 T AT 2 7 A B i
— 100 —

FUI TE 1] F 0

= IR AR XS Al AL 2 TR AR
RN o A IR A ) H12 T 2 B R 03 1) U s
SR IR EAR B, JFAE KR NI A
HME W (Berrone et al. , 2012) i A& 4H Al
Fh 2 TS e S0 M (LA 8 52 B 11 o 2y =X
(Cennamo et al. , 2012) , & T ZERFFK A 5 (7]
MO, BEaEAR AL, %S BUROR A Al
FETHE . CA RSP H 0% [ I
J& . RISy NG N it R
ZREA (Miller & Breton—Miller, 2005; Uhlaner,
2006) , U Miller 1 Breton—Miller (2005) #5 !
GEIGAR M 14 U a8 JR% A 23 30 3 B Il KM Bt Lo
5355, Uhlaner (2006) %35l K& 1E/Y
HE R T 23 A o MG 5 Al UL, TE S
JI 5 T R RO 155 S+ 22 T T2 R P A e
2755 ] BE 28 FRA22 Ml 0 23 () 52 e, PR TS R 4 A DG
& (AL RERANEENZHE. B, MK
TAMBAM AL L T, FRATIA 1 AR KT 4
BB AL At 2 AT e B K

S0, R R R AR, AT AR Al At
STHEMEAT . e 7R G U0 ZE 0 A R il
PRARAEAE 88 G0 T 00 G X £ ol g 42 1 A%
K, SRR s AR AR ORSY, BHE1R
AEP AR R R AT AMEESFIHIRAT A (Keller-
manns et al. , 2012) , EFEEAGEAH LS
F S AHCE ALES , HEAR T Al 4L 23 54T
ESRRIA A S THERR I A — @ R F oS AR
A 3= . R 55 HE S 50K 5™ ( Cennamo
et al., 2012) , {HIXCHEFE DR Al e U5 HJ5 300 P v
PLEZI 25 (Sprinkle & Maines, 2010), B
TEAR Ml 2878 R T VA A XU, T R K



TRAE A H A DL AL, AN G5 6T Al 7
AL A&, B, A& RS AT REAF T Al
FEETHUE, MLAh, ARSI A A 2 T AR
AT, W, MELAPR ST B 2R I AR
PR A ML L 2 T AT A8 B 51 T.%% 1 TAE,
HETT G A W 55 30 4, A ) 1 20005 /Y 42 il A
ks FrLh, BT N ER AL & 534, Al
A R BE XS AR Al At 25 T AT Y B 11 52 W)
Wig, BT g, ARSI
g% 2a: KRIAEEHEBIMMEBEWLHS
REBZFEMEX, HRTHBELHER
KEIAEX Bl BENZIMER,
Ri% 2b: HLAHSHNEIMMIMBELH S
REEZFEMBEX, HRTHMBELHSHE,
#HEATI MBS RERRMER,
Ri% 2c: BRKGEAMBAIMDELHS
REBZFEMEX, HRTIHBELHRE
& BRI N AR it S SRR IMER,
Rig2d: EABEESNEIMMIMBELHS
REEEHRBEX, HRTHBELHSEE,
RARBEIMBE LTS HRERNZIMER,
ik la, R 1b, ik le, fRix 1d 358
R AN 2 X 4k 2 1 IR0 e 0 & A 4 T
PR IE R o TR 2a, R 2b, R 2¢,
{5 2d k254 M A 2 15 R 10 4% 2 B
I N TR A AN A AL 5T LR,
FATN ARG W A2l i 5 ik 23 5 0 s 1
SAEFE ) 4 5 A Ml AL 2 5T AT . RO,
FIGEW NGB N KRR .tk
A SFYERE, B RGN e 5 A A
ftb 3230 MR 55 HE 2 SEE G A N TES 1 (Ar-
regle et al. , 2007; Cennamo et al. , 2012) , 3 fdi
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GRIETH It Ry - 3K A ol & i T W A2 I 4 AH O 3
VERIYSMETE S (Cennamo et al. , 2012; 5K #
&5, 2013) , FETTAR 8 S A b AR A AR Al A
Soiht. MeAh, MW AL 235 ik 23 1 I
AL AR R GEFE A G0 O R Al Y 475 1
ek, A4y B 565, AR THHE IR SF
(Kellermanns et al. , 2012) , AR F T4
WAt ST, TR EgR, ASc R

