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3 CDE _ CHAIR
17. 300 CEO
3.1 . BOARD
2 . WATER_DUM INDR 8.320 0.377
0.052 5.20% 9
. WATER 0. 089. 7 . SALARY
0 0. 006
.CDE_CEO 15.880( ) . : ISO  ETI
8.775 CEO 0.249  0.169
. CEO ( DROUGHT) 1SO
0.100 10% 2

1

Table 1 Variable definitions

WATER_DUM 1 0

WATER 1) :2) . :3)

( . . ) (a) (b) WATER 0~12

CDE_CEO CEO CEO 5 ~15

DROUGHT CEO 10% - 1 0

AGE CEO CEO

GENDER CEO CEO 1 0

CDE_CHAIR 5 ~15

BLOCK

INST_SHR

DUAL CEO 1 0

INDR

BOARD

SALARY 1 0

ISO 1SO14001 1 0

ETI ~R&D 1 0
SIZE

LEV

ROE

TOBINQ )

LISTAGE 1

STATE 1 0

POLLUT N N 1 0
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1
Table 1 Continues
©® (IPE) ( NRDC) “
PITI
" ( PITI) 8
WATER_U_DUM 1
WATER_U . 0-~6
CDE_CEO Y | CEO CEO 5 ~15
CDE_CHAIR_Y 5 ~15
CDE_CEO_E | CEO( CEO( )5 ~15
( CDE_CHAIR_E) 1/4 1 0
CDE_CEO, ;5 | CEO( CEO( ) 1 ~15
( CDE_CHAIR, _5)
CDE_CEOs_4 | CEO( CEO( ) 5 ~14
( CDE_CHAIR; _.,)
CDE_CEOs_,, | CEO( CEO( ) 5 ~10
( CDE_CHAIR; _,)
2
Table 2 Descriptive statistics of variables
1/4 3/4
WATER_DUM 6 632 0.052 0.221 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
WATER 6 632 0.089 0.444 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 7.000
CDE_CEO 6 632 15. 880 8.775 0.000 10. 000 15. 000 22.000 42.000
DROUGHT 6 632 0.100 0.300 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
AGE 6 632 3.871 0.136 3.466 3.784 3.871 3.951 4.174
GENDER 6 632 0.071 0.257 0.000 0.000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
CDE_CHAIR 6 632 17.300 9.237 0.000 10. 000 17.000 24.000 42.000
BLOCK 6 632 0. 344 0.135 0.090 0.239 0.329 0.436 0.678
INST_SHR 6 632 0.249 0.219 0.000 0.060 0.187 0. 408 0.808
DUAL 6 632 0.553 0.497 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
INDR 6 632 0.377 0.054 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.429 0.571
BOARD 6 632 8.320 1.477 4.000 7.000 9.000 9.000 18. 000
SALARY 6 632 0. 006 0.078 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
150 6 632 0.249 0.433 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
ETI 6 632 0.169 0.375 0.000 0.000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
SIZE 6 632 21.380 0.920 19.810 20.720 21.250 21.890 24. 690
LEV 6 632 0.314 0.178 0.031 0.171 0.289 0.434 0.790
ROE 6 632 0.080 0.062 -0.186 0.049 0.079 0.113 0.256
TOBINQ 6 632 3.115 2.132 0.449 1.657 2.562 3.882 11.980
LISTAGE 6 632 1.067 0.735 0.000 0.693 1.099 1.609 2.398
STATE 6 632 0.067 0.250 0.000 0. 000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
POLLUT 6 632 0.034 0.182 0.000 0.000 0.000 0. 000 1.000
PITI 6 632 53.790 14. 000 21.650 43.500 56.470 64. 060 79. 600
©® PITI PITI . ).
2008 2008 2007
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3.2 CEO CEO
3 Pearson . CEO .
( CDE_CEO) WATER_DUM/WATER  AGE.CDE_CHAIR.
( WATER_DUM) INST_SHR.BOARDSALARY . ISO.ETI.SIZE . LEV .
WATER 1% LISTAGE.STATE  POLLUT
1. DROUGHT WATER/WATER _ DUAL.TOBINQ
DUM 1% .
.CDE_CEO ( <0.5)
DROUGHT 5%
3 Pearson (1)
Table 3 Pearson correlation matrix of variables( | )
