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Abstract

Building a stable relationship with the core customer base is one of the key ways for enterprises to
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gain a competitive advantage in the market and achieve substantial profit returns. However, exces-
sive focus on the financial dependence and resource allocation of a few key customers may lead to
suboptimal overall operational efficiency of the enterprise. This article selects data from A-share
manufacturing enterprises between 2014 and 2023 as empirical samples to deeply analyze how cus-
tomer relationship trading models dynamically affect enterprise value. Research has revealed a
unique “inverted U-shaped” relationship pattern between customer relationship transactions and en-
terprise value, which is more pronounced in non-state-owned enterprises and enterprises in regions
with lower levels of marketization. Furthermore, this article finds that financial flexibility nega-
tively moderates the “inverted U-shaped” effect between customer relationship transactions and
enterprise value.
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1. 518

AR, FRFE Aol IE T I 7R R4k BER BRSNS LUK T BUSIR 95 1) = PR, 9 T IRABRATET R
JeBl, & NRITATFHIK I TUROKT, IRE U O E ISt 7 — RAVBORTE I, AR T2
PETT R E RIS Z 1, DAIRENZ B R A R[] AR A BENEESS 5 h I L 2 5 E R A BUE A
WANER BT, B ORAE DN R RAL SR A 4 e B SEBLB i S 0 1A, IR 22 B HT G K R AT BR 1 —3h . B
2 E B E MERINRL, Al H s A A R R R T AR ok R A By Ay, o, B
KA G AR RIZ B RS AL 2 — 1T 4 32 RIE[2]

H 2007 S, JREER 2 AR 1 A SE I E 2 P AR S5 B DR T L R BN 5% 7 1
HIRIEWIL, I 2012 SER PR BRI — D 17 oRAe[3]. Hbilz, v FEIE 208 075 ) SE LR A2
AL B ST A HT R T T KRR ) A B AR IS A AT 9 S E MR TR G 3R, TR
I — W RN EE . ik, ALl 2013~2022 4EFRE A Bl 1A TR FREAR, A
TEMBERIBEN VAR L A, B8 T 5 R AT Gyt i E AR EAE R, IR 1Bk B 5 it
AP ST . WEFORBL, AHERE S 7 R R A Sy s IR T 2 IUSE sy, — & Z a4
FEMRAE U BCR. #—DotrisR, ZEMRAERE MM TSR ERA X RIS TN EE.

AT TTIR A S, R VARG A, AW A T AR SREE R f 7 R RS G Al
PR IE TS PO AE T o I RAIRZR “ a7 5 RS 7 RN T R T ML E T
FURABIRZ Gy R B R S50 55 =, RS ) R AR AL G AEAN R B BN T 37 AR B T x4
MEAME RIS AN, OB AR R R A0 b g Aol B R O T SRR SR s =, WITR
KA G AN ER) “BA” , MHLEIRL EF, ASO %7 R R BAE 5 vl R A AN H R 4E
FABURIHEAT 108, M3 1 W 55 SRR R 5 28080 7 AT HE S, ot i R 2 5 e A e v Aol B 5 b i 7l
RKAERAEMRRE L.

2. MHRGRIR
AT, AT F AR E R T TR Eh A2 IR AR e M R 2k b e, — R R
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SN TR AR T RO R T, BUD T I R R S (S T T N Ak PSR AR [4] AR S A,
AL SRR R 1) B A AR R Akl AT R SRR W E AR E 5], 5 H AR AR S Rl
SRR AR R[6], RIS RS I Aol H S B AR FH AR 77 AR [ 7], i i ST 45 A fe P (8] SR, 4%
b BEETE A e S s Aol mT B o I S A R B B R SR T K e A R 25 R R
RETENEL, KUEBAE, B xt 2 7] B 28 b S i £ s [9] . H A ik A fELSZ i DX 2 (kA A
FEE LT E S [10]. BORMBE[11]. WALEM[12]. AFEE 1315 B, Wi WHEREE R 3¢
FAUE 5 WAL L E AT OB OO R H —Eaiil, WAL 1 % 7 R R A 5 X b Alk 18] (4R
IEAHLHNX — EEI R