Ri% 3a: FikH NIE I 5 i&IA E 8 5 2 0
THERFSMRE I S FE, HE TR
HEHRE, KEGNETKE AR R EB 4

HIEMMMER,

fRi%Z 3b: KESANBIHSATEEZN

TREMMBE LS RE BEFRESBEL
HEHRE, KESANEITHSATFIIIEBL L
HEFENRIMER,

BRi% 3c: Kk NIE i 1 R4k 7% 18] 3 22
TR LHSTE, HETIIEBE
HERE, KESNEDEBRE N R

HESFENZIMER,

Ri% 3d: ik NiE 1% & 2T B 20
TREFMIMRE LS FTE, HRTREBSAL
HERE, KESNEIERBEIIIEBL L
HEFREWEMER,

=) Al o R 91 i 94 45 4

Al 2B A AR L A 4R, Al 2 P R
K el R L R B, TEAE K
JEW BEM G EDIRGUA B AR A ir 22 5% (Anthony &
Ramesh, 1992; HKRUHF FI451, 2009) . H Ak
W, AL T A I A i Ml R K B 4 A o A
FasE , RUERY B R AR AR AR s Ak T

AL A K- P T Az €, AT F &
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MG, HG T —ERNE i bTER
WAL T S Oy BRI O 40 R, R L&
BAZEL (WO RIZERT , 20095 BB

, 2018) o ATV AR A RS, SA5E R
ANV AEA [F] K JE By Be 2 B IR DL 22 57, FRA ]
YO LEAR A fir R S B AN TR B B, 2806 9 A A
SHAMIMEIE WP, FEEL S HERYE
XA 2 AR A BT A o

G, IR A S Al A% D5 1 Y W55 45
PAEERE , JBRAAF S KRR E 2 H
b (BRI, 2009) o AL 2 i8I s IR
TG IR AT A A Ak B2 5 3 R W A 55 ) 4 1
BB A 3= AR IR EL A S HL, 1 24
H R R 2 T BB 5K, AR R A A
PR E A b UG ATETE, 2018) . [A]
I, A2 IRV g A A 2 2 el 2 R iR R S
TORIFE A IR, Wil & 2 A 55 A<
FHIRRASMEIET] (Cennamo et al. , 2012) . {H
S I A A P BB /], A TR) ) 4 4 5% 3 %o
ARV A ST B A R L (Arena & Mich-
elon, 2018) o BLAh, H T ARl I S 1 £ 45
SEEAF AR G, A2 TR ) A R A T A A
W BRI A AR R M e P, 2
FIEANAL T I, Ak 218 12 & A AN TR 4
BEXH Al AL S ST AR AL I o

HR, R R Ak = dh i 5 T A

, M A B <6 9L 55 W 55 45 AR 12 T 1K 3 T
( Anthony & Ramesh, 1992), 7Ept3eal B, Kk
A B ) N Rl 4E A I ( Greve,
2008) , MM AL AR R R, R TR 9 S A )
FITE AR A A b AL 22 DA A M [, A

A ERES AT S AR LB T, P T AR A 5K
— 102 —

I O A R
R AL 5 Z TN B2 1 SNE R ), BE T
Fhos AL X Al A 2 ST R SE W MY 5 . A,
JIEIT 1 52 IR A B A T 5 1Y) 28 T RE D R R
foll At 2 TEAE AT 4Edr 4k 2 &, dE A A
FAb mg = AL k. Bk, 4k ab Tk
B, Ak S0 RO X Al A 23 TE AT 52
TR,

W, R R A AR L2180 25
a5, WS BB T U (I &R T kA,
2018) , Al SR AR T 0 55 A, A A

« Rt SR TR LI 1 P 7E Bl LR A
TS T AL 23 1 B a1 ZE N T L I Al
HEREX A AL 2 TAR R I, T H, 4k
ANTERI, Ak I RV 0 A 2 2l 4 i i
HH P R R £ AR OG TR OR, HETIAE A R
MR IMERE T T, I Ah, FEAE 2 1%k
W e AL AR B RS2 T, SR s IR TS
FIERG B SR 45, AFT Al A 4e 4 HoAth
Y B TR AV 7€ R A i g A R

, gl A TR, ARSI R E Al

FEETAT Y IE 28N

g5 LTk, AT A T B A iR
W, A2 ROV XA Ml A 2% B AT 1 52 A AE B
BIATESR , [mA, JETASURE la, BIX 1b,
i Lo, M 1d YN ZS, BDSEHE W AR 4L 2
TE I BT R A B AR TR T S, FRATE
ANy, MAR A T AR 2R A R, RO
W N 3 A 2 1 R 6 A ol AL 2 AT 1 1]
B WA E S, T Rk, A
i :

Rig4: bl EGEARETTHKESNEL

( Arena & Michelon, 2018),



HLBERME (RkAE, HSAW. BREK
TRERERE) YABMMIBLELHSE
(MERFSNBE AT SRE) MEER M, BI4E
RFBKPNFTREA, REPANEIHSER
ME (KKIAE., HSAH. BRBIKE., FK
BE) XMelHSFHE (RHAMRLLits
HE) HEEMMAERAER,

