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2.2.6
(1) H1 Stg_sz(
( Sig_sz) Controls / ) (1.225)
( Vio) ( Viol) (1.044)
( Vio2) 1
logit  ologit
1% Sig_sz 0. 268 4.330
( Winsorize) 0.718
( )
Vio, , =B, +B,Sig_sz; , +B,Controls, , +&, (1) 2
Table 2 General description of the chairman’ s signature
H2 ~ H4 Panel A:
(1) (2) ~ (3) Mean Sd | Min Max N
Busy, ,/Age_drct, /Temtra;, = v, + 222' 8;83 0- ;712 2 437 Z 2:1
433 | 5. 7
yiSig_sz, + y,Controls;, + &, (2) 5.219 | 2.867 | 1.384 | 17.355 | 7654
Vio,, = o + o Sig_sz;, + oy Busy; ./ 5.066 | 2.105 | 1.808 | 11.979 | 7 654
Age_drct, ,/Temira; , + Pencl B:
o Controls;  + &, (3) Mean | Sd | Min | Max N
N 1.867 | 1.021 | 0.510 | 5.687 | 7654
( H5. H6) (4)
Vio,, = ay + a,Sig_sz,, + a,Sig_sz, , X 1.689 | 0.702 | 0.603 | 3.993 | 7654
H_ Pressure; ,_,/L_Attention,, , + Sig_sz( 1225 | 0.718 | 0.268 | 4.330 | 7654
oayH_Pressure; ,_, /L_Attention; ,_, + )
a,Controls; | + &, (4 3-1.2
3 ( )
3 Sig_sz
3.1
3.1.1
2 .
Panel A ’
2 ~3 3 ’
22.433 ( x ) .
5. 219( : ; ) Table 3 Chairman’ s characteristics and narcissism
17.355
3. 066 Age 52.807 53.620 0.813%**
Sex 0.948 0.972 0.024 ***
- Panel B Edu 3.351 3.320 -0.031
Tenure 6.748 6.750 0.001
1.867 (5.687) Dual 0.325 0.330 0.006
(5.219) Controller 0.651 0.703 0.052%**
( 1.689) Founder 0.380 0.412 0.031***
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3.1.3
4 Panel A
5
. Table 5 Basic regression results
(1 (2)
Viol Vio2
. 0.260 *** 0.255***
Sig_sz
(3.764) (3.711)
B 0.001 0.003
&e (0. 140) (0.310)
0.210 0.207
Sex
(0.752) (0.741)
-0.059 -0.062
. Ed
Panel B " ( -0.968) (-1.043)
t -0.023 -0.025
Tenure
(-1.177) ( -1.271)
Dol 0.045 0.046
Hl ua (0.372) (0.390)
0.346 0.359
Controller
4 (1.387) (1.415)
0.150 0.137
Table 4 Chairman’ s narcissism and firm’ s characteristics Founder
(1.106) (0.994)
Panel A . -0.050 -0.032
Size
_ ( -0.654) ( -0.416)
Size 21.974 21.986 0.012 Age_esth (‘1)-2(1)2) ((1).(1)5152)
Age_esth 13.611 13.408 -0.203 5 5;20** ) ézz**
Fkk Lev : °
Lev 0.385 0.398 0.013 v (2.098) (2.099)
Growth 0.224 0.225 0.002 o 0,297 0287
Roa 0.049 0.048 -0.001 srowih (2.472) (2.416)
In_board 2.241 2.251 0.010** R —6.940*** -6.577 %
oa
Indep 0.375 0.371 —0.004 *** ( —4.524) ( -4.296)
Shrl 0.348 0.362 0.015** In_ board (01 68650) (01 6;‘;)
Mshr 0.214 0.200 -0.013** 1'413 1'294
i _ Ind ’ ’
Institution 0.349 0.348 0.001 naep (1.250) (1.149)
Soe 0.286 0.255 —-0.031 *** Sl -0.729" -0.743
Legal 9.519 9.595 0.075 ’ ( —1.839) ( —1.890)
IC_index 6.733 6.708 -0.025 Mshr -0.267 -0.223
Pancl B ( -0.879) ( -0.730)
o -0.337 -0.358
- Institution ( —1.344) ( —1.409)
. Sk : - -
Viol 0.087 0.111 0.024 . 0,063 0,050
. Kkk e
-0.060 *** -0.060 ***
3.2 Legal
(4.545) (4.559)
5 . 5 ( 1) 1 i —0. 392¥<#\-* _0.409*J<>«-
. . _lnaex
Viol Sig_sz (8.531) (8.990)
-0.17
0.260 1% 0176
(0.095)
Ind/Year
5 (2) 7654 7654
Vio2 Sig _sz R 0.110 0.100
0. 255 P e E 1% 5% 10%
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3.3 6 (2). (3) Busy
6. 6 Panel A (1) ~ 6 (3)
6 (1) H2
Sig_sz 0.451 1%
6
Table 6 Test results of three mediating effects
Panel A
(1 (2) (3)
Busy Viol Vio2
. 0.451** 0.250*** 0.244 7%
Sig_sz
(2.529) (3.566) (3.486)
0.026** 0.027 **
Busy
(2.353) (2.449)
-2.714 0.006
( -0.801) (0.003)
Ind/Year
7 654 7 654 7 654
R? 0.104 0.112 0.101
Panel B
@) (2) (3)
Age_dret Viol Vio2
. -0.236** 0.2537%%% 0.2487%*
Sig_sz
( -2.041) (3.682) (3.626)
*% *%
Age_dret 0.037 0.036
( -2.382) ( -2.308)