3. RS SMRRZ
31 BPXABXGS5RIME

A EESE P EYRR, SEPOMESHTER, BIKTEBAK R, SE &R
RALTCE , AR TN AE RS R [14]. 7ECLNEE FRATUR, b NI b 18] /) 52 bR R i e 3015 8 Bl
FIGEEHE 51, H5RTT I IR EE 77, SOV R 3 X PHEREE S 1E R RAMCH B T % P il s
B, RN IR LR, TR ROR] a L FAAR, INTTE T 3758 F b G4 A RO [15]. & T, ki
BAEMEAE TR, WMREEE WA HEBA S A RA, S HIEACUEEZR I RETHEIZ
B, MRS R E, WG, R RN, R E L ANE[16]. Mk SR e RS
FIBZEGERR, N MEBERRARIE. S EE RS2 bR, XEE P RERME e F7,
T KBTI PAT RS TF B B it AT R & A, JLr R [17].

KABAFBINN, FLRI 55 T7 NIRRT HARMIE BB, B AT W T4 e (1) R FE
LRI RE AR . bR s/, mT iR NaiSHEAE RN, SR EEETTES RTEHE
TENGOL, XA P UBAT IR H A7 A 2 25 AN 5 1 XK [18] o A REXTAE 5 v BT AE X, 28 5 32 AR SR A
] TR R A URE FABUNRHE )% P R R MBI S R A 5y, IR AR ) e T 322
PIANTE 8 1, IXAFAF A0 T 00 A HAL I R AT R de HE AN & 3R L X PR o R I % 7 B R IR B
AT AT BE A FH I AR 4 SR e A A R R BB N A, AT Aol () 58 & B 36 I 0, T BT 1)
Pl SR [19]. — HIHARBENLE 8, BlanA KA AEME TR R O¢ R BRI TH A7 76 B KBk
Fe, BRAEAS BAXIIRAEOL R AEVLEIR R, oA 7 iR i & ERLA R, Ol a2 Z iRk
FATMHLHI ORI, THIG B R4 R

ZE ERTIR, Bk R G0 Al (1) 52 AN B8 T B A 45 T B T AN B TN, & R RAAS G n)
M A AR AE — N s KT, B X — G R SUE T RE AR i s . R, ARSCER H DU S
W

H1: %R R G5 M E R m 2 “f U 8”7 KR,

3.2. MEERMERIBHIER

o 55 SRAME A 4 A Ml B AR bR S5 SRS BV 55 SRR RE 0, DARDXT ARSRANE 58 15 F SLBLN (B 5 K AL H
PR PRIFIE L IV 55 S AT BT B30 7 o0k P UG B FELDIE - AT SR I U7 PR s P 5% 3% o L AACSR U
W 55 S — 5 T BE s 3 i A AE AR T 37 A B b B ML ARRE /T, AT RN b e, Bk Ak BN 55 18
BL[20]; 53— D ml A i fkid JE L ae F0M5 5, JEROLFHBNLE, eIt e e s [21]. i
R0 R AR R P RGN A BN RE Sy, A RERSHE— PRI 58 P I Bs & A

BN, i ORIV 55 BRI R 3 U P e A 2 B AR DR 2 7 2 mp BEI KT 7 A R 8 AR [22] o« HERF IV 5521
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T T G A 0028 P SR AR B < S e KU s B P IR R R T 38 e L R e IR K b, DA IR R R
LRI H T e M A RS (R XU . AESR R TUAZ Sy, W55 SRAERAT R RS B A, B e
FOR, XTI E SR . JEik, ASCHRH B BT SR B

H2: W55 X 2 7 SR R AU 5 S A AL IR] A (3] U RSk R B T PE AT

4, fFIEit
4.1. HARMBIERIR

AWFFIEI 2014~2023 4 A BEiiliE i AFE T REA, Sat BdEim ik 5 A 2517 KAkt
11 11,115 NMEREIE . AH I 55 Fe b AL N 7 20 s £ 2L E CSMAR % &, 4 AN T el sE
AR AE R, B TR 1% R B IE AR Bk AT 1 4 R A HEL