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11)
WATER_DUM | (1) 1
WATER (2) |0.854** 1
CDE_CEO | (3) |0.077* | 0.093** 1
DROUGHT | (4) |0.037** |0.034™* | 0.031** 1
AGE (5) [0.046™* |0.054** | 0.4717** | 0.003 1
GENDER (6) | -0.006 | —0.018 |-0.037*** 0.008 0.012 1
CDE_CHAIR | (7) [0.059™ |0.062™* | 0.675™* | 0.033™** | 0.174™ | -0.010 1
BLOCK (8) | 0.005 | -0.0180 | 0.013 [-0.066™* 0.022" | 0.029™* |-0.037*** 1
INST_SHR | (9) |0.078 | 0.077°" [0.045™ | —0.008 |0.046™ | —0.021" |0.043™* | 0.150*** 1
DUAL (10) [-0.045™* —0.031** | 0.113™* | 0.005 | 0.248** |-0.155***|-0.064***| 0.092*** | -0.001 1
INDR (11) | =0.015 | —0.031™| 0.008 [-0.035™* -0.005 |0.047* [=0.037***| 0.093™* | —0.029** | 0. 130™** 1
BOARD (12) 0.054™* [0.055*** | 0.073** | 0.029** | 0.035™* |-0.057***| 0.100™** |-0.077***[ 0.079*** |-0.120***|-0.596***
SALARY | (13) |0.086™ |0.119™ | 0.048* | 0.001 |0.037™* | -0.014 |0.036™ | —0.024™" | 0.034™* | —-0.007 | —0.024**
150 (14) | 0.168™* | 0.157* | -0.016 |0.097* | 0.025** | 0.008 | -0.023" | —0.008 |0.035** | -0.013 | —0.022"
ETI (15) 10.196™ [0.184™ | 0.071* |0.086™* | 0.039™* | -0.015 |[0.045™ | 0.014 | 0.024" -0.020 | -0.024™*
SIZE (16) 0.161 % | 0.167* |0.066*** | 0.011 |0.126** | 0.006 |0.073** |0.093*** |0.348 ™ |-0.041 | 0.008
LEV (17) 10.060™** |0.056*** | 0.030** |0.064** | 0.051™* | —0.022" | 0.028™* |0.035™** [0.171™** | -0.019 | 0.004
ROE (18) | 0.002 0.012 -0.011 | 0.015 |-0.028"*| 0.002 0.003 |0.132*** | 0.146™ | —0.021" | 0.004
TOBINQ | (19) |-0.096***|-0.080 ***|-0.055***|-0.085***| -0.022" | 0.002 |-0.052*** 0.007 |-0.047***| 0.043** | 0.074***
LISTAGE | (20) |0.094™* |0.097** | 0.016 -0.017 |0.139™* | —0.006 |0.036™ [-0.156™*| 0.317*** | 0.016 |0.054***
STATE (21) [0.0717 [0.065™ |0.108** | —0.001 |0.054™* | —0.0257* | 0.143™ | 0.089™* [0.193™** |-0.148**|-0.068
POLLUT (22) |0.169™* | 0.169*** | -0.010 | 0.027** [0.076™* | -0.004 | -0.014 | 0.021" 0.005 -0.015 [-0.0327***
PITI (23) | -0.008 | 0.003 |-0.163™*0.331** | 0.061™* | -0.005 |-0.167***|=0.040***| —0.027** | 0.052*** | 0.051 ***
3 Pearson ()
Table 3 Pearson correlation matrix of variables( 1I)
(12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23)
BOARD | (12) 1
SALARY | (13) | -0.007 1
IS0 (14) [0.054** | 0.021" 1
ETI (15) [0.0427710.077 7 |0. 147 1
SIZE (16) 10.172°**| 0.010 |0.119™* |0.082*** 1
LEV (17) ]0.068™** |-0.0347*%0.055*** |0.050*** |0. 502 *** 1
ROE (18) {0.069™* | 0.024" | 0.012 |-0.025**[0.110™* |-0.062** 1
TOBINQ | (19) |-0.130™% 0.022" |-0.002**-0. 133 0. 365 - 0. 360 ***0. 244 *** 1
LISTAGE | (20) |-0.041% 0.004 |0.108 [0.042** |0.382*** |0.268*** |-0.208 ***-0.206** 1
STATE (21) |0.2117%** | —0.006 {0.034** [0.050™* |0.196™* |0. 127 *** |0.078*** |-0.060**] 0.005 1
POLLUT | (22) ]0.039*** | —0.004 [0.060™ |0.085™** |0.113*** |0.032*** |0.035*** |-0.024**| -0.001 | -0.007 1
PITI (23) |-0.104™ —0.003 |0.032** |-0.097 0. 076 | -0.025**|0. 044 |0. 127 |0.083 ™ |-0. 118 0. 061 *** 1