=, ARFAE

(—) SCHERERR . TRk 5 % i

HRAETC o A AT FE 5 (Schmidt & Hunt-
er, 2015) , FRATIE 1 SCHRAG 52, 07 28 15 2 A
AIF RIS, E e, FeAT DUR B IR R S
ke H—, BRG] . FoA] i e 52
CHESRGEWA . SRV E . ik
FAH 5G 1) 25348 B 78 43 7 SCHR - (Berrone et al.
2012; Canavati, 2018), MIM#fiE F—HRRE
P PESCHER] . B b, B A R SRR
F£ 11 7E Google Scholar, Web of Science, Pro-
Quest Dissertations & Theses Database 182 T 2
Xk, HH, KW AR R . family in-
volvement , family control , family ownership . fami-
ly management , family business. family firm; %k
255 B0 B 19K 2 37 g : socioemotional wealth |
family identification , family social capital , family
value | succession; {V At 2 T3 AEA 5 A 4 I

M : corporate social responsibility (CSR) . corpo-

% m % % 7 5
2024 £ £ 4

rate social practices ( CSP) | corporate social ac-
tions, environmental social governance ( ESG) .
sustainability . stakeholder relationships, environ-
mental management, social performance, environ-
mental performance, philanthropy. donation, 7E
For R SCHR I 15 28 /0 1 2§ /A% i [ I i IR AE — A
{01 s S 1 A USRI 2 3 e ¢ R = S
(CNKT) #ZRrhsescik. H, FKiGEw Ak
KRR RN FREER . Z 0 P A AL
FiGa. KiE CEO, RiEEE . KA
FEOIE I B R R AR E . K
TR . R L A . RN EW . 1% K=
B A A TR R Ry AT
ESG, Fli G H LR, BB, AW, 7F
et sl BB . BB
TARH . ARV B G A R e S, B
W, SBEESC, =20, FRATHE bk it
HE SRR T 18 RVEH &R FWEA A
WA ST, LA R E K B R BE 2 ik 4 22 Bt
SE BB R E I GRS (R
) G 30 AEET], HIE, NS
FF R 2 1 25 38 87T 73 B SCER ( Berrone et al.
2012; Canavati, 2018) , FRATMIXLE SRR 2%
SCHRT e 538 138 3C, il Google Scholar fifi
PG T %05 SCHR 1B 30, K g I [a] i 2 2021
£7H31H,

TR, NARIETCO BT A R, FRATE
PR LT J5t 0] 0 6 SCHik . 56—, b2 ) I 33 K

© 18 ARMWIF] 55 Jy: Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly . Organization Science . Strategic Management

Journal , Journal of Management Studies, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, Corporate Governance: An International Review . Entrepreneurship

Theory and Practice , Family Business Review , Global Strategy Journal . International Business Review . Journal of Business Venturing . Journal of

Family Business Strategy ., Journal of Family Business Management , Journal of International Business Studies . Journal of Management . Journal of

World Business . Small Business Economics.
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REFAAPLALFHET wG Ao AR

WA AL I & AL 2 5T =2
EPIALE PR P AT 4R S, H
TRESHIEBTTE s 5 =, AR A AR A R A G
AR A n] B A O R SG R BN AR AR S,

K

FAIESUB MR 23R, DU R 188 e
B2, FRATTUCAE B i A ORS8Ok 208 RO,
W AS9 ANRENIAE, EAEAEE 262704, SCHK
K TS AR 2 FrR .

HRUTEIE:  Google
Scholar. Web of Science .
ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
Database ( N =4528)

HRFEMM (N=1318)

-

| e Sk (N =1377)

MBRTE & B T STk (N = 4469 )

G A E AR IR SCHR (N = 629)

e (N =748)

—

TEAMTA A SR (N = 208) |

IR AT LA AR HERY SCHR (N =539 )

& 2 iﬁﬁ%% j‘fﬁl_'iiW)\m.*E

e, WA SCRR SR BT R, BATTRE A SCHk
RPN AZ R AT T R H—, KK
PR A ZAE BAGY A  ZI5 6 B
ARFEWANE LY (FHHF5F, 2020),
JI LAFRAN 368 5 SR 35 A5 BE A6y 14 L 91 s e % 1k
AP FGAE 5 AR AT AL 1) S e
FWAE PR A . FIRAEE R AL R %
MR IR HAGE Ao 5, FEAL ST & 1
PUAHERE R ATXF “ FKRINIET, AT T fE
o PR B I I 53 0 M8 A Ml 1 R A 4,
P9 INCIE I B0 21K
AN T REB B R A5 BUR P . &
(RIS REY T R

tes, FRETIASE; FHXT CHEEUKART,

Identification .

41 binding social
FA19h

© BRTFH,
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RIFBHIN, FHEER.

