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1
Table 1 Definition and measurement of partial variables
R&D R&D |
- Herfindahl N X, Piln(1/P) P, i
N
HTEN /
MS /
AGE = —
obU e 5
5.4.3.2.1
TEN B B
TMT LnN
LnA
Lev /
H5 Herfindahl5
IND 1 0.
1980  ~1995 ( R&D)
3 ( R&D) 18%
4% 66.5% .
3.1 ( R&D)
(AGE)  43.6
( R&D) 2006  ~2010 863 ( TEN) 4.4 ( MS)
4.64% N 20.98% . ( HEXP.HTEN)
. Sapra Subramani—
an 55
2
Table 2 Statistical description of main variables
R&D 0.046 4 0.046 7 0.036 2 0.000 1 0.756 2
HEXP 0.512 1 0.192 1 0.56 0 0.816 3
HTEN 0.598 7 0.394 4 0.595 8 0 2.236 1
Ms 0.209 8 0.209 6 0.148 5 0 0.741 8
AGE 43.554 4 3.620 1 43.333 3 34.5 56.714 3
EDU 3.089 4 0.548 8 3.125 1.6 4.666 7
TEN 4.395 8 2.2777 4.2 0 13.8
LnN 6.439 2 1.823 6 6 3 17
LnA 20.811 8 0.6519 20.744 8 19.318 7 23.492 3
Lev 0.292 6 0.174 3 0.280 5 0.012 6 0.809 4
H5 0.1829 0.109 1 0.158 9 0.009 1 0.748 5
R&D ( HT-
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EN) R&D X ( AGE) ( EDU)
( HEXP)
(AGE) . ( EDU) ( EDU) ; ( LnN)
R&D ( HEXP.HTEN)
; ( LnA) . ( Lev) .
( H5) ( R&D)
( HEXP.HTEN)
(AGE) ( TEN)
(AGE) ( TEN)
3
Table 3 The correlation coefficient of the primary variable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |11
1| R&D | 1
2 | HEXP | 0.051 1
3 | HTEN | -0.077** | 0.179*| 1
4| MS | 0.054 -0.095*** | -0.029 1
5| AGE |-0.1197"*| 0.111*%|-0.056" |-0.174*| 1
6 | EDU | 0.247* | 0.135**%| 0.050 0.013 -0.1207 | 1
7 | TEN |-0.050 0.143 | 0.059" |-0.075"* | 0.245*|-0.149*| 1
8 | InN | 0.051 0.097 *** | 0.123** | 0.008 0.070™* |-0.018 -0.205** | 1
9 | LnA |-0.132"*|-0.052 -0.013 | -0.195**| 0.120*** | -0.077** |-0.031 0.162%* | 1
10| Lev [-0.323°%*| 0.053 0.213™% | —0.201*** | 0.085** |-0.137°**| 0.175*| 0.080** | 0.275°* | 1
11| H5 [-0.112%%*| 0.086** [-0.029 |-0.179***| 0.065" |-0.033 -0.083" | -0.024 0.147%* | 0.022| 1
P N=863; " p<0.1 *p<0.05 ***p<0.01;
3.2 Bhagat
3.2.1 Welch >
( H5) R&D
4 4 4
1% ) 1 Di Vito 7
; N 3 ( H5) ( R&D)
( HEXPHTEN) ) Hilld ™
(MS); 4 ( H5) R&D
4 Hla.H1b  H2. ( LnA) ( R&D)
1
( R&D) . 2 ( HEXP)
( EDU) (R&D) (R&D) 10%
2— ( HTEN) (R&D) 5%
4 ( EDU) 1% Hla  Hlb
3 (MS) ( R&D)
( EDU) H2
( R&D) . ( Lev) 4 2 3
( R&D) 3 Hla.H1b.H2.
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4
Table 4 Hierarchical regression results
1 2 3 4
0.014" 0.013"
HEXP
(1.84) (1.68)
~0.007 ** ~0.007 **
HTEN
( —2.01) (-2.02)
~0.019*** ~0.019***
MS
( -2.84) ( -2.76)
~0.001 ~0.001 ~0.001 ~0.001
AGE
(-1.21) ( -1.53) ( -1.56) ( -1.85)
0.010*** 0.010*** 0.010*** 0.009 ***
EDU
(3.88) (3.64) (3.72) (3.51)
0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
TEN
(1.28) (1.1) (1.19) (1.04)
. 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007
" (1.32) (1.32) (1.4) (1.42)
i ~0.000 3 ~0.000 2 -0.001 ~0.001
" ( -0.14) ( -0.11) ( -0.44) ( -0.42)
o ~0.061 *** ~0.058 *** ~0.065 *** ~0.061 ***
- ( -7.28) ( -6.77) ( -7.61) ( =7.09)
s -0.022" ~0.025** ~0.027** ~0.030**
(-1.72) ( -1.93) ( -2.14) ( -2.33)
INDI ~8
0.095** 0.098 ** 0.123** 0.126**
(1.97) (2.02) (2.51) (2.56)
R 0.300 0.306 0.307 0.312
AR? 0.006 0.007 0.012
F 22. 68 %% 20. 63 *** 20 20. 09 ***
N =863; T T p<0.1 p<0.05 F*p<0.01;
3.2.2 5 ( MS)
( R&D) ( MS)
( HEXP. HTEN) ( HEXP)
( R&D) 1 H3a
( HEXP) . ( MS) ( MS)
( HEXP* MS) 5; ( HEXP) ( R&D)
1 ( HTEN) . ; (MS)
( MS) ( HTEN* MS) ( MS) ( R&D)
6. . 6 ( MS) ( HT-
EN)
5 H3b
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Table 5 Crossover role of inspection