28.240 *** 0.801
(10.550) (0.412)
Ind/Year
7 654 7 654 7 654
R 0.212 0.112 0.101
Panel C
(1) (2) (3)
Temira Viol Vio2
. 0.020** 0.254 %% 0.248 ***
Sig_sz
(2.353) (3.696) (3.635)
0.260" 0.279"
Temtra
(1.663) (1.778)
—0.556 %" -0.040
(-2.817) ( -0.021)
Ind/Year
7 651 7 651 7 651
R? 0.146 0.111 0.100
6 Panel B.Panel Panel B
C \
5%
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( -0.236)
(2) . (3) 3.4
7 Y
7 (1), 7 (2)
Sig_sz
. Panel C H1 (Sig_sz x
H_ Pressure) 5%
6
(1)
6 6 H5
(3) Temtra 7 (3). 7 (4)
N Sig_sz
( Sig_sz x L_Attention)
1
H4
H6
H5 H6
7
Table 7 Test results of moderating effects
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Viol Vio2 Viol Vio2
G 0.174** 0.167** 0. 189 *** 0.186**
e (2.366) (2.281) (2.743) (2.714)
L - 0.256 ** 0.262**
Sig_sz x H_ Pressure (1.988) (2.056)
-0.067 -0.096
H_ Pressure
( -0.320) ( -0.461)
. . 0.274** 0.266"
Sig_sz x L_Attention (1.964) (1.920)
. -0.195 -0.164
L_ Attention
( -0.862) ( -0.730)
-0.148 -0.414
( -0.090) ( -0.247)
Ind/Year
6 091 6 091 6 091 6 091
R? 0.118 0. 106 0.117 0. 106
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8
( Fraud) 8 (1) Fraud
( Detect) ( Viol) Sig_sz
( Viol = Fraud x Detect)
Khanna Detect  Sig_sz
8 (2)
N Sig_sz
8
Table 8 Chairman’s narcissism and violation tendency and violation inspection
(1) (2)
Viol Viol
Fraud Detect Fraud Detect
Sie s 0.2827%* -0.2227** 0.3227%* -0.273**
18- (3.157) ( -2.147) (2.769) ( -2.092)
-0.253 -0.244
StateShrPct
( —1.582) ( —1.499)
. -0.013 -0.008
Size
( -0.627) ( —0.345)
0.202 0.196
In_ board
(1.617) (1.575)
Ind 0.412 0.416
e (1.106) (1.121)
Shrhfi3 -0.315 -0.320
( —1.908) ( -1.920)
0.032 0.031
Dual
(0.875) (0.856)
- -0.173** -0.172"
Institution
( —1.965) ( —1.942)
—0.022*** —-0.021 ***
Legal
( -4.351) ( -4.214)
*kk Kkk
1C_index -0.193 -0.196
( —5.860) ( -6.158)
-0.004 0.008
Yretnd
( -0.148) (0.194)
0.490** 0.448**
Lev
(2.376) (2.002)
Crowth 0.116 0.132
(1.671) (1.662)
-2.7807* -2.7787
Roa
(-2.893) (-2.898)
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Table 8 Continues
(1) (2)
Viol Viol
Fraud Detect Fraud Detect
Tobin® 0.010 0.004
o (0.692) (0.264)
-1.730 2.454
StkVolt
( -0.581) (0.474)
) 0.016 0.009
StkTurn
(1.085) (0.629)
Kk *kk
IndLiig 7.207 7.078
(3.922) (3.534)
0.458 0.057 -0.171 0.793
(0.791) (0.176) ( -0.222) (0.952)
Year
7 423 7423
Wald chi® 52.970 77.810
L-ikelihood -2 045.883 -2 041.661
7
( Over_Conf1) ( Over_Conf 2)
9
Sig_sz 1%
39
9 .
Table 9 Narcissism overconfidence and corporate violations
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Viol Vio2 Viol Vio2
. 0.256*** 0.2517** 0.261 % 0.256***
Sig_sz
(3.739) (3.686) (3.795) (3.739)
*kk *kk
Over_Conf 1 0.052 0.053
(2.637) (2.705)
0.200 . -
Over_ Conf 2 0.214
(1.629) (1.762)
0.857 0.863
(0.464) (0.441)
Ind/Year
7 645 7 645 7 654 7 654
R 0.112 0.102 0.111 0.100
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4.3.1 (2)
( ) Sig_sz_
single 10%
( ) )
“ »
A4
( 3). 160
162 3
Sig_sz_single( / Fig. 3 Individual signature of the chairman
10 N
Table 10 Regression results of learning effect and high narcissism
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Viol Vio2 Viol Vio2
. o 0.183" 0.184"
S (1.675) (1.747)
0.530*** 0.524 ***
Sig_sz_dum
(3.436) (3.434)
0.311 0.000
(0.059) (0.000)
Ind/Year
953 953 7 654 7 654
R? 0.232 0.211 0.110 0.099
4.3.2 : Viol Vio2
Sig_sz_dum 1%
[ ”» ( 3) i
Sig_sz_dum
“ ” Sig_sz 2(
4 “ 7 Sig_sz 2.106)
Sig_sz 2
1 0 (1) . e ,