REAS 1A B 1 1 B3 22 ) A i A 8 o,
emotional attachment, Internal social capital, %
TR EE TS s BEXF “HRERE", JATPAT
REAS A I 52 15 i B B AT AR AR K 25 —
(VOGS (=N
o =L S THUERE T NER A

THAEFSIMR AL TAE . KT NARA A2
A, FATHA T REGS IR B SRl Al 7E
A R 5 AR A BT R B 28 A A AL, T
PR A R
TAMER A AL 2 T, RATHA T R
FREARNY N A R S0 4 A 5 2 F) 8 ) F >Re H
2S5 1 A2
e B 5. ML,

A1 renewal of family bonds |

internal CSR |

labor protection |

U0 external CSR. donation, %¢
Z % A5 (Arena &



Michelon, 2018; La Rocca et al. , 2011) , Z3Cil
o A AT % 220 Al A i R . Bk B, 3R
IIAREAS Al P S AR 8 EAT = 5543, i 1/3
(ol -4 = [1.54, 14.86] ) Xf Bi 4
WAL T R, a3 (il o B4R
[14.88,29.46] ) XbpifmlAb ¥R, J& 1/
(Al P 4EE = [30, 70. 117 ) XAl ib
TR (AU, — 021218 37 1)
AR RN 7 T A X A 4 B A8 b AT T
FEOTIT I, DT P R A TR — 25 AR
BlEN 2

() JLHHirdy

B, SHEUMSFENME (28175,
2023), A L@ Q. P Tau, Tau’ ., p {H%H
PRIEAT T S BUME A 50 s[RI 228 LAAE ST 4 BT Y
i (ansk A 4%, 2022), FA1i Egger’ s
B RLGR (Egger etal. , 1997) #4717 AR
Ak, % =, AR Hunter—Schmidt J¢
43HTJ73: (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) #:5 T H
RO o FRATARA TS REAONIAA B BRI
AHn . FEASTEIMAUERE v, FG a5 B &
TE A RE A I AT 249 580 5 ﬁ#Q&ﬁh@§SD
95% 1) B =5 X [6] ( Confidence interval, 95% CI)

- W

1 80% (1) 7] {5 X [A] ( Credibility interval, 80%
CV) . Geitie2s (iFFiR MM 2E) R
MIAH 2 R S E 4yt (% Var) . o,
95% CI 2t 1 xf H ARS8 6] ¢ & 19 Al i1, a2k
95% CIAELE 0, UiBH H bR 2 (8] 8 35 4
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015), % =, &ATRHIC

@© FAT@ELL Cronbach’s o REUEIE T ﬁ%iéo %% Kn
RIS 51 Cronbach’s o REXMIIME ; FHXTFMA R, WEIALM

#ms s
2024 £ £ 4

AYMT IS5 48 J7 TR AL ( Meta— Analytic Structural
Equation Modeling, MASEM ) ( Viswesvaran &
Ones, 1995), f#i ] Mplus 8.4 # {4 (Muthén &
TR, HT AR
Breg s, 2% UL 5 9805 (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008) , i i 758 B 42 R R, &

B GRS A o Ak 23 1 RV B 1 2% A2 5 )
AN A AL 2 TR A RO, (W3R 4) . A
i}, R4 Selig Al Preacher (2008) (K&, ffi
FIT 55 R B 7 1 3 2 R 20000 7k, ok
it 428 0 1) 95% C1, i3t 95% C1J& 754
O HEMTAG L2 1 R & 25 48 B2 1) ] 45 5800 o
S0, FRATIR 4 A i — 2D R TR Y R0
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) , {84 £l 45 5 0 B
ARG =AYV, Fef il Z K5 e T AL T
I I/ INH 5 AL T A I B g IR AP /N
IR JG B AR OC R B 26 55, 2 100 40 A Aol 28 i
JE S 2 A HAT 5500

Muthén, 2017) 47

M., #HRER

(—) SERPER

ARICR S T A 6 0 0 S o 4
RN, SRR 7 IV R T [ 50 A ik 2 B AL
BT e e a1 pos, 0 it
Pk 3| BEKF (p<0.001), H I 31E 75% L
b, RREW A5 257 1 8] 1RO AS AR AT AE
BE W) 5 gt (Huedo—Medina et al. , 2006)
Pk, ASCR BSOS T A T o004

ghl F1 Eisenkraft (2015), %fA$2ME Cronbach’s o ZEIHNISE, FRFZE
5 EHHY Cronbach’s o %00 1,
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1 RRMERRK

Eias Q df (Q) I Tau Tau®
AT E

FKIEIN A 973. 68 ** 54 94. 45 0.15 0. 02

AR=S2 1Kl 255.56"* 30 84.79 0.06 0. 00

17 A 2 163.32%* 26 84. 04 0. 14 0. 02

[ ZS=V5 1396.27 ** 45 96. 78 0.16 0.02
v S FHE

HER DT 435.45** 39 91.04 0.08 0. 01

HMBTAE: 687.03 " 59 91.41 0.08 0.01

i
FORMEFE AL S AT T AL E A L]

