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Table 1 Correlation analysis of variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12 13
Strategy |0.089 | 1.850 | 1.000
Ceoopen | 0.232 | 1.609 |-0.219*| 1.000
Flife 2.403 | 0.367 | -0.070| 0.047 | 1.000
Fsize 9.290 | 0.411 | 0.223* |-0.320*| 0.034 | 1.000
Fidry 0.616 | 0.487 | 0.136* | —0.033| 0.112% | 0.352* | 1.000
Fmrks 0.003 | 0.008 | 0.032 |-0.090% 0.206* |0.385* | 0.092¢ | 1.000
Fproa 0.035|0.051 | 0.197* |- 0.149*|-0.131* 0.169* |0.084" | 0.016 | 1.000
Bpower |-0.00§ 1.427 | 0.010 | 0.025 |-0.233*-0.227*|-0.274*| =0.051| 0.054 | 1.000
Ochng  0.058 | 0.235 | —=0.035| —0.009|0.081" | 0.024 | 0.009 |-0.023|-0.049| —0.002
Oconct | 0.182|0.125|0.074" | —0.008 |- 0.360*| 0.176* | 0.358* |- 0.170*| 0. 109¢ |- 0.145*| = 0.052| 1.000
Ceochg 0.222|0.416 |-0.192* 0.128* | 0.002 |- 0.084" | = 0.002 | - 0.029 |- 0. 110%| - 0.020 0.035 | 1.000
Ceopwr | 0.133 | 0.340 | —0.023 |- 0. 155 = 0.064 |- 0. 1104~ 0. 127*| = 0.025| - 0.062| 0.043 | -0.049|-0.026| 0.029 | 1.000
Ceopltc | 0.214 1 0.410 | 0.025 |-0.172%|-0.196*|- 0. 110%/- 0. 109%| = 0.012 | = 0.036| 0. 185* | = 0.039| 0.036 | -0.059 | 0.429* | 1.000
Ceoshar | 0.003 | 0.019 | 0.038 | —0.018 |- 0.232%|- 0. 122*- 0. 175*| = 0.037| 0. 139* | 0.605* | —0.030 |- 0. 103%}- 0.075* | - 0.017 | 0.202*
D 'p<0.01 “p<0.05 “p<0.1 N=1197.
2 CEO
Table 2 The empirical results of the relationship between the CEO openness and strategic persistence
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Base Robust Cluster DK B-S OLS
Ceoopen -0.175** -0.175** -0.187** -0.175** -0.187***
(-2.03) (-1.96) (-5.07) (-2.12) (-3.34)
Flife 0. 197 -0.256 -0.256 -0.073 -0.256 -0.073
( -0.560) (-0.88) (-0.75) (-0.76) (-0.75) (-0.27)
Fsize 0. 882 0. 637 0. 637 0. 667 *** 0. 637** 0. 667 **
(2.640) (1.32) (1.23) (4.21) (2.33) (2.51)
Fidry 0.230 0. 268 0.268 0. 407 *** 0.268* 0. 407 **
(0.26) (1.07) (1.57) (20.06) (1.91) (1.98)
Fmrki 3.994 6.216 6.216 0.980 6.216 0. 980
(0.26) (0.43) (0.39) (0.14) (0.25) (0.08)
Fproa 1.433 0. 940 0. 940 5.4117%% 0. 940 5.4117%
(1.03) (0.53) (0.85) (3.60) (0.31) (3.17)
Bpower -0.012 -0.001 -0.001 0. 049 -0.001 0. 049
(-0.21) (-0.02) (-0.02) (0.78) (-0.03) (0.65)
Ochng -0.243 -0.221 -0.221 -0.322 -0.221 -0.322
(-1.03) (-0.68) (-0.75) (-1.20) (-0.84) (-0.91)
Oconct 0.175 0.278 0.278 -0.334 0.278 -0.334
(0.18) (0.48) (0.45) (-1.01) (0.36) (-0.39)
Ceochg - 0. 408 ¥ - 0.403** -0.403* - 0. 688 -0.403* - 0. 688
(-3.14) (-2.01) (-1.83) (-7.33) (-1.71) (-3.52)
Ceopwr -0.346 - 0. 468 - 0. 468 -0.306 - 0.468 -0.306
(-1.42) (-1.35) (-1.25) (-1.11) (-1.22) (-1.14)
Ceoplic - 0. 068 -0.178 -0.178 0.077 -0.178 0. 077
(-0.30) (-0.58) (-0.50) (1.17) (-0.41) (0.33)
Ceoshar 0. 968 0. 609 0. 609 -0.636 0. 609 -0.636
(0.23) (0.40) (0.37) (-0.16) (0.18) (-0.12)
Con -7.010™* -5.197 -5.197 -5.357% -5.197* -5.357*
- (-2.22) (-1.15) (-1.01) (-3.90) (-1.66) (—2.00)
R 0.029 0.042 0.042 0.211 0.042 0.211
Adj_R*/X*/F 45,160 *** 39. 860 ** 48. 710 *** 261. 35 295. 120 *** 0. 164 ***
S p <0.01 Fp<0.05 " p<0.1N=1197.