4.2. BEENX

AR S22 BN ZE RN Bk (2005) [23]01751%, KAl A8 52 SR LA P AE B R SE R ) il T 37 40 15
KHFEE Q H(TBQE A MM E M Edabr. KHFLE Q N EIR R, MUBRISARILA L 1 BT
BRI, SRR 1 7 HE 7R A e

KA G BT — B AR EAR T s SZBR T AT 2 THE X R A5 S4B 58 1) AR sl 1 22
K, WU AL AT A DLIR A AT 5 O SO, IR 45 AH D SRR 707 oK 1 2 3 B AG A ST S PRIR 45(2015) [24]
M7, R BT OB B e B o LU AR5 IA R IR E” SR 2% 1 R R AU S (CHHD AR RS, THES
PONETFHRE T E NN FL B~ A0, X AN P AR A R, 78R R 350 A Ml o6] 0 P R R ek v

P11 A5 B0 45 - B 9% FH 3R (Overhead) « % 77 FI (Size) « 4438 FE(Em). 14 55 AT AT (Lev) Jish 1 (Liqu)-
B SRR AR (Tr) s BN 1% 75 (Cash) . HLRHL T & B LBl (Invest) . 4N, ASCESRH] 147 Mk [
SERLM(Ind) FE 4 [ 5 RN (Year) . EARAREE XK 1 iR,

Table 1. Variable definition
#z1 TEEX

A e R A B 4 R BT A5 E X
iR AR BIRARMZY) CHHI AT K3 P B B 0 e B EL 6 22
AR WA 4% etk FF PAeFME + gtk
LR Overhead EHRFIE N
TR Size S I B ARR L
BARE Em PR AR FAR
W 55 AL AT Lev (FFNE + PR + WSS R)IGERNE + PR st H)
) sk Liqu BN G =R B A5
Pl AR i .
IR R e % Tr BNV AR SRR R
ER N E2E s Cash (&E TR A IR ) (BN IRN)
WURE BB 5 R i L 451 Invest WU B 38 R B 4 00 BT 2 =) 3
G Year R AR
il Ind Al AR

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2025.1451612 2992 TR 4TS


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2025.1451612

A 5

4.3. HEGE

AH ST A A (1) RIR 2 P K R 5y HARNAMEZ [ 1R, 4 a, RE AT, MR %
KRAZZ G S5 NAMEZ [AAFAE “f U 87 #h2RoeR, MMSCRHMER® 1 FIRGL.
TBQ = &, + &,CHHI +,CHHI2+ ) Control Variables+ ) o, Year, + Y a;Ind; + & 1)

IRV 45 SR BV RN, ASHIF TR AR (1) B3 At | 51 NI 5% 31 (FF) 5 %8 7 95 R 8128 5 (CHHI)

R T RIG(CHHI) A B3R, FEEER(4). %5 CHHI2 R B E N, AR CHHI2 x FF [ 23050

NIE, TSR % R IR T Re i R MR P R RBUAE 5 S EZ TR “f U 87 6 &R, i SRR
W2 RO

TBQ = 6, + 6,CHHI + §,CHHI2 + 5,FF + 5,FF x CHHI + 6,FF x CHHI2

2
+& ) Control Variables+ )" &, Year, + > 5;Ind, + & @)

4.4. RS

FEAERRIA MG Z R WL 2 s, HEAREEE T TBQ MIIIME N 2.207, f/IME N 0.826, & K{H
N 10.74, HARMEZERT 1, UoIIRE A B N E I ZREROR, A A AT 3g 0 BN T4 lb 5 B oA,
A AL AT E R KT L B A . R & CHHI 5 /ME 4 0.0199, i K{H A 60.03, PI&
HAEZEE, ¥WMEN 5.1, XRUEARMIE P KRB G OAFAEEC ™ B R, HEAKE
i

Table 2. Descriptive statistics table

2. fRMgRItR

Variable Obs Mean Std.dev. Min Max
TBQ 11,115 2.207 1.357 0.826 10.74
CHHI 11,115 5.100 8.518 0.0199 60.03