() T At A 5 FLHE RO 5 B

KFAMASIEAG B TAEGETE L 45 2R 2 35 (1
FEER Ty 2%, T B SO0 (R HE AR 22 A B
% (Rothstein et al. , 2005) . HFE2 7JH, &4
KA Egger” s [alIH R K p [HAALZE (p>
0.05) , PEIAASCHFE AT B I R i 2

[ (Egger et al. , 1997) o FHEAUYL /M 925

% p<0.01, Q FRIE S RS IHE, df (Q) FoRHMEE, 1P 3R 5 Rk ERUN B 8 57

o 5 (1 B ], Taw?

R 2 P, WA S HABAZ & i InACF
YIONAE p 19 95% CTIBIAGE 0, RMIF W
NGB 6 B TR k2
SR % R T S A A P 0 35 TR O . LK
WL M B 25 2R S BT S R DT 8 — 2K, MR S0y

PreaiE 1T HEat o

(]

R2 RFBEREEEEZMSH

Egger K56
A5 k n 7 SDr p SDp 95% CI 80% CV % Var
i P
f e
Py VNG 55 | 49508 | 0.18 | 0.12 | 0.20 | 0.15 |[0.16, 0.23]|[0.01, 0.38] | 6.02% -0.22 | 0.79
AR 31 | 44873 | 0.03 | 0.06 | 0.03 | 0.07 |[0.01, 0.05] |[[-0.05, 0.11]| 15.82% 0. 49 0.59
55 SRR 27 | 7324 | 0.16 | 0.13 | 0.18 | 0.17 |[0.11, 0.24] [[-0.02, 0.38]| 15.61% -2.50 | 0.12
AR 46 | 63512 | 0.16 | 0.13 | 0.16 | 0.14 |[0.12, 0.20] [[-0.01, 0.34]| 3.75% 0. 60 0. 64
At & H T
WESDE(E: 40 | 98037 | 0.03 | 0.06 | 0.03 | 0.03 |[0.01, 0.05] [[-0.06, 0.11]| 9.27% -0.88 | 0.22
SRS 60 | 92769 | 0.04 | 0.08 | 0.03 | 0.08 |[0.01, 0.06] [[-0.07, 0.14]| 8.95% 0. 04 0.97

kRSN A IR ST AR A S
15 BEAE I B REAR A - 355500 18 5

n T A TS T i SRR
SDp F7is p WIbREZE ; 95% CLFRIR p (W 95% M EFIX []; 80% CV IR p 1) 80% Iy A] {5 X [H] ; % Var

T FANFEAINBCF SN s SDr 2R 7 HIbRHEZS ; p KR &5

FORGT IR (HIRRRZE R B IRE) AR SC R BUE S M A 2 L o

(=) HIRYESR BT S5 b A SR 4
HAG, MSCPE TR SE RN ER 3 PR, BR
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Tradlar R AL S TR AN, HAR PR
At 2 [A] AT 3 34N B R 95% C1 ¥ AN &




#2537 b

2024 % % 4 #
0, FHICHE M Y 45 SR U B A B P 1 722 B SR 2 e 30
PP ZE R DG Y, 3 O 2 T R AY B8 AR 70 B 33 58
*3 TEMHEXIERE
s 1 2 ‘ 3 4 5 6
L ZKRWA
2. FiEkR
(7, p) (0.18, 0.20)
(k, n) (55, 49508)
95% CI [0.16, 0.23]
80% CV [0.01, 0.38]
3. dtaH
(k, n) (0.03, 0.03) (0.25, 0.26)
(k, n) (31, 44873) (11, 3284)
95% CI [0.01, 0.05] | [0.15, 0.34]
80% CV [-0.05, 0.11] | [-0.02, 0.53]
4. NI
(7, p) (0.16, 0. 18) (0.26, 0.30) (0.20, 0.23)
(k, n) (27, 7324) (14, 6139) (10, 3377)
95% CI [0.11, 0.24] | [0.22, 0.39] | [0.09, 0.36]
80% CV [-0.02, 0.38] | [0.11, 0.50] | [-0.05, 0.50]
5. AR
(7, p) (0.16, 0. 16) (0.33, 0.34) (0.11, 0. 10) (0.35, 0.41)
(k, n) (46, 63512) (25, 48369) (17, 11638) (16, 3958)
95% CI [0.12, 0.20] | [0.27, 0.42] | [0.05, 0.16] | [0.32, 0.51]
80% CV [-0.01, 0.34] | [0.09, 0.60] | [-0.03, 0.24] | [0.17, 0.65]
6. BT
(7, p) (0.03, 0.03) (0.26, 0.33) |(-0.01, -0.01)| (0.29, 0.32) (0.17, 0.18)
(k, n) (40, 98037) (13, 6605) (9, 8218) (9, 2764) (13, 7097)
95% CI [0.01, 0.05] | [0.22, 0.43] | [-0.13, 0.10] | [0.21, 0.43] | [0.08, 0.27]
80% CV [-0.06, 0.11] | [0.09, 0.57] | [-0.24, 0.21] | [0.11, 0.53] | [-0.04, 0.39]
7. HMERSUHT:
(7, p) (0.04, 0.03) (0.22, 0.23) (0. 14, 0. 14) (0.26, 0.28) (0.12, 0.12) (0.49, 0.49)
(k, n) (60, 92769) (13, 11771) (14, 36731) (4, 1212) (13, 22463) (19, 19502)
95% CI [0.01, 0.06] | [0.10, 0.35] | [0.10, 0.18] | [0.22, 0.35] | [0.08, 0.17] [0.35, 0.64]
80% CV [-0.07, 0.14] | [-0.07, 0.52] | [0.05, 0.24] | [0.23, 0.33] | [0.01, 0.23] [0.08, 0.91]

