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����Introduction

&RVW� PDQDJHPHQW� LV� RQH� RI� WKH� PRVW�

important� issues� of� ¿rm� performance� and�
¿nancial� management.� Cost� management�
�� WKH� SURFHVV� RI� HIIHFWLYHO\� SODQQLQJ� DQG�

FRQWUROOLQJ�WKH�FRVWV�LQYROYHG�LQ�D�EXVLQHVV���

LV�FRQVLGHUHG�DV�RQH�RI�WKH�PRUH�FKDOOHQJLQJ�

WDVNV�LQ�EXVLQHVV�PDQDJHPHQW��(IIHFWLYH�FRVW�

management�creates�value�for�¿rms�and�leads�
to�a�¿rm’s�success.

7KH� WUDGLWLRQDO� FRVW� EHKDYLRU� SRVWXODWHV�

WKDW� DFWLYLW\� FRVWV� FKDQJH� SURSRUWLRQDWHO\�

ZLWK�DFWLYLW\�YROXPH�FKDQJH�DQG�WUHDWV�FRVWV�

as�¿xed�or�variable,�of�which�variable�costs�
DXWRPDWLFDOO\� FKDQJH� V\PPHWULFDOO\� ZLWK�

FKDQJHV� LQ� WKH�DFWLYLW\�GULYHU��1HYHUWKHOHVV��

UHFHQW�VWXGLHV��$QGHUVRQ�HW�DO���������:HLVV��

������ &DQQRQ�� ������ 5RRG]DQW�� ������ 9LD�

and�Perego,� 2013,� Serdaneh,� 2014)� con¿rm�
DQ�DV\PPHWULF�UHVSRQVH�RI�FRVWV�WR� LQFUHDVH�

$EVWUDFW

According�to�the�traditional�cost�behavior,�costs�are�categorized�as�¿xed�or�variable�costs.�
9DULDEOH� FRVWV� FKDQJH� SURSRUWLRQDWHO\� ZLWK� FKDQJHV� LQ� WKH� DFWLYLW\� GULYHU�� 1HYHUWKHOHVV��

HPSLULFDO�HYLGHQFH�VKRZV�WKDW�FRVW�LQFUHDVH�ZLWK�DFWLYLW\�LQFUHDVH�LV�PRUH�UDSLG�WKDQ�FRVW�

GHFUHDVH�ZLWK�DFWLYLW\�GHFUHDVH��7KLV�SKHQRPHQRQ�LV�QDPHG�DV�VWLFN\�FRVW�

,Q�WKLV�SDSHU��ZH�PHDVXUH�WKH�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV�RI�HDFK�FRPSDQ\�DQG�DQVZHU�WKH�UHVHDUFK�

question�that�whether�sticky�costs�affect�the�pro¿tability�of�listed�companies�in�Vietnam.�We�
¿nd�that�selling�costs,�general�costs,�and�administration�costs�of�listed�companies�in�Vietnam�
DUH�VWLFN\�LQ�SHULRG������±�������DQG�WKH�VLWXDWLRQ�LV�PRUH�VHULRXV�WKDQ�WKH�FDVH�RI�86�DQG�

%UD]LO��2XU�DQDO\VLV�VKRZV�WKDW�WKH�VWLFNLQHVV�RI�VHOOLQJ�DQG�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�FRVWV�DIIHFWV�WKH�

HDUQLQJV�SHU� VKDUH� IRUHFDVW��7KH�SDSHU� VXJJHVWV� VRPH� UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV� IRU�PDQDJHUV� WR�

DYRLG�WKH�QHJDWLYH�HIIHFWV�RI�VWLFN\�FRVW�RQ�EXVLQHVV�SHUIRUPDQFH�
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DQG�GHFUHDVH� LQ�DFWLYLWLHV��7KH�DXWKRUV�ODEHO�

WKDW�DV�VWLFN\�FRVW��ZKLFK�LV�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�

WKDW� FRVW� LQFUHDVH� ZLWK� DFWLYLW\� LQFUHDVH� LV�

PRUH�UDSLG�WKDQ�FRVW�GHFUHDVH�ZL]�WK�DFWLYLW\�

decrease.�In�2003,�Anderson�et�al�(2003)�¿nd�
an�evidence�for�the�¿rst�time�that�for�7,629�U.S.�
¿rms�over�20�years,�selling�and�administration�
FRVWV� �6*$�� LQFUHDVH� RQ� DYHUDJH� E\� ������

SHU�RQH�SHUFHQW�LQFUHDVH�LQ�VDOHV�EXW�GHFUHDVH�

E\� RQO\� ������ SHU� RQH� SHUFHQW� GHFUHDVH� LQ�

sales.�After�a�decade,�Roodzant�(2012)�¿nds,�
for�39,738�U.S.�¿rms�over�14�years,�that�U.S.�
¿rms�exhibit�signi¿cantly�asymmetrical�SGA�
FRVW�EHKDYLRU��6*$�FRVWV�LQFUHDVH�E\�������

IROORZLQJ�D� RQH�SHUFHQW� LQFUHDVH� LQ� DFWLYLW\�

DQG�GHFUHDVH�E\�������ZKHQ� WKHUH�LV� D�RQH�

SHUFHQW�GHFUHDVH�LQ�DFWLYLW\�

0DQ\� VXEVHTXHQW� VWXGLHV� KDYH� DSSOLHG�

WKH� PRGHO� GHYHORSHG� E\� $QGHUVRQ� HW� DO��

(2003)� to� test� the�cost�stickiness�of�¿rms� in�
2(&'� FRXQWULHV� �%DQNHU� DQG�&KHQ�� �������

LQ�WKH�8.��)UHQFK�DQG�*HUPDQ��&DOOHMD�DQG�

7KRPDV�� ������� LQ� -DSDQ� �+H� DQG� 6KLPL]X��

������� LQ� .RUHD� �5KHH� HW� DO��� ������� LQ�

7KDLODQG� �:DUJDQHJDUD� DQG� 7DPDUD�� �������

LQ� -RUGDQ� �$EX�6HUGDQHK�� ������� DQG� LQ�

,UDQ� �)DVDUDQL� HW� DO��� ������� +RZHYHU�� LW� LV�

QRW�H[SHFWHG�WKDW�DOO�FRVWV�WR�EH�VWLFN\�LQ�DOO�

FLUFXPVWDQFHV�� 2Q� WKH� FRQWUDU\�� EDVHG� RQ�

WKH�HFRQRPLF�IRXQGDWLRQV�RI�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV��

WKH� GHJUHH� RI� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� FRXOG� YDU\�

V\VWHPDWLFDOO\�DFURVV�GLIIHUHQW�FRVW�DFFRXQWV��

¿rms,� industries�and�countries� (Anderson�et�
DO���������

Recent� researchers� also� ¿nd� the� impact�
of� sticky� cost� on� ¿rm� performance.�A� ¿rm�
ZLWK�VWLFN\�FRVWV� VKRZV�D�JUHDWHU�GHFOLQH� LQ�

HDUQLQJV�ZKHQ�DFWLYLW\�OHYHO�IDOOV�WKDQ�RWKHUV��

6WLFN\�FRVWV�UHVXOW�LQ�D�VPDOOHU�FRVW�DGMXVWPHQW�

ZKHQ� DFWLYLW\� OHYHO� GHFOLQHV� DQG�� WKHUHIRUH��

ORZHU�FRVW�VDYLQJV��/RZHU�FRVW�VDYLQJV�UHVXOW�

LQ�JUHDWHU�GHFUHDVH�LQ�HDUQLQJV��:HLVV��������

also� states� that� cost� stickiness� inÀuences�
WKH� PDJQLWXGH� RI� DQDO\VW¶V� HDUQLQJ� IRUHFDVW�

HUURUV�� SDUWLFXODUO\� ZKHQ� PDUNHW� FRQGLWLRQ�

WDNHV� D� WXUQ� IRU� WKH� ZRUVH�� 6WLFN\� FRVW�

behavior�would�inÀuence�analysts’�coverage�
SULRULWLHV� LI� WKH\� UHFRJQL]H� WKH� UHODWLRQVKLS�

EHWZHHQ� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� DQG� DFFXUDF\� RI�

HDUQLQJ� IRUHFDVW��$SSO\LQJ� WKH� PRGHO� IURP�

:HLVV� �������� :DUJDQHJDUD� DQG� 7DPDUD�

�������WHVWV�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�VWLFN\�FRVWV�RQ�WKH�

IXWXUH�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI�EXVLQHVV� LQ�,QGRQHVLD�

and�¿nds� that� the� cost� stickiness� threatened�
WKH�HDUQLQJV�SHU�VKDUH�RI�FRPSDQLHV��%DQNHU�

HW� DO�� ������� VXJJHVW� WKDW� PDQDJHUV� VKRXOG�

DGMXVW�VWLFN\�FRVWV�EHIRUH�UHYHQXH�UHGXFWLRQ��

KRZHYHU� LQ� WKH� FDVH� RI� UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVH��

VWLFN\�FRVWV�DUH�XVHIXO�

To�¿nd�out� reasons� causing� sticky� costs,�
Anderson� et� al.� (2003)� argue� that� ¿rms�
H[SHULHQFH� WKHVH� VWLFN\� FRVWV� EHFDXVH�

PDQDJHUV�LQFUHDVH�UHVRXUFHV�ZKHQ�VDOHV�ULVH�

EXW� PDNH� D� GHOLEHUDWH� GHFLVLRQ� WR� PDLQWDLQ�

VODFN� UHVRXUFHV� ZKHQ� WKHUH� LV� XQFHUWDLQW\�

DERXW� IXWXUH� GHPDQG� DQG� WKH\� H[SHFW� WKH�

GURS� LQ� VDOHV� WR� EH� WHPSRUDU\�� ,Q� WKLV� ZD\��

WKH\�VHHN�WR�PLQLPL]H�ERWK�FXUUHQW�DQG�IXWXUH�

DGMXVWPHQW� FRVWV� �H�J��� GLVSRVDO� FRVWV� RI�

H[LVWLQJ�HTXLSPHQW� DQG� LQVWDOODWLRQ� FRVWV� RI�

QHZ�HTXLSPHQW�ZKHQ�GHPDQG�ERXQFHV�EDFN���

0DQDJHUV� PD\� SXUSRVHO\� GHOD\� UHGXFWLRQV�

WR� FRPPLWWHG� UHVRXUFHV� XQWLO� WKH\� DUH�PRUH�

FHUWDLQ� DERXW� WKH� SHUPDQHQFH� RI� D� GHFOLQH�

in� demand.� Another� justi¿cation� for� sticky�
FRVW�EHKDYLRU�LV�EDVHG�RQ�PDQDJHULDO�HPSLUH�

EXLOGLQJ� DQG� WKH� PDQDJHU¶V� WHQGHQFLHV� WR�

grow� the�¿rm�beyond� its� optimal� size�or� to�
PDLQWDLQ�XQXWLOL]HG�UHFRXUVHV�ZLWK�WKH�SXUSRVH�

RI� LQFUHDVLQJ�XWLOLW\�IURP�VWDWXV��SRZHU��DQG�

SUHVWLJH� �0HGHLURV� HW� DO��� ������� $QRWKHU�
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LPSRUWDQW�GULYH�RI� VWLFN\�FRVWV� LV�PDQDJHUV¶�

LQFHQWLYHV�ZKHQ�WKHLU�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�LV�OLQNHG�

to� pro¿t� or� stock� prices� that� are� related� to�
reported�pro¿t.�Agency�issues�may�diminish�
RU� UHLQIRUFH� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� �:HLVV�� �������

2WKHU� IDFWRUV� RI� VWLFN\� FRVW� EHKDYLRU� DUH�

associated� with� ¿rm� speci¿c� characteristics�
VXFK� DV� DVVHW� LQWHQVLW\�� HPSOR\HH� LQWHQVLW\�

DQG� GHEW� LQWHQVLW\� �$QGHUVRQ� HW� DO��� ������

%DQNHU�DQG�&KHQ��������DQG�9LD�DQG�3HUHJR��

������

5HFHQWO\�� GXH� WR� WKH� LQFUHDVLQJ� RI�

competition,� SGA� play� signi¿cant� roles� in�
OLVWHG� FRPSDQLHV� LQ� 9LHWQDP� DV� WKH\� DUH�

LQFUHDVLQJ�DQG�PXFK�KLJKHU�WKDQ�RWKHU�FRVWV��

7R�LQYHVWLJDWH�VWLFN\�FRVW�EHKDYLRU�LQ�6*$�LQ�

the�listed�companies,�the�¿rst�part�of�the�paper�
FRPSDUHV�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�RI�6*$�DFFRPSDQ\LQJ�

VDOHV� UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVH�ZLWK� WKH� YDULDWLRQ�RI�

6*$�ZLWK�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�GHFUHDVH��7KH�SDSHU�

DOVR�DQDO\]HV�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�GHJUHH�RI�VWLFN\�

FRVWV� WR� VHH� ZKHWKHU� WKH� VWLFNLQHVV� RI� 6*$�

FKDQJHV�ZLWK�WKH�DJJUHJDWLRQ�RI�SHULRGV�DQG�

OHVV� SURQRXQFHG� ZKHQ� UHYHQXH� GHFOLQHV� LQ�

WKH�SUHFHGLQJ�SHULRG��7KH�VHFRQG�SDUW�RI�WKH�

SDSHU� LV� WR� PHDVXUH� WKH� VWLFNLQHVV� RI� HDFK�

FRPSDQ\�DQG�WHVWV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ�

of� sticky� costs� affects� the� pro¿tability� of�
WKRVH� FRPSDQLHV�� 7KH� UHVXOW� VKRZV� WKDW� WKH�

VWLFNLQHVV� RI� 6*$� DIIHFWV� WKH� HDUQLQJV� SHU�

share.�Hence,� to�maintain� the�pro¿tability� a�
¿rm� manager� should� take� into� account� the�
FRVW�DV\PPHWU\�WR�DYRLG�WKH�QHJDWLYH�LPSDFW�

on�the�¿rm�stability.

2.�Hypothesis�developmentA

By� labeling� the�de¿nition�of� sticky� costs�
DV� WKH� SKHQRPHQRQ� WKDW� WKH� FRVW� LQFUHDVH�

ZLWK�DFWLYLW\�LQFUHDVH�LV�PRUH�UDSLG�WKDQ�FRVW�

GHFUHDVH� ZLWK� DFWLYLW\� GHFUHDVH� �$QGHUVRQ�

et�al.,�2003),� the�¿rst�objective�of� the�paper�

LV� WR� GHWHFW� ZKHWKHU� WKH� 6*$� DUH� VWLFN\� E\�

FRPSDULQJ�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�RI�6*$�LQ�WKH�SHULRG�

ZKHQ�UHYHQXH�LQFUHDVHV�ZLWK�WKDW�LQ�WKH�SHULRG�

ZKHQ�UHYHQXH�GHFUHDVHV�

+��� 7KH� LQFUHDVH� LQ� 6*$� IROORZLQJ� DQ�

LQFUHDVH�LQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�LV�JUHDWHU�WKDQ�WKH�

GHFUHDVH�LQ�6*$�IROORZLQJ�D�GHFUHDVH�LQ�VDOHV�

UHYHQXH�

3UHVHQFH� RI� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� LQ�RQH� �� WLPH�

period�only�reÀects�the�costs�of�maintaining�
XQXVHG� UHVRXUFHV� ZKHQ� D� UHYHQXH� GHFOLQH�

RFFXUV�� :KHQ� WKH� REVHUYDWLRQ� ZLQGRZ�

LQFOXGHV�VHYHUDO�WLPH�SHULRGV��PRUH�FRPSOHWH�

DGMXVWPHQW�F\FOHV�DUH�FDSWXUHG��'XULQJ�ORQJHU�

WLPH� LQWHUYDOV�� WKH� PDQDJHULDO� DVVHVVPHQW�

DERXW�WKH�SHUPDQHQFH�RI�D�FKDQJH�LQ�UHYHQXHV�

EHFRPH� PRUH� SUHFLVH� DQG� WKH� DGMXVWPHQW�

FRVWV� EHFRPH� ORZHU� UHODWLYH� WR� WKH� FRVW� RI�

NHHSLQJ� XQXVHG� UHVRXUFHV�� 7KHUHIRUH�� LW� LV�

OLNHO\�WKDW�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV�LV�OHVV�SURQRXQFHG�

ZKHQ� WLPH�SHULRGV� DUH�DJJUHJDWHG� LQWR� WZR��

WKUHH�RU� IRXU�\HDU�SHULRGV��FRPSDUHG�WR�RQH�

\HDU�SHULRG��%HVLGHV�� WKH�FRVW� DGMXVWPHQW� WR�

UHYHQXH�FKDQJHV�FDQ�RFFXU�LQ�D�ODJJHG�ZD\�

+��� &RVW� VWLFNLQHVV� GHFOLQHV� ZLWK� WKH�

DJJUHJDWLRQ�RI�SHULRGV�

Changes�in�sale�revenues�can�reÀect�short-
WHUP�PDUNHW�FRQGLWLRQV�RU�VWUXFWXUDO�VKLIWV�LQ�

GHPDQG�IRU�SURGXFWV�DQG�VHUYLFH��0DQDJHUV��

ZKHQ� REVHUYLQJ� D� VDOHV� GURS� FDQ� ZDLW� IRU�

LQIRUPDWLRQ�ZKLFK�ZLOO�DOORZ�WKHP�WR�DVVHVV�

WKH� SHUPDQHQFH� RI� WKH� GHPDQG� IDOO� EHIRUH�

WDNLQJ� GHFLVLRQV� RQ� FXWWLQJ� UHVRXUFHV�� 6XFK�

GHOD\V� SURYRNH�FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� VLQFH�XQXVHG�

UHVRXUFHV�DUH�NHSW�GXULQJ�WKH�SHULRG�EHWZHHQ�

WKH� UHGXFWLRQ� LQ�YROXPH� DQG� WKH�DGMXVWPHQW�

GHFLVLRQ��$�WLPH�LQWHUYDO�EHWZHHQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�

RI� FXWWLQJ� UHVRXUFHV� DQG� WKH� HIIHFWLYH� FRVW�

UHGXFWLRQ� FDQ� DOVR� RFFXU�� VLQFH� FRQWUDFWXDO�

FRPPLWPHQWV� WDNH� WLPH� WR� EH� XQGRQH�� $�
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FRQVHTXHQFH�RI� WKH�GHOD\� LQ�WDNLQJ�GHFLVLRQ�

DQG�XQGRLQJ�FRQWUDFWXDO�DUUDQJHPHQWV�LV�WKDW�

WKH� DV\PPHWULF� FKDQJH� REVHUYHG� LQ� RQH� ��

WLPH�SHULRG�PLJKW�EH�UHYHUWHG�LQ�VXEVHTXHQW�

SHULRGV�� ,Q�RUGHU�WR� WHVW�WKLV�SRVVLELOLW\�� WZR�

K\SRWKHVHV�DUH�HVWDEOLVKHG�

+���7KHUH�LV�D�ODJJHG�DGMXVWPHQW�RI�FRVWV�

UHODWLYH�WR�UHYHQXH�FKDQJHV�

+��� &RVW� VWLFNLQHVV� LV� UHYHUWHG� LQ�

VXEVHTXHQW�SHULRGV�

$FFRUGLQJ� WR� WKH� WUDGLWLRQDO� DQDO\VLV��

cost� and� pro¿t� have� a� close� relation,� and�
DQ\� FKDQJHV� LQ� FRVW� ZLOO� UHVXOW� LQ� HDUQLQJV�

YRODWLOLW\��$QGHUVRQ� HW� DO�� ������� VKRZ� WKDW�

recognizing� the� inÀuence� of� cost� behavior�
DIIHFWV�WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�6*$�UDWLR��6*$��

VDOHV�UHYHQXH���&KDQJHV�LQ�WKH�UDWLR�RI�6*$�WR�

VDOHV�UHYHQXH�FDQ�EH�XVHG�DV�DQ�LQGLFDWRU�IRU�

cost�control�quality�of�¿rm�management.�An�
LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�UDWLR�RI�6*$�WR�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�

indicates� that� ¿rms� have� to� spend� more�
UHVRXUFHV�LQ�FRQGXFWLQJ�WKHLU�VDOHV�DFWLYLWLHV�

and�thus�may�reduce�their�pro¿tability�and�that�
PDQDJHPHQW�LV�XQDEOH�WR�DGMXVW�FRVWV�RI�GRLQJ�

EXVLQHVV� LQ� UHFHVVLRQ�� )DLOXUHV� WR� LQFOXGH�

Àexibility� factor� in�designing�operating�cost�
structure�hurts�¿rm�¿nancial�performance�in�
WKH�ORQJ�UXQ��7KH�LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�UDWLR�FDQ�DOVR�

be� interpreted� as� ¿rms� having� dif¿culty� in�
FRPSHWLQJ�ZLWK�WKHLU�FRXQWHUSDUWV��$QGHUVRQ�

HW� DO�� ������� DUJXH� WKDW� WKLV� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�

VKRXOG� EH� UHYHUVH� GXULQJ� VDOHV� GHFUHDVHV��

0DQDJHUV� UHWDLQ�PRUH� VODFN� 6*$� UHVRXUFHV�

ZKHQ� WKH\�DUH�RSWLPLVWLF�DERXW�IXWXUH� VDOHV��

$Q� LQFUHDVH� LQ� 6*$� UDWLR� GXULQJ� D� UHYHQXH�

GHFUHDVLQJ�SHULRG�FRQVWLWXWHV�D�SRVLWLYH�VLJQDO�

DERXW� IXWXUH� SHUIRUPDQFH�� $V� H[SHFWHG��

WKH� DVVRFLDWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� 6*$� UDWLR� LQFUHDVH�

DQG� IXWXUH� HDUQLQJV� LV� QHJDWLYH� LQ� UHYHQXH�

LQFUHDVLQJ� SHULRGV� EXW� SRVLWLYH� LQ� UHYHQXH�

GHFUHDVLQJ� SHULRGV��:HLVV� ������� H[DPLQHV�

how� asymmetric� cost� behavior� inÀuences�
DQDO\VWV¶� HDUQLQJV� IRUHFDVWV�� +H� DUJXHV� WKDW�

because�cost�stickiness�magni¿es�the�impact�
of� sales� decreases� on� earnings,� ¿rms� that�
H[KLELW�JUHDWHU� VWLFNLQHVV� VKRXOG�KDYH� ORZHU�

earnings� predictability.� Conversely,� ¿rms�
WKDW�KDYH�DQWL�VWLFN\�FRVWV�VKRXOG�KDYH�PRUH�

predictable� earnings.�As� expected,� he� ¿nds�
WKDW�DQDO\VWV¶�HDUQLQJV�IRUHFDVW�LV�DIIHFWHG�

+��� 7KH� VWLFNLQHVV� RI� 6*$� DIIHFWV� WKH�

HDUQLQJV�SHU�VKDUH�

3.�Data�and�methodology

7KLV�SDSHU�HPSOR\V�ORJ�±�OLQHDU�UHJUHVVLRQV�

XVLQJ� SDQHO� GDWD� WR� WHVW� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV��$Q�

HPSLULFDO�PRGHO�WKDW�HQDEOHV�PHDVXUHPHQW�RI�

KRZ�6*$�UHVSRQVHV�WR�VKRUW�WLPH�FKDQJHV�LQ�

VDOHV� UHYHQXH�DQG�GLYHUJHV�EHWZHHQ�SHULRGV�

ZKHQ� VDOHV� UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVHV� DQG� SHULRGV�

ZKHQ� VDOHV� UHYHQXH� GHFUHDVHV� LV� GHYHORSHG�

E\�$QGHUVRQ�HW�DO���������

0RGHO����

LQ� ZKLFK� 6*$
W�L
� LV� WKH� VHOOLQJ� DQG�

administration�costs�of�the�i-th�¿rm�at�time�t;�
5HYHQXH�

W��L
�is�the�net�revenue�of�the�i-�th�¿rm�

DW�WLPH�W��7KH�LQWHUDFWLRQ�YDULDEOH��'XPP\
L�W
��

WDNLQJ�RQ�WKH�YDOXH�RI���ZKHQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�

GHFUHDVHV� EHWZHHQ� SHULRGV� �W���� DQG� W�� DQG�

�� RWKHUZLVH��:LWK� K\SRWKHVLV� +��� WKH� WLPH�

SHULRG�LV�RQH���\HDU�SHULRG�

,Q� WKH�FDVH�RI�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH��

PDQDJHUV� PD\� GHOD\� WKH� DGMXVWPHQW� RI�

XQXWLOL]HG� FRVWV�� 6XFK� GHOD\� OHDGV� WR� VWLFN\�

FRVWV��7KHUH�PD\�DOVR�EH�D�WLPH�ODJ�EHWZHHQ�

WKH� GHFLVLRQ� WR� UHGXFH� FRPPLWWHG� UHVRXUFHV�
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DQG� WKH� UHDOL]DWLRQ� RI� WKH� FKDQJH� LQ� FRVWV��

$Q� LPSOLFDWLRQ� RI� GHOD\HG� GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�

DQG� FRQWUDFWLQJ� ODJV� LV� WKDW� WKH� VWLFNLQHVV�

REVHUYHG� LQ� RQH� SHULRG�PD\� EH� UHYHUVHG� LQ�

VXEVHTXHQW� SHULRGV��7KH� UDWLR� IRUP� DQG� ORJ�

speci¿cation� improves� the� comparability�
of� the� variables� across� ¿rms� and� alleviates�
SRWHQWLDO� KHWHURVFHGDVWLFLW\�� 7KH� ORJ�

speci¿cation� also� accommodates� economic�
interpretation� of� the� estimated� coef¿cients�
�$QGHUVRQ�HW�DO����������%HFDXVH�WKH�YDOXH�RI�

'XPP\
LW
� LV���ZKHQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVHV��

The� coef¿cient� β
�
� PHDVXUHV� WKH� SHUFHQWDJH�

LQFUHDVH� LQ� 6*$�ZLWK� ��� LQFUHDVH� LQ� VDOHV�

UHYHQXH��%HFDXVH�WKH�YDOXH�RI�'XPP\LW�LV���

ZKHQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�GHFUHDVHV��WKH�VXP�RI�WKH�

coef¿cients,�(β
�
+β

�
���PHDVXUHV�WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�

LQFUHDVH� LQ�6*$�ZLWK� ��� GHFUHDVH� LQ� VDOHV�

UHYHQXH�� ,I�6*$�DUH� VWLFN\�� WKH� YDULDWLRQ�RI�

6*$�ZLWK� VDOHV� UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVH� VKRXOG� EH�

JUHDWHU� WKDQ� WKH� YDULDWLRQ� IRU� VDOHV� UHYHQXH�

GHFUHDVH�� 7KXV� WKH�HPSLULFDO� K\SRWKHVLV� IRU�

stickiness�conditional�on�β
�
>0�is�β

�
���

,Q� RUGHU� WR� WHVW� K\SRWKHVLV� +
�
� WKDW� FRVW�

VWLFNLQHVV�GHFUHDVHV�ZLWK� WKH�DJJUHJDWLRQ�RI�

\HDUV�SHU�SHULRG��UHJUHVVLRQV�ZHUH�FDUULHG�RXW�

ZLWK�PRGHO�����IRU�DJJUHJDWH�SHULRGV�RI������

DQG���\HDUV�

,Q� RUGHU� WR� WHVW� K\SRWKHVHV� +
�
� DQG� +

�
��

PRGHO�����LV�H[WHQGHG�WR�LQFOXGH�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO�

YDULDEOH� GHVLJQHG� WR� FDSWXUH� WKH� RQH� \HDU�

ODJJHG�HIIHFW�RI�FKDQJHV�LQ�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�RQ�

cost�changes,�which�is�presented�as�follows:

,Q� PRGHO� ����� WKH� LQWHUDFWLRQ� YDULDEOH��

'XPP\
L�� W��

� WDNHV� WKH� YDOXH� RI� ��ZKHQ� VDOHV�

UHYHQXH� GHFUHDVHV� EHWZHHQ� SHULRGV� �W����

DQG� �W����� DQG� �� RWKHUZLVH�� &RQGLWLRQ� IRU�

DFFHSWDQFH�RI�+
�
�is�β

�
!���RI�+

�
�is�β

�
!���ZLWK�

β
�
�<�β

�
�LQ�DEVROXWH�YDOXH�

0RGHO����

7KH�VWDWLVWLF�PRGHO�IRU�WHVWLQJ�K\SRWKHVLV�

H5� was� derived� to� reÀect� the� ¿ndings� in�
%DQNHU� DQG� &KHQ� ������� WKDW� WKH� LQFOXVLRQ�

RI�GLIIHUHQW�FRVW�EHKDYLRUV�GXULQJ�SHULRGV�LQ�

ZKLFK� UHYHQXH� LQFUHDVHV� DQG� ZKHQ� UHYHQXH�

decreases� improves�pro¿tability� forecasting.�
7KH� GHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOH� LQ� WKH�PRGHO� LV� WKH�

IXWXUH�FKDQJHV�LQ�HDUQLQJV�SHU�VKDUH��(36
L��W
���

The�model�is�expressed�as�follows:

ZKHUH�(36
L��W
�DQG�(36

L��W��
�DUH�HDUQLQJV�SHU�

VKDUH�LQ�\HDU�W�DQG��W�����/HY
L��W��

�LV�D�UDWLR�RI�

WRWDO� OLDELOLWLHV� WR� WRWDO� DVVHWV� LQ� \HDU� �W�����

6L]H
L�� W��

� LV� WKH� ORJ� WRWDO� DVVHWV� LQ� \HDU� �W�����

'XPP\
L
� is� equal� to� 1� if� ¿rm� i� has� Sticky

L�W
�

SRVLWLYH��HTXDO�WR���LI�RWKHUZLVH�

7KH� PDLQ� LQGHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOH� 6WLFN\
L
�

LV�PHDVXUHG� LQ�%DQNHU� DQG�&KHQ� ������� DV�

follows:

:KHUH�,�LV�WKH�FORVHVW�\HDU�WR������ZKHQ�

WKH� VDOH� GHFUHDVHV� IURP� WKH� SUHYLRXV� \HDU��

T:� is� the�closest�year� to�2015�when� the�sale�
LQFUHDVHV�IURP�WKH�SUHYLRXV�\HDU�

,I� 6WLFN\
L
� LV� SRVLWLYH�� WKH� 6*$� FRVW� LV�

VWLFN\��2WKHUZLVH��WKH�6*$�FRVW�LV�DQWL�VWLFN\�

4.�Data�and�estimation�results

7R�WHVW�WKH�K\SRWKHVHV��ZH�HPSOR\�WKH�GDWD�

RI� ������ OLVWHG� FRPSDQLHV� LQ�+26(��+1;��
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83&20�DQG�27&�LQ�9LHWQDP�IURP������WR�

������ GDWD� LV� H[WUDFWHG� IURP�6WR[3OXV���:H�

VFUHHQHG� WKH� GDWD� IRU� PLVVLQJ� REVHUYDWLRQV�

DQG� GHOHWHG� REVHUYDWLRQV� EHIRUH� HVWLPDWLRQ�

LI�6*$�H[FHHG�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�DQG�LI�HDUQLQJV�

SHU� VKDUH� DUH� QHJDWLYH�� 7DEOH� ,� SURYLGHV�

GHVFULSWLYH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�WKH�GDWD�IRU�WKH�

SHULRG�������������

�� StoxPlus,�an�associate�company�of�Nikkei�Inc.�and�Quick�Corp.,�is�a�¿nancial�and�business�information�cor�
SRUDWLRQ�LQ�9LHWQDP�

Table�1.�Data�and�descriptive�statistics

Variable 2EV� Mean Std.�Dev. Min 0D[

5HYHQXH ����� ������� ������� �� ���������

6*$ ����� �� ������� �� �������

(63� ����� ����� 374,948 �� �����������

6WLFN\ ����� ������ 0.783 ������� 18.2911

/HY ����� ������ ������ 0.048 �������

/RJ�6L]H� ����� ������ ����� 20.688 ������

6RXUFH��6WR[3OXV�DQG�6WDWD����HVWLPDWLRQ

Note:�(*)�Revenues�and�SGA�are�measured�in�billion�VND;�EPS�is�measured�in�VND.

0RGHO� ����ZDV�HVWLPDWHG� IRU�RQH�\HDU�SHULRGV�DQG� IRU�DJJUHJDWH�SHULRGV�RI���� ���DQG���

\HDUV��ZKHUHDV�PRGHO�����ZDV�HVWLPDWHG�IRU�RQH�\HDU�SHULRGV�RQO\��7KH�UHVXOWV�DUH�SUHVHQWHG�

LQ�7DEOH�,,�

Table�2.�Coef¿cient�estimates�of�model�(1)�and�(2)

Coef¿cient
Model�(1) Model�(2)

t= 1 year t=2 years t=3 years t=4 years t=1 year

β
�

0.0473
(0.000)

������

�������

������

�������

0.1822
�������

0.0068
��������

β1
0.3176
(0.000)

0.3535
(0.000)

0.4391
(0.000)

0.3106
(0.0072)

0.2790
(0.000)

β2
-0.1499
(0.0052)

-0.2645
(0.001)

-0.3310
(0.0006)

- 0,2393
(0.0985)

-0.1598
(0.0510)

β3
0.0635 

(0.0236)



5(6($5&+�21�(&2120,&�$1'�,17(*5$7,21

(;7(51$/�(&2120,&6�5(9,(: 1R����������������

5HVXOWV� IURP� PRGHO� ���� IRU� RQH�\HDU�

SHULRGV�� VKRZ� WKDW� ZKHQ� VDOHV� UHYHQXH�

LQFUHDVHV� E\� ���� FRVWV� ZLOO� LQFUHDVH� E\�

�������� ,Q� $QGHUVRQ� HW� DO�� �������� β
�
� LV�

�������� ,Q� 0HGHLURV� HW� DO�� �������� β
�
� LV�

��������7KH�HVWLPDWHG�YDOXH�β
�
� LV� ���������

SURYLGLQJ� VWURQJ� VXSSRUW� WR� K\SRWKHVLV� +��

RI� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV��7KH� FRPELQHG� YDOXH� �β
�
�

��β
�
�� LV� �������� VKRZLQJ� WKDW� FRVWV� IHOO� E\�

������ LQ� UHVSRQVH� WR� D� ��� GURS� LQ� VDOHV�

UHYHQXH��7KH�IDFW�WKDW�ERWK�β
�
�DQG��β

�
����β

�
��

are� signi¿cantly� smaller� than� 1� shows� that�
FRVW� FKDQJHV� DUH� QRW� SURSRUWLRQDO� WR� VDOHV�

UHYHQXH� FKDQJHV�� GHVSLWH� WKH� UHOHYDQFH�

RI� WKLV� FRVW� GULYHU�� :LWK� WKLV� UHVXOW�� WKH�

FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� K\SRWKHVLV� +��� DFFHSWHG� LQ�

$QGHUVRQ� HW� DO�� �������� LV� DOVR�DFFHSWHG� LQ�

WKLV�VWXG\��&RPSDULQJ�WKH�YDOXH�RI��β
�
���β

�
��

IURP� RXU� VWXG\� ZLWK� WKRVH� RI�$QGHUVRQ� HW�

al.�(2003),�we�can�see�that�this�coef¿cients’�
sum� is� always� lower� for�Vietnamese� ¿rms�
DQG� WKDW� WKH� GLIIHUHQFH� LQFUHDVHV� DV� WKH�

QXPEHU�RI� \HDUV� SHU�SHULRG� LQFUHDVHV��7KLV�

is� an� indication� that� ¿rms’� cost� stickiness�
LV�KLJKHU�LQ�9LHWQDP�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�FDVH�RI�

WKH�8�6���$QGHUVRQ�HW�DO���������DQG�%UD]LO�

�0HGHLURV�HW�DO���������

,W�FDQ�DOVR�EH�VHHQ�IURP�7DEOH�,,�WKDW�FRVW�

VWLFNLQHVV�IDOOV�ZLWK�WKH�DJJUHJDWLRQ�RI�\HDUV�

SHU� SHULRG�� ZKLFK� LV� DFFHSWHG� LQ�$QGHUVRQ�

HW�DO����������LV�UHMHFWHG�IRU�PRGHO�����LQ�RXU�

VWXG\�ZLWK� FRPPRQ� LQWHUFHSW�� ,Q� RXU� VWXG\��

β
�
� LQFUHDVHV� LQ�DEVROXWH�YDOXH�� VKRZLQJ� WKDW�

WKH�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV�JHWV�ZRUVH�DV�DJJUHJDWLRQ�

RI� \HDUV� SHU� SHULRG� LQFUHDVHV�� ZKHUHDV� β
�
�

LQ�PRGHO� ���� GHFUHDVHV� LQ� DEVROXWH�YDOXH� DV�

WKH�QXPEHU�RI�\HDUV�SHU�SHULRG�LQFUHDVHV��DV�

KDYLQJ�VHHQ�LQ�$QGHUVRQ�HW�DO���������

0RGHO� ����� ZKLFK� LQFOXGHV� UHYHQXH�

FKDQJHV�ODJJHG�E\�RQH�SHULRG��ZDV�XVHG�WR�WHVW�

K\SRWKHVLV�+��WKDW�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV�LV�UHYHUVH�LQ�

VXEVHTXHQW� SHULRGV�� ,Q� HVWLPDWLQJ� PRGHO� ����

with�common�intercept,�we�¿nd�that�β
�
�LV��������

ZKLFK�LV�VPDOOHU�WKDQ�WKDW�REWDLQHG�IRU�PRGHO�

(1).�Coef¿cient�β
�
�is�-�0.1598,�con¿rming�cost�

VWLFNLQHVV�LQ�PRGHO������1HYHUWKHOHVV��LQ�PRGHO�

�����β
�
�is�0.0635,�which�is�signi¿cant�leading�to�

the�acceptance�of�H3.�A�signi¿cant�and�negative�
β
�
� con¿rms� the� sticky� costs� in� the� period�

VXEVHTXHQW� WR� D� VDOHV� UHYHQXH� GURS�� ZKLFK�

OHDGV� WR� WKH� UHMHFWLRQ� RI�+��� 7KLV� UHVXOW� GRHV�

QRW� VXSSRUW� WKDW� WKH� FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� RI� VHOOLQJ�

DQG�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�FRVWV�LQ�OLVWHG�FRPSDQLHV�LQ�

9LHWQDP�LV�PRUH�VHULRXV�WKDQ�LQ�WKH�8�6�

Coef¿cient
Model�(1) Model�(2)

t= 1 year t=2 years t=3 years t=4 years t=1 year

β4
-0.0594
(0.1001)

β1 + β2 0.1677 0.089 0.1081 0.0713 0.1192

N 7,523 5,720 4,067 2,558 5,658

r2 0.1160 0.1094 0.1741 0.1327 0.0568

1RWH��7KH�QXPEHUV�LQ�SDUHQWKHVHV�DUH�S�YDOXH�

6RXUFH��6WR[SOXV�DQG�6WDWD����HVWLPDWLRQ
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0RGHO� ���� LQ� 7DEOH� ,,,� SUHVHQWV� WKH�

UHVXOWV� RI� WKH� UHJUHVVLRQ� HVWLPDWLRQ�� 7KH�

estimated� coef¿cient� on� the� cost� stickiness�
β
�
�is�positive�and�signi¿cant�at�1%�level.�The�

¿nding�that�cost�stickiness�provides�negative�
signal� regarding� future� pro¿tability� support�
K\SRWKHVLV�+��WKDW�DQ�LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�UDWLR�RI�

6*$�WR�VDOHV�UHYHQXH�LV�UHODWHG�WR�D�GHFUHDVH�

in�future�¿rm�pro¿tability.

To� af¿rm� the� result,�we� split� the� sample�
into� two� ¿rm� groups� with� positive� Stickyi�
LQ�PRGHO���D��DQG�QHJDWLYH�6WLFN\L�LQ�PRGHO�

��E���:H� H[SHFW� WKDW� LQ� WKH�FDVH� RI�SRVLWLYH�

VWLFNLQHVV��6WLFN\L�ZLOO� QHJDWLYHO\�DIIHFW� WKH�

probability� of� ¿rms.� The� coef¿cient� β
�
� LQ�

model�(3a)�is,�however,�insigni¿cant.�We�aslo�

H[SHFW�WKDW�LQ�WKH�FDVH�RI�QHJDWLYH�6WLFN\L��LW�

ZLOO�SRVLWLYHO\�DIIHFW� WKH�SUREDELOLW\�EXW� WKH�

coef¿cient�β
�
� LQ�PRGHO� ��E�� LV� QHJDWLYH� DQG�

signi¿cant,� which� is� against� the� theory.� To�
H[SODLQ�WKH�UHVXOWV��ZH�PD\�GR�IXUWKHU�VWXG\��

:H�VKRXOG�FROOHFW�PRUH�GDWD��H[WHQG�WKH�WLPH�

SHULRGV� RI� REVHUYDWLRQV�� DQG� IRFXV� RQ� WKH�

LQGXVWU\�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�RXU�DQDO\VLV�

5.�Conclusions

7KH� UHVXOWV� LQ� WKLV� SDSHU� VKRZ� WKDW� IRU�

9LHWQDPHVH� OLVWHG� FRPSDQLHV�� 6*$� FRVW�

VWLFNLQHVV�H[LVWV� DQG� LW� LV� VWLFNLHU� FRPSDUHG�

WR�WKDW�LQ�WKH�8�6��DQG�%UD]LO�DV�GHVFULEHG�LQ�

$QGHUVRQ� HW� DO�� ������� DQG�0HGHLURV� HW� DO��

�������� ,W� LPSOLHV� WKDW� RXU� PDQDJHUV� KDYH�

Table�3.�Coef¿cient�estimates�of�model�(3)

Coef¿cient Model�(3) Model�(3a)�with�Sticky�>�0 Model�(3b)�with�Sticky�<�0

β
�

-25,228,349 -87980.820 -382,101.470

β
�

-16,809,560 -441,978 -247,408

������� ������� �������

β
�

������ ������ 0.185

������� ������� �������

β
�

���������� ��������� 546.287

������� (0.598) �������

β
�

����������� 3,385.770 ����������

������� ������� �������

β
�

24,207,872

�������

1 ����� ����� �����

$5��� 0.285 0.856 �����

+DQVHQ�7HVW 0.872 ����� 0.058

6RXUFH��6WR[3OXV�DQG�6WDWD����HVWLPDWLRQ

1RWH��7KH�QXPEHUV�LQ�SDUHQWKHVHV�DUH�S�YDOXH�
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ODWH� UHVSRQVHV� WR� WKH� FKDQJHV� RI� WKH�PDUNHW�

UHGXFWLRQ�� 7KH� PDQDJHUV� PD\� QRW� UHDOL]H�

WKH� VWLFN\� FRVW� SKHQRPHQRQ�� RU� EHFDXVH� RI�

PDQDJHUV¶� DVVHVVPHQW� RI� WHPSRUDU\� GHFOLQH�

LQ�GHPDQG��WKH\�GHOD\�WR�FXW�RII�WKH�XQXWLOL]HG�

UHVRXUFHV� LQ� ZHDN� GHPDQG� VLWXDWLRQV�� 7KH�

HPSLULFDO� UHVXOWV� DOVR� GRFXPHQW� WKDW� VWLFN\�

FRVW� SKHQRPHQRQ� LQ� 9LHWQDP� KDV� FHUWDLQ�

impact�on� the�¿rm�probability.�This�¿nding�
LV�LQ�DOLJQPHQW�ZLWK�WKH�FDVH�RI�,QGRQHVLD�LQ�

WKH�VWXG\�RI�:DUJDQHJDUD�DQG�7DPDUD���������

7R� OLPLW� WKH�HIIHFWV�RI�FRVW� VWLFNLQHVV� LQ� WKH�

FRQWH[W�RI�GHPDQG�UHGXFWLRQ��ZH�UHFRPPHQG�

WKH�IROORZLQJV�

Firstly,�¿rm�managers�should�evaluate�the�
GHPDQG� RI� PDUNHW� DQQXDOO\� DQG� PDNH� WKH�

GHFLVLRQV�RQ�KRZ�WR�DGMXVW�WKH�FRVW�VWUXFWXUHV��

,I�WKHUH�LV�D�VKRUW�WHUP�UHGXFWLRQ��WKH�PDQDJHUV�

PD\�FRQVLGHU�WKH�DGMXVWPHQW�FRVW�DQG�WKH�ORVV�

RI�FRVW�VWLFNLQHVV�EHIRUH�PDNLQJ�D�GHFLVLRQ�WR�

FKDQJH�WKH�FRVW�VWUXFWXUH��,Q�WKH�FLUFXPVWDQFH�

RI� ORQJ�WHUP� UHGXFWLRQ� RI� PDUNHW� GHPDQG��

PDQDJHUV� QHHG� WR� UHDOORFDWH� WKH� UHVRXUFHV��

and� those� contracts� should� be� Àexible� and�

DGMXVWDEOH� LQ�RUGHU�WR�FXW�RII�WKH�DGMXVWPHQW�

FRVWV�

Secondly,�¿rms�need�to�build�up�a�Àexible�
FRVW� VWUXFWXUH� LQ� RUGHU� WR� H[SORUH� PDUNHW�

DGYDQWDJHV�GXULQJ�PDUNHW�JURZWK�DQG�UHVWUDLQ�

HIIHFWV� RI� UHYHQXH� UHGXFWLRQ�� 7KH� SDSHU�

suggests�two�ways:�(1)�Transforming�a�certain�
portion� of� ¿xed� costs� to� variable� costs� by�
FUHDWLQJ�D�FRQWLQJHQW�ODERU�SRRO��RXWVRXUFLQJ�

RI� DFWLYLWLHV�� RU� GHSOR\LQJ� VRIWZDUH� DV� D�

VHUYLFH�� ���� ,QFUHDVLQJ� SURGXFWLYLW\� YLD�

HFRQRPLHV� RI� VFDOH� RU� H[WHQGHG� ZRUNLQJ�

KRXUV�

Thirdly,� ¿rms� should� apply� modern�
PDQDJHPHQW� PHWKRGV� VXFK� DV� -,7� �-XVW�,Q�

7LPH�� WR� PLQLPL]H� WKH� LQYHQWRU\� FRVWV� RU�

$%&� PHWKRG� �$FWLYLW\�%DVHG� &RVWLQJ�� WR�

HOLPLQDWH�QRQ�YDOXDEOH�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�DOORFDWH�

FRVWV�PRUH�SUHFLVHO\�

/DVWO\��WRJHWKHU�ZLWK�WKH�DERYH�PHQWLRQHG�

solutions,� ¿rms� should� choose� a� Àexible�
VHOOLQJ� PHFKDQLVP� ZLWK� WKH� FRPELQDWLRQ�

EHWZHHQ�LQWHUQDO�VHOOLQJ�VWDII�DQG�RXWVRXUFHG�

selling�forces�to�maximize�the�ef¿ciency�and�
HIIHFWLYHQHVV�
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