Overhead 11,115 0.0745 0.0472 0.00839 0.369

Size 11,115 22.19 1.107 20.08 25.97
Em 11,115 -0.0199 0.215 -0.902 0.804
Lev 11,115 1.285 0.954 —0.872 16.62
Liqu 11,115 2.624 2.261 0.472 19.73
Tr 11,115 4.379 3.789 0.407 32.18
Cash 11,115 0.108 0.122 -0.481 0.524
Invest 11,115 38.45 24.34 0.0491 89.55
PCM 11,115 0.153 0.104 —0.152 0.584
FF 11,115 0.0608 0.183 —0.239 0.707

5 ERPXRRXZSIMNE
5.1. EiMEEJALER

B R B Gyt el B RIS R A S5 R 3, SR FIRE 1 AR A8 5 A 0] U5 45 R 4 ) 4
G ATV R ] 58 08, &5 SRR CHHI RECh 0.023, 78 1%/KF ERZENIE: 5 (2)FIES (1) 51 5AE Ein
NIEHIAZ DRI P R RIS 5 A AME 2 a8 U 2”7 5C&, CHHI Jy 0.014, £ 1%/KF 112
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ZNIE, CHHI2 R2%0N-0.00023, 7E 1%/K°F LR N, ERFAFETM, LM RIEHET R24F
B, AEPHINAFEER . SHESE SRR, BRI AN E R 20 “F® U B LR fE
G AE 2w, NAEBEAE SRR g b B ZRE S, W2 RREERA, 16U TR 1.

Table 3. Benchmark regression results of customer relationship transactions on enterprise value
3. BEPEARBR G NERNEEETER

1) )
TBQ TBQ
CHHI 0.023"* 0.014™
(6.15) (4.01)
CHHI2 -0.00023™" -0.00023™"
(—4.56) (-2.81)
Controls NO YES
_cons 2.129™ 9.600™"
(133.67) (31.53)
N 11111 11111
R? 0.157 0.335
Adj. R? 0.15 0.33

TS TSR 1% 5% 10% )R EMIKE, RECR TS AN t SR

IR P R AR 5 5 A LA E AR 2R PE S &, B 78R A Lind A1 Mehlum (2010) [25]32 H 975
iz ] Stata AT utest fir S EATIRAE AT, THEHIARE 08 30.2. B SRR RAL S (i HU{EL TS Y 0.00199
£ 60.03, A AL TZIXIEIN, HAE S%HIEE AR EAEERRB. hh, RIFREAEXRIN 2HL7
B, XiE—BAESE T2 KRB S S E B ERZER “H U R KR

5.2. MRS

1) TEAZ&EE

KB AR O] REA 5 M AN AE, AR A B A M AT ) SR U 2% 7 SR R Ak 55 J AR, 3 A X R
RRRG RN MR — 8, AT 5% /0855 (2020) [261HIBF 8 751%, R [FAT LA
JE% o ZRAE G IEAE N T AR, R T (1) RTINSt s % gt UR, BRI AT Y Alk i
B VRIFATAEREE, RIAR T B E2 T RIIRE A (2) AT IR R R GFRE A
FEXT A S FANEAME P2 A B, B TR ARS8 2 T /M E R .

AR T SUE T AR, Kleibergen-Paap LM £ 36 45 R B, BAUALEAE R BIA 2 i, H T HA
Ol T8 T RAEARL, WEAMHIHERAMEEER ., FEANTER, TATREEFLRBMLS 2R
FERG . SLUEGRAUESR R 7 R R UL G — IR ENIE, ZIRIEE RN, ST “flU i XRT
g, ARG EARRENE.

2) fila45 5y VL RV

N T A 1 P4 AR ) R, F R A 0 43 23 DR V25 (PSM) BEAT AR A 560 o AR P SR R AR 5 P AL
BONTE, BEREAR S A AL ERE R HR A, 38 P ARUCECVEIEAT /00T o IR A SO 45 AR A S PSM T
hAs B, A A B ILE S At w25/ 10, R BIMEA 1525 VG BCRE AL A RevE 5 31 1 3l s 4% .
5 AR, ULRCS 1T 3 A BN (AT T) Ik B B3 7K (T = 3.67), 1IESE T % /7 KRR AL Gt A
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Table 4. Results of instrumental variable regression