Tk FR UM B ST AL

TE A 5 48 B 2

fiff I, K MASEM J5 i%

n R AL 1Y B HREA S
BN 95% C1 47 p 1) 95% M BASIX 5 80% CV 5% p ) 80% Tl 1K il .

( Viswesvaran & Ones,

T FARREARINBCF XN 5 p 2R 288 5 BB IE AREA A1

1995) XWFFEARBEHA THE
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REFAAPLALFHET wG Ao AR

5o BTG RME 3 PR RIEWAL
FWONFEE IEMSE (B=0.20, p<0.01), 5
HediF R A AREE (B=0.03, p<0.05),
SR A . IEA DG (B=0.18, p<0.01),
SEREREFIEMK (B=0.16, p<0.01),
i 1a, I 1b, R Lo, R 1d ¥7153) 3¢
Fro MM, KRN S N E A STHE R E
IEAR (B=0.30, p<0.01), HAMHArAt2
FULRFIEM K (8=0.16, p<0.01), Pj#& 2%
S (B=0.15, p<0.01); L5 AEe
Mt S TFAERE AL (B=-0.15, p<

0.01), 5N AT R EFEHE (8=
0.05, p<0.01), WHLEREE (B=-0.20,
p<0.01) ; FERKAR 5 NER AL AL 253 B3 I
K (B=0.28, p<0.01), SAMERA A2 5T
fERFIEMEK (B=0.24, p<0.01), P& ZER
2% (B=0.04, p<0.01); fERZIES N
Wi S TFEMRREAAEE (B=-0.02, p=
0.16), HAF WA STIEM KR AR E
(B=-0.03, p<0.05), MEEFRARE (B=
0.01, p=0.41), ZEEKE, ik 2a. fRIK 2¢
FREI SRR, MRk 2b, Rk 2d 13 3ER 73 S HF o

ER NG

ERIRIN

R

3 BESWER

VE: ##p<0.01, =*p<0.05, n.s=AREF,

BT AR TR, 225 IR T i
1 (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) , @it gz &
BTRAR, K50 G 0 A GE A 23 1 T a1
AR RS W) AR Al A 23 T AT A 18] 35 3800
(W 4), [FEF, M Selig F Preacher (2008)
A, 8 T SR AR R B Ry i R A A
20000 ¥¢, kAl RN Y 95% CI, FATTi
PSRRI BLLAE BT 20000 OB AR AR,
HETAG AL 23 15 R o %> 4 B 1Y ) 500 2
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B BREI, FIEW AT FEA [ X
PN RN A A o+ 25 B AT 7 A2 G [ 52
BN 4 W R 0.06., 0.03, 95% CI 4% 3 K
[0.05,0.07], [0.02, 0.04], A0, fiH
MW AT 3t SN v X P RS Al 4k 2
SULR M2 5 W2, AlTHE Y 0.03, 95% CI
Oy [0.02, 0.04], % 3a 138K RikW
N AL 23 0 R A AL 2 AT A B T 5
Wi, [] 432 % B R - 0.01, 95% CI g [-0.01,