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Fig. 2 The moderating effect of CEO shareholding

Fig. 3 The moderating effect of CEO power
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Table 3 The moderating effect of CEO shareholding power and firm identity
(1) (2) (3) (4)
-0.159" -0.124" -0.3217* -0.267™*
Ceoopen
(-1.92) (-1.87) (-2.04) (-2.14)
0. 144** 0.192**
Ceoopen x Ceoshar
(2.24) (2.33)
-0.436" -0.250
Ceoopen x Ceopwr
(=1.79) (-0.61)
A 0. 437" 0.401™*
Ceoopen x Fidty
(1.83) (2.05)
-0.167 -0.277 -0.210 -0.191
Flife
(-0.51) (-0.78) (-0.65) (-0.65)
0.715™** 0. 663" 0.619 0. 659
Fsize
(1.90) (1.92) (1.27) (1.49)
0.288 0. 287 0. 286 0. 288
Fidty
(1.49) (1.16) (1.47) (1.21)
5.511%* 5.109** 5. 669 *** 5.013
Fmrkt
(2.38) (2.33) (2.42) (0.41)
0.954 1. 143 1. 065 1. 165
Fproa
(0.87) (0.82) (0.99) (0.72)
- 0. 008 -0.002 0.011 0. 007
Bpower
(-0.16) (-0.03) (0.20) (0.13)
-0.240" -0.197 -0.255 -0.239
Ochng
(-1.82) (-0.84) (-0.84) (-0.73)
0. 694 0.354 0. 195 0.285
Oconct
(0.96) (0.36) (0.30) (0.49)
-0.399° - 0,417 -0.403" -0.410™*
Ceochg
(-1.83) (-3.22) (-1.86) (-2.03)
-0.471 -0.446" -0.517 - 0.496
Ceopwr
(-1.27) (-1.81) (-1.38) (-1.54)
-0.181 -0.246 -0.224 -0.252
Ceoplic
(-0.52) (-1.06) (-0.64) (-0.73)
2.068 0. 830 0. 466 2. 630
Ceoshar
(1.16) (0.20) (0.27) (1.38)
-5.330 -4.692 -4.188 -4.680
_Cons
(-1.10) (-1.43) (-0.92) (-1.16)
Adj_R* 0.048 8 0.061 0 0.048 8 0.058 7
F 55.26 7 57.38*** 52.87 38.93*F
D <0.01 Fp<0.05 " p<0.1 N=1197. DriscollKraay Robust
+Bootstrap Cluster
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Table 4 The empirical results of the relationship between strategic persistence and corporate performance
ROS Tobins’ Q
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Strategy 0. 006 - 0. 009 *** 0. 006 - 0.041 7
(1.63) (-2.83) (0.60) (-3.74)
Strategy® - 0.002** - 0.005***
(-2.16) (-3.34)
Ceoopen -0.005™* -0.004" - 0.004 0. 009 0. 062 0. 064"
(-2.53) (-1.88) (-1.63) (1.16) (1.61) (1.70)
Flife - 0.028 - 0. 028 -0.027 0.075*** - 0.449" - 0.446"
(-4.58) (-4.36) (-3.78) (3.00) (-1.84) (-1.82)
Fsize 0. 083 *** 0. 079 *** 0. 084 *** - 0. 121 -0.2527%* -0.239%
(11.38) (8.29) (9.93) (-4.14) (-5.11) (-5.18)
Fidry - 0. 005 - 0. 008 -0.011 -0.016™** -0.062 -0.071
(-0.85) (-1.04) (-1.24) (-2.76) (-0.69) (-0.78)
Fmrkt - 1.910*** - 1.913%* - 1.977%** 3.255 %% 5.404 %% 5.177*F
(-12.93) (- 10.84) (-12.53) (5.15) (2.51) (2.56)
Fproa 0.119" 0.478" 0.511° 1. 643 % 2.806* 2.904
(1.80) (1.71) (1.79) (2.30) (3.15) (3.26)
Bpower 0. 003 0. 003 0. 003 - 0. 006 - 0. 054 - 0.055**
(1.27) (1.03) (0.85) (-0.52) (-2.61) (-2.64)
Ochng -0.025™ -0.0237* -0.021 0. 0136 *** -0.239 -0.233
(-2.16) (-2.00) (-1.53) (3.29) (-1.56) (-1.55)
Oconct 0. 098 *** 0. 100 *** 0. 098 *** -0.375™ 0.248 0.244
(4.17) (3.93) (3.90) (-3.64) (0.68) (0.68)
Ceochg 0. 001 0. 005 0. 007 -0.029** -0.123 -0.120