F4 TATEMOIAER
1) (2 3
VARIABLES first first second
CHHI CHHI2 TBQ
1.088™" 15.24™*
V1 (0.0733) (3.084)
V2 -0.00857""" 0.321"
(0.00192) (0.0808)
0.0623™"
CHHI (0.0164)
-0.00191"
CHHI2 (0.000475)
Controls YES YES YES
Constant 12.55™" 107.7 8.579™"
(1.844) (77.60) (0.327)
Observations 11,071 11,071 11,071
R-squared 0.073 0.043 0.197
RAIA LR Kleibergen-Paaprk LM statistic 301.513 (0.0000)
154.823

9T BAFE# L. Cragg-Donald Wald F statistic

Stock-Yogo weak ID test critical values: 10% maximal 1V size 7.03
TN TR 1%, 5% 10%1 REEKT, RECR RS NNt ST E,
Table 5. PSM analysis results
2 5. PSM e R
Variable Sample Treated Controls Difference S.E. T-stat
TBQ Unmatched 2.2648 2.1491 0.1157 0.0257 4.50
ATT 2.2640 2.1367 0.1273 0.0347 3.67

Table 6. PSM regression results
< 6. PSM ElA%R

1)
TBQ
CHHI 0.018™ (3.75)
CHHI2 -0.00026™ (-2.37)
Controls YES
_cons 8.756™" (23.69)
N 5794
adj.R? 0.29
IS MBI RL 1% 5% 10%[ B E KT, RECR Y
5N AtHITE.

% 6 IR FB, CHHI B3 &0 0.018, 78 1%H7KF b IE & 2, CHHI2 [ [R1H & %1°5-0.00026,
1E 5% KT F R, BFRRULZSH S5MWANER “F U B RR/KRRAL . X, 7ERH PSM

TR
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M5 170 45 73 VC C T2 38 A AR T A A R AR A AR A S 358 A 22 R S 1) AR IR - AR ST A AR
SRR FFRAMEE .

53. RS

1) FERUE R S

AT =R S AL BRI 22 8 H AR RUSRFAE 1 22 57, 5 380 P B v B A A 1 2 0 2 300 55 T 12«
A AV RS BUR SRR A R 5, fERRBERE 77 XS HRAR AN BOR (R 37 75 T B AT B AR e H—,
USRI R A D BEAIK TR P R IR, IS T P IS AR R R R AN e, R E B T I Ay
G T PR RN, BRI BRI RO R s H =L BUR RS RdE] T A E K. Kk
AR A Ak, BEUR SR IR 95 A L RRRE A IG FE 2 P AR R o, ST 8 5 52 3% 1 5K 2R SR AT 1) AL T S
SHFLE R WK 7, EA M CHHI 5 CHHI2Z RESAEE, KREI “HlU B” XK, mAEEA Sk
CHHI (0.019)5 CHHI2 (—0.00036) REIATE 1%/KF &3, ESE T ST a FmIELRMAFIE. X RIE X
FRIAZ Ty I E AR AR A A P O B2, SCRE 1 RO ) S A

Table 7. Regression results of property heterogeneity
F 7. FRERERFISER

(1) EEMI

(2) AREA Ak

TBQ TBQ
0.001 0.019™"
CHHI (0.16) (4.61)
0.000076 —0.00036™"
CHHIZ (0.64) (-3.52)
Controls YES YES
cons 10.652™* 8.925™"
- (17.92) (24.37)
chowtest 4.88™"
N 2458 8651
adj.R? 0.40 0.32
LTS TN 1%, 5% 10% R EFE KT, RETAHFESHAt G E.
Table 8. Heterogeneity regression results of marketization degree
7 8. MU EERFRMEETER
i IR i3 (R R
TBQ TBQ
0.012™" 0.016™"
CHHI (2.67) (3.03)
—0.00018 —0.00029""
CHHIZ (-1.52) (-2.51)
Controls YES YES
cons 7.906™" 11.384™
- (18.57) (25.76)
chowtest 2,91
N 5618 5489
adj.R? 0.31 0.36

VTN IR R 1%, 5%, 10% M B MK, RECT SNt Gt E.
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2) TIHGARE S5