% m % % 7 5
2024 £ £ 4

-0.001], A& 0, MG At adw Wi B 22 ¢ R 2, AN ITH(E  0.01, 95% CI 4
XFHNRAR MY AL 25 DT AR )7 AR T 10 M, () HE A% [0.002, 0.01], ALE 0, fRik 3c 753 3 £
79 0.002, 95% CI 7y [0.00, 0.003], AfL& KW AT A% A JE X SRR Al AL 2 T AT
0, [F)B S 5 A E et A 2045 o Py 308 7 A=) B2 A, R) B2 RGN D 0.06, 95% CI Ny
WAt TR W 25 5 B3, AhTHE R -0. 01, [0.05, 0.07], A% 0, [RIEZKEH A%
95% CI % [-0.01, -0.001], A& 0, ik AR X R A AL S TR R AN B2, [H]
3b R FNHRIrSCRE s W A 1 1 B AR X Y FERN }-0. 003, 95% CI g [-0.01, 0.001],
T ANR A AL 2 TAT = A IE R, TR 50, [R5 7R BBk R A4
43504 0.05, 0.04, 95% CI 4352 [0.04, WAL S THE R Y 22 R A B3, fGiHE R
0.06], [0.04,0.05], A& 0, i HEBEW 0.002, 95% CI J [-0.003, 0.01], £ 0,
TR AR AR KT P BB R0 AN Al A+ 25 54T 52 {15 3d 1324 S

R4 EEHNEGOE

BB % B | it | 95% CI

P VNGRS 4

KW A—FKIEIN A — N R T AT 0.06" [0.05, 0.07]

FIEW ARG - THT 0.03" [0.02, 0.04]

TR IR A AL 22 TR Y 25 57 0.03" [0.02, 0.04]
a3k i NS Y

KWW At dlli— N5 T -0.01" [-0.01, -0.001]

TP A Sl >IN T 0.002* [0.00, 0.003]

TR IR A AT S TR 25 57 -0.01" [-0.01, —0.001]
AR 2 1 o) 2 00

TG A~ AR A — N B 54T 0.05" [0.04, 0.06]

FIEW N1 KA T4 E 0.04" [0.04, 0.05]

RSN A A ST R 22 5 0.01" [0.002, 0.01]
(=N EE s e

TG ALK BB N T -0. 003 [-0.01, 0.001]

KIEW ALK G B IMR T -0.005" [-0.01, —0.001]

RPN IMER AL AL S AT 2 57 0. 002 [-0.003, 0.01]

YE: 95% C1=95%BAFIKI], * BEHERIET 20000 WS it TALAIRER 95% CI, *p <0.05,

AW T A —E, ASCR KK B fioh 55 52 T A B A O AR K %
WA A 23 AL 2 X AR Al A 2 ST AR (Berrone et al. , 2012) , B 225 -5 4N A 45 A1
A2 IR i FE 9 3T BURS L E TIPS KEWIRER, i Z5T0 x5 A 2 A 5 & R
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Fremen e, #EmeEEBEW it oa
% P B A Ml AL 23 B AT A A s e, R
K ATE 13 7% 7 BT R Al AL & BT Y
AU T S 0 7 W o e A DS
BB /), 3ot fd GR35 A 3o A% 7R R X Y
FRFIAMIR Al AL S AR M 22 A B AR
HIEH, AR h— R s s m A — A
MFEBE AR, T AR SRR S A RE A Al
BRI N (BRE MBRAERT, 2014) . {H
H A SCHR PR R B R R, K2 R
TR s PE R B, X 5 PF B O i b
( Gimenez—Jimenez et al. , 2021) , f&7& IR M
TR T 2k P o P AT R 1 — 25 B BT

(V9) P41 A

FERT B H2 5 0 1 il 1, FR AT 5 4 4

— R TR, (Schmidt & Hunter,
2015) , Bt Z A5 o0 1AL T s i/
R0 TR B R IR AN EAE E S AR G
RE S EE, BATRE 1 Al AR A

TEG R A At 2 DT 5C A AT 1 3800,
ZER KPR AR (2=1.50, p=0.13),
HR, AT KR T ol A R e A 2
T & 2 N HERE 5 ol AL 2 ST SR R A I
TR AR R, Kb TSI A2 Al X
AP A2 AT 9 R IR 25 T AL T R A
B (2=2.74, p<0.01), AbF YT 1 7K
XA 2 TR R R 22 T AR T
IR (2=3.01, p<0.01) . 4l E: iy JH]
FATE TGN TR X Al A2 57 AT 9 52 00 14 981 15 3L
WARE (2=1.06, p=0.29), fEfF AKX
AP AL 23 SEAT R WA A R T RO B A B (2=
0.02, p<0.98), HARGIRMFES Pron. ET
RO HTIIEE R E & B W A REE x4l
AR AR di, RS
Al A= i J 9 RE A8 9 5 S 0 A 1o A 2 1 TR
Wl (Fedi i KRR Xkt 2 584E
MR . BASRE , IRBL4 13RI S HF o