(0.08) (0.49) (0.72) (-2.21) (-1.27) (-1.26)
Ceopwr -0.032*** -0.030*** -0.032*** -0.039*** 0.008 0. 007
(-2.84) (-2.95) (-3.41) (-6.21) (0.12) (-0.02)
Ceoplic - 0. 006 -0.007 -0.005 0.031*** -0.017 - 0. 008
(-0.55) (-0.57) (-0.35) (16.38) (-0.33) (-0.15)
Ceoshar 0.439** 0.441** 0.458** 0.393 -0.539 - 0.500
(2.40) (2.14) (2.29) (0.42) (-0.53) (-0.52)
_Cons -0.586™** -0.5527*** -0.591 1.981*** 4,928 *** 4. 824
(-8.45) (-6.70) (-7.90) (7.72) (6.70) (6.78)
Adj_R* 0.338 0.343 0.352 0.068 0.092 0.094
F 9.00 9.54 7 7.96 7 14.46 21.51 %% 22.06***
N p <0.01 Fp<0.05 " p<0.1 N=1197. Driscoll Kraay
Robust +Bootstrap Cluster
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Table5 The empirical results of the relationship between CEO openness and strategy persistence( two kinds of robust measurement)
: ( Zhang 2006) : ( — )
(1) (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7) (8) 9 (10)
Ceoopen =0.0517 | = 0,058 ™ | = 0.057** | - 0. 113 | - 0. 146 ™* || 0.016™ | 0.012** | 0.010" 0.016" | 0.015™
(-10.61) | (=2.76) | (-6.09) | (=6.99) | (-5.46) || (2.93) (2.06) (1.72) (1.89) (2.31)
Ceoopen xCeoshar 0. 052 *** 0. 094 *** - 0. 038" -0.021°
(5.30) (5.69) ( - 55.90) (-1.84)
Ceoopen xCeopwr 0.022 0.109 0.036" 0.010
(0.28) (1.05) (1.94) (0.66)
Ceoopen X Fidty 0. 158 | 0.215*** - 0.067 ***|- 0. 062 ***
(7.18) | (5.21) (-8.43) | (-6.87)
Fidty 0.2297% 10.221 ™ 1 0.2317 1 0.201™ | 0. 186 ||- 0.037***|-0.035***| -0.003 | 0.010 0. 009
(12.73) | (3.01) | (12.01) | (8.54) | (7.45) ||(-4.86) |(=4.23) |(=0.11) | (0.45) | (0.43)
Ceopwr —-0.009 -0.024 -0.002 -0.021 - 0.008 |[|0.045** | 0.049 *** 0.017 0.019 0.019
(-0.23) [ (-0.28) | (=0.11) |(-0.75) | (=0.60) || (67.29) | (18.83) | (0.86) | (0.82) | (0.92)
Ceoshar 0. 850 0. 830 2.338" 2.183 2,696 |1 0.920** | 0. 8407 0.378 0.351 0.492
(0.50) | (0.56) | (1.97) | (1.52) | (3.09) (2.34) | (3.70) | (1.08) | (0.97) | (1.52)
_cons -0.242 | -0.152 |- 0.478 |- 0.479 ***|- 0. 551 ***| |- 0. 234 ***|- 0. 321 ***| -0.090 | -0.087 | -0.108
(=1.16) | (=0.16) | (=2.72) | (=3.07) | (=3.78) || (=2.92) |(=3.19) |(=1.13) |(=0.99) | ( -1.19)
Adj_R* 0.216 1 0.263 7 0.174 9 0.1910 0.205 5 0.110 0.095 0.077 0.090 0.091
¥ 3.7677% | 49.04%F | 8.54%F | 42,887 | 62.077F || 5.49%F | 18.597 | 26.45*** | 26.28 *** | 25,98 ***
D <0.01 **p<0.05 " p<0.1 N=1197. Driscoll Kraay
N ( N ) 3
3.2 CEO 6
(CEO )
CEO CEO CEO
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3.3 (Beta =- 0.233
Baron  Kenny o8 p <0.1) CEO ( )
(Beta = —0.189 p < 0.01)
(t =-7.0485 p <0.05)
2 . CEO
Cohen  Cohen ¢ T ( )
(Beta =-0.031 p <0.1) CEO
CEO (Beta =- 0.301
» < 0.05) (+ = 38.47
7 CEO ( ) » < 0.01) 3
6 CEO ( )
Table 6 The moderating effect of CEO power ( robust measurement)
(1) (2) (3) (5) (6) (7)
Ceoopen -0.177 % - 0. 1727 -0.178*** 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.018***