TETHURRE BRI, TS 5D, SIFRFE T AR w5 S IR %
IR T2 R R Gy IR, i ik B AR 2 5 5 2 3 A AN E R ER T o [RIEE, I b X ) < i
W RER G, RPREAR, P 7T MMM EANERE ). M2 T, T EER
{1 b DX 4 5 s 3 1 Rk T i A 2 BRI s T, BIER P X R GO, ibfeiEd £
FRORE RISt 4, SR REM T REE LR, AR T @5 5 % R AR 5 % A8 1) £
Mo T, ARSCRE— D TR FE I A FE AT S v o b, S5 SR A6 8. 3£ 8 ()8R, CHHI A&
#04 0.0119, 7E 5%/KF LR, I CHHI2 M RBA R, R\ETHMEER®MHIX, &R/
5 5 AN E 2 (AT BEAFAE IE M 2R PE K &R . 35 8 (2) 41+, CHHI 5 CHHI2 [ & %43 %1 v 0.016 £1-0.00029,
BAF 1%/KF B3, UTETT AR EUR X, A AE RS 58 RBISE 5 (13 n 2 90 S T Ja B )
. FRGEREW, KRR AE G AN E R AR R 1 A R E A R A E E S, HAE
TR FE AR (L X R AT T 3

5.4. MR MEREHIER

Haans (2016) [27]f0RF 753K B, 7EFTARR IR R, 18 U 807 il 2R i BE Ul A2 B2 AR LA Ok T 5
PEE TR AN RBEEE. BATNS, SN EES RS BN REAF S — 8, ihgkatn
HINBEN, [, EhERMISHET PSR, FETARA4), A SCRHB R 2 H 5SS HEAT T ARG,
SR 9 FR. % 9 (V)FEIR, FFx CHHI2 1 RETE 10%1 7K R E N IE, BRI 55 Fe e 2 7 %
R G 5 MEZ B R A BEWFTTER-. RN, CHHI2 FRFCNH, 5 FF x CHHI2 [ &
PSR, R\ %KAM T &R R R G AN E R E g e, g 7R
B R IUAT By kAl AL R 97 TR

Table 9. Adjustment effect test of financial flexibility
9. MEFRMERETRMEE

1)
TBQ
0.014™*
CHHI (4.16)
CHHI2 _(0;20902)
-0.048
FF (~0.44)
¢.FF#c.CHHI 7(07'35852)
¢.FF#c.CHHI2 0('20%)
Controls YES
cons 9.6517"
- (31.65)
N 11111
adj.R? 0.33
L ST RE 1%, 5%, 10%(1 R K, RECT T
EEHNAtFEITE.
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S, +6,FF
2(5, + 6,FF)
HS FF AR, BON 7RI R CHHI*WIRIBEAE FF ARG AR 4k, ASCHHXT FR RS, 1531

OCHHI" 5,6, - 5,0,
OFF  2(5,+06,FF)
HUWKRE, 26,6, -0,0, KT 00, CHHI'BEAE FF 3G KM K, BV S b # 3, ez WiE i

Wal. 5, 6,6, -6,0,MMERT 0, XRUEM FRIEMMIER T, FHORAMZS 5 MLMMEZ
[AIR “f8) U 7 f AR AN 80F B mia %, AT RN B LK 1.

AN, MRIERTAHES H, 24 CHHI = CHHI® = — i, M E & K. B, CHHI FEL

3.0 — = R 55 Rt

o —
(9] ()
1 1

0.0 - - . . .

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0
LINES Utk

Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the regulatory effect of financial flexibility
E 1. MEERMANREREE

6. AIREILEB=

ARSCLL A Stk BT A ORI G, HE T 2014~2023 SRR FHUR, AT T % P R RS
AV AME RN, 3 LU RS8R (1) HE S RABZ SR RIERIE FHER, Reis itk 5% 7 2 15
HI FIVESR TR, DS G A, T ERTH ki SR1, % P KRR Gl — 2R, b
e AN 2 1k XU 2 77 B 2 AT ORI AT BEPERE I, S BB N B (2) IR ES REW], =/
KA Gy i “ 5 U 7 ek B A A i AR BRI IX oy B2 . A ok K]
A GRS AEURE I SCRE, 3946 120 7 8 BEXH Mk S K O 2 o 1T 2 T 3 AR B B 3t X
SR 78 M 1 A IR Z R, BRAR T % ) R AR G0 B I S T R . (3) W55 SRk
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