x5 OATHEKE

g ‘ k ‘ n ‘ G ‘ SDr ‘ i ‘ SDp ‘ 95% CI 80% CV % Var z ‘ »
R A— NN AL 2552 4T
R ] 21 | 10447 | 0.06 | 0.11 | 0.06 | 0.12 [[0.01, 0.11] |[-0.08, 0.20]|14.66%
K R 42 111513 | 0.02 | 0.07 | 0.02 | 0.07 |[0.00, 0.05] |[-0.06, 0.11]| 7.43% 130 ] 0
FIEINIE - IR Al 4 23 53 AT:
s 8 | 3034 | 0.22 | 0.19 | 0.23 | 0.22 |[0.08, 0.38] |[-0.04, 0.49]| 6.01%
K5 R ) 18 | 15342 | 0.24 | 0.21 | 0.26 | 0.23 |[0.15, 0.37] |[[-0.03, 0.55]| 2.34% 100 ] 029
oA — NN AT S AT
e8] 8 | 3811 | 0.21 | 0.06 | 0.21 | 0.08 |[0.15, 0.27] | [0.12, 0.30] |29.21%
2.74 | <0.01
R 5 58 ) 15 | 41138 | 0.11 | 0.11 | 0.11 | 0.12 |[0.05, 0.17] |[[-0.04, 0.25]| 2.61%
1 AR — N A A b At 25 T AT:
I 5 1525 | 0.29 | 0.09 | 0.31 | 0.11 |[0.22, 0.40] | [0.19, 0.43] |27.24%
05 5 8 | 2451 | 0.28 | 0.13 | 0.31 | 0.16 [[0.20, 0.42] | [0.12, 0.50] |13.24% .02 | 0%
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AL ‘ k ‘ n ‘ G ‘ SDr i ‘ SDp ‘ 95% CI 80% CV % Var z ‘ »
R EIE— NN AL 2 5T
R 7 | 2120 | 0.31 | 0.16 | 0.34 | 0.17 [[0.21, 0.46] | [0.13, 0.55] | 10.67%
3.07 | <0.01

WK R 19 27440 0.12 0.09 0.12

0.06 |[0.08, 0.16] | [0.00, 0.24] | 7.86%

T kR MM fE A ST AR

3 n FRPTABIFE B R TREARG

T RTRREAINBCE SO A s SD, FoRRY T AR p R &l

REEAB IERIREA B3N ; SD, F78 p BIBRHEZE 5 95% CLFIR p 19 95% Y ELAR X[ 5 80% CV 3R p 1Y 80% KAl fFIX (8] ; 2 {3k
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Abstract; Although the relationship between family involvement and corporate social responsibility (CSR) has attracted much
academic attention, there is no consistent conclusion yet. Drawing upon the socioemotional wealth perspective, we investigate how
and when family involvement impacts CSR (i.e. , internal CSR and external CSR) . We propose that family involvement has a
significant influence on CSR through socioemotional wealth (i.e., family identity, social ties, emotional attachment, and succes-
sion intention) . Meanwhile, families’ ability and willingness to fulfill CSR vary across different corporate life cycles. Therefore,
we consider the corporate life cycle as a moderator in the relationship between family involvement and CSR.

Adopting meta—analysis techniques, we aim to make a comprehensive investigation of how family involvement indirectly impacts
CSR through socioemotional wealth and its boundary condition. We first search relevant literature using multiple approaches (i.e. ,
Google Scholar, Web of Science, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Database, CNKI, and relevant review papers) . Then, Then, we
coded qualified papers following Lipsey and Wilson’ s (2001) procedure. . Finally, we used Hunter & Schmidt’ s random effect model
to conduct meta—analyses. Besides, we used meta—analytic structural equation modeling and subgroup analysis to test our hypotheses.

The results show that; (DFamily involvement had a significant indirect effect on internal and external CSR through the dimen-
sions of socioemotional wealth (family identity, emotional attachment, social ties, and succession intention) except the indirect
effect of family involvement on internal CSR through succession intention. @)Corporate life cycle strengthened the indirect effect of
family involvement on corporate social responsibility via social ties and succession intention. Specifically, compared with the growth
stage and the decline stage, when the family business enters the mature stage and the, the indirect effect of family involvement on
internal corporate social responsibility via social ties and succession intention would be strong.

This study contributes to the literature on family involvement and CSR in several ways. First, our study uncovers the underlying
mechanism between family involvement and CSR by exploring the indirect effect of socioemotional wealth. Second, this study explores
the moderating role of the corporate life cycle, which responds to the call of the previous studies and enhances our understanding of
the boundary conditions of the relationship between family involvement and CSR. Third, our study further clarified the relationship
between family involvement and CSR by dividing CSR into internal CSR and external CSR. Finally, by adopting the meta—analysis
technique, this study made a comprehensive comparative analysis of previous domestic and foreign studies, and uncover the underly-
ing mechanism. In addition to the theoretical contributions, this study also provides valuable suggestions for management practice.

Key Words: family involvement; socioemotional wealth; corporate social responsibility; corporate life cycle; meta—analysis
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