(-4.84) (-4.02) (-4.19) (2.76) (2.78) (3.16)
Ceoopen x Blckhldr 0.070** 0.073" - 0.026™ - 0.028
(2.47) (1.79) (—27.41) ( —38.00)
Ceoopen x Outsider 0. 003 0.015 -0.016™** -0.018***
(0.04) (0.20) (-14.18) (-24.69)
Blckhldr -0.185 -0.239 -0.193 -0.031 -0.044 -0.039
(-0.54) (-0.55) (-0.51) (—0.45) (-0.71) (—0.68)
Outsider 0. 062 0. 061 0. 060 0. 009 *** 0.003" 0.004 ***
(1.18) (1.48) (1.43) (6.98) (1.95) (4.64)
_Cons —4.091 - 3.869 *** — 4,081 -0.319™* —0.285*** - 0.309***
(-3.20) (-2.85) (-3.14) (-3.12) (-3.06) (-3.48)
Adj_R* 0.196 0.195 0. 196 0.099 0.096 0.105
F 4.100%** 8.5107* 3.970 7 3. 640 5.590 %% 5.000 7
D <0.01 Fp<0.05 " p<0.1 N=1197. Driscoll Kraay
R ( R ) 3
7 CEO ( )
Table 7 The moderating effect of CEO power and political background( categorical dummy variable Baron and Kenny 1986)
CEO
(1) (2) (3) 1 (4) (5) (6) T
Ceoopen -0.233" - 0. 189 -7.048 5 -0.031" -0.301* 38. 47 %%
(-1.83) (-32.54) (-1.73) (-2.11)
Fidty 1. 149 0.387 %%
(1.35) (4.69)
Ceopwr 0. 052 -0.300
(0.92) (-0.68)
_cons 17. 346" - 6.246™F - 5.661 -7.9117**
(1.81) (-7.19) (-8.34) (-2.17)
Adj_R? 0.417 0.234 0.185 4 0.324 8
F 7.137% 9.59 *** 3.97 % 5.81 %
strategy( ) P <0.01 Fp<0.05 7 p<o0.l. DriscollKraay
(CEO ) ( 8 )
3 .Cohen  Cohen ® T : B B ( Ceoopen) ; SSE,
SSE, X X ( Ceoopen) NN,
Bi =B

) SSE, + SSE, Y X+ Y X
X
N+ =4 () (Y x)
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CEO openness strategy persistence and organizational performance: A study
based on Chinese listed companies
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Abstract: This paper investigates the effect of CEO openness on organizational strategy persistence. Results
from the data of listed companies in China from 2003 to 2009 show that CEO openness has significantly nega—
tive effect on strategy persistence. As the level of CEO openness gets higher the organization tend to adjust
the strategic resource allocation according to environmental changing. Moreover the result indicates that this
relationship is moderated by CEO shareholding negatively and the negative effect of CEO openness on strate—
gic persistence is much stronger when open a CEO has more managerial discretion. The result also finds that
the effect of CEO openness on strategy persistence is heterogeneous in different organization-institutional situa—
tions because of the influence of special institution characteristics and certain social functions; the negative
effect of CEO openness is much less significant for State-Owned Enterprises relative to family firms. This paper
further extends the knowledge about the effect of strategy persistence on firm value: strategy persistence has an
inverted-U-shaped rather than a linear relationship with firm performance.
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