10 ( 3) . 10 ( 4) Fig. 4 Phenomenon of “A turtledove taking over the nest of a magpie”



— 30 — 2023 8
4.3.3 (1) ( Unrecg = 1)
( Unrecg =0)
( Sig_sz 0.464 1%
0.227
5% o1 (2)
( ( Un-
recg =1) Sig_sz 0.459
0.225
11
11
Table 11 Recognizable degree of signature excessive narcissism and corporate violations
(1) (2)
Viol Vio2
Unrecg =1 Unrecg =0 Unrecg =1 Unrecg =0
5 0. 464 0.227 %% 0.459 7% 0.225%%
8- (3.646) (2.612) (3.676) (2.575)
-5.644 1.915
( -1.470) (0.901)
Ind/Year
1352 6 105 1549 6 105
R? 0.182 0.108 0.206 0.097
diff: 1 vs. 0 0.237** 0.234"
p-value of diff. 0.040 0.080
4.4
N CNRDS § »
(
) (92 — 1911 )
o Revolt. 12 (1) ~ 12 (3)
“ ( cultural climate) ” 12 (1)
N Revolt Sig
41 sz

4244

Viol
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Table 12 Regression results of instrumental variables
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Sig_sz Viol Vio2 Sig_sz Viol Vio2
0.005 *** 0.007 ***
Revolt
(6.991) (5.229)
0.398 ** 0.433** 0.286" 0.348"
Sig_sz
(2.328) (2.266) (1.856) (1.857)
0.581" 0.047 -0.014 1.248*** 0.054 0.027
(1.879) (0.126) ( -0.033) (2.776) (0.127) (0.053)
Ind/Year
6 508 6 508 6 508 1935 1 935 1935
R? 0.044 0.099
Weak IVF Statistics 46.729 23.270 %
;4)
“ « ” “ ”
;5) 2
( ) ;6)
12 (4) ~ 12 (6)
Revolt
Sig_sz
;7)
( ) ) Vio3 (
4.5
1) ).
( ) Square
12) 5
Sig_sz_2 = / Ham

;3)

Sig_sz_ave = Sig_sz/
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Is narcissistic chairman more likely to commit corporate fraud? Evidence
from Chinese listed firms

NING Bo DAI Yiwi JIANG Min
School of Management Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China

Abstract: Based on data from Chinese A-share listed firms from 2007 to 2017 this paper empirically exam-
ines the influence of the chairman’ s narcissism measured by the size of the chairman’s signature on corpo—
rate fraud and the internal impact mechanism. The results show that narcissistic chairman increases the likeli-
hood as well as the severity of committing frauds in the company. There are three channels through which the
chairman’ s narcissism increases corporate fraud: A more distracted character more inclination to build a
young management team that is easy to control and more preference for teleconference over on-the-spot board
meetings. Further the effect is more pronounced for firms with greater performance pressure and less analyst
attention. The paper opens the black box of executive narcissism by showing how narcissistic chairman is more
likely to commit fraud. The paper also contributes to the academic understanding related to the Upper Eche-
lons Theory. These findings have implications for the improvement and optimization of the regulation system in
Chinese securities market in the new era.

Key words: chairman; narcissism; corporate fraud