5 6
-0.002"
HEXP* MS
( -1.89)
0.003 ***
HEXP
(3.2)
-0.001
HTEN* MS
( -0.63)
-0.001
HTEN
( -0.71)
-0.001 -0.001
MS
( -1.03) ( -1.26)
0.000 04 0.000 1
AGE
(0.15) (0.31)
0.011*** 0.013***
EDU
(6.01) (6.85)
0.001 0.001 **
TEN
(1.35) (1.99)
0.001 0.003
LnN
(0.27) (0.81)
-0.001 -0.002
LnA
( -0.79) (-1.17)
—0.051*** —0.050 ***
Lev
( -8.51) ( -8.03)
-0.022** -0.018™*
H5
( -2.46) ( -2.03)
INDI ~8
0.083 ** 0.083**
(2.42) (2.4)
R? 0.364 0.355
R? 0.349 0.34
F 25.19%** 24,21 ***
: N=857; T 7 p<0.1 Fpc<

0.05 **p<0.01;

43 ”» “
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Heterogeneity of top management team managerial ownership and risk taking

CHEN Chuang WU Xiao-hui©  WEI Fang
School of Management Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China

Abstract: Agency theory argues that managers should be given more equity ownership to mitigate their risk a—
version. However the upper echelons theory suggests that the demographic characteristics and the cognition of
the corporate decision-making team would affect the risk taking. This paper provides a sophisticated risk taking
model by incorporating agency theory and upper echelons literature. Authors empirical analysis is based on da—
ta from Chinese firms listed on the SME Board and ChiNext Board of the Shenzhen Stock Exchange. Specific—
ally the paper tenure heterogeneity will suppress risk taking and functional heterogeneity will promote enter—
prise risk taking. What’ s more contrary to agency theory the paper that the increase in the proportion of
managerial ownership will reduce risk taking. A higher managerial ownership will weaken the positive relation—
ship between the functions heterogeneity and risk taking.

Key words: risk taking; tenure heterogeneity; functions heterogeneity; managerial ownership