NN 10% 5% 1%



— 116 — 2023 7
3.3 1 2 . ; SIZE .
4 CEO LISTAGE ~ POLLUT
. CEO . .
4 (1) ~ 4 (4 ( POLLUT)
( WATER _DUM) . Logistic 4 4 (2) . 4 (6) CDE _
(50 ~ 4 (9 CEO 1%
( WATER) . Poisson . z | CEO
P4 (1) . 4 CEO
(5) ; 4 (2 4 .
(6) CDE_CEO 4 (3) « 4 (7
( APseudo R’ 13.87°.25.16™) . CEO ( DROUGHT)
4 (3) ~ 4 (4 4 ( WATER_DUM) .
(7) ~ 4 (9 ( WATER)
( APseudo R?) .  CDE_CEO 1%
4 (1) 4 (5) 1. 4 (4 . 4 (8
DUAL  LEV CEO CEO
. ( CDE_CEO x DROUGHT) 1%
. SALARY.ISO  ETI CEO
. 15014001
. . 2.
4 CEO

Table 4 CEOs’ childhood drought experience current perception of water shortage and corporate water protection performance

: WATER_DUM . WATER
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
0.048™** | 0.043™** | 0.052*** 0.045™** | 0.040™* | 0.046***
CDE_CEO
(2.88) (2.72) (3.33) (3.06) (2.94) (3.53)
2.617** -0.124 1.926*** -0.503
DROUGHT
(2.01) ( -0.11) (2.81) ( -0.56)
0.187*** 0.128***
CDE_CEO x DROUGHT
(3.38) (3.16)
\CE 1.262 -0.265 -0.322 -0.182 1.314" -0.197 -0.258 -0.115
(1.45) (-0.29) | ( -0.35) | ( -0.20) (1.65) (-0.24) | (-0.32) | ( -0.15)
-0.119 0.038 0.049 0.070 -0.328 -0.197 -0.180 -0.154
GENDER
( -0.33) (0.11) (0.15) (0.21) (-1.24) | (-0.78) | ( -0.73) | ( -0.63)
0.018 0.002 0. 006 0.009 0.013 -0.002 0.002 0.003
CDE_CHAIR
(1.37) (0.15) (0.42) (0.72) (1.14) ( -0.13) (0.14) (0.27)
-0.329 -0.319 -0.217 -0.258 -0.866 -0.836 -0.800 -0.836
BLOCK
(-0.44) | (-0.42) | (-0.28) | ( -0.33) | ( -1.31) | ( -1.23) | ( -1.17) | ( -1.22)
0.331 0.330 0.314 0.344 0.365 0.341 0.343 0.320
INST_SHR
(0.78) (0.78) (0.74) (0.81) (1.05) (0.97) (0.96) (0.91)
DUAL -0.397" | —0.410* | —-0.383"* | -0.352" -0.321" | -0.326™ | -0.291" -0.276"
’ (-1.92) | (-2.06) | ( -1.97) | ( -1.82) | ( -1.84) | ( -2.01) | ( -1.87) | ( -1.82)




7 CEO ? — 117 —
4
Table 4 Continues
. WATER_DUM . WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
INDR -0.247 -0.694 -0.857 -0.987 -1.763 -2.004 -2.532 -2.500
(-0.14) | ( -0.38) | ( =0.44) | ( -0.53) | ( =1.00) | ( -1.19) | ( -1.39) | ( -1.42)
BOARD -0.036 -0.042 -0.043 -0.032 -0.054 -0.057 -0.061 -0.046
(-0.61) | ( =0.71) | ( =0.76) | ( =0.54) | ( =1.20) | ( -1.27) | ( -1.39) | ( -1.04)
SALARY 1.047" 1.000" 1.024" 1.071" 0.622" 0.551" 0.578" 0.599"
(1.93) (1.79) (1.86) (1.94) (1.96) (1.70) (1.82) (1.92)
150 1037 | 1.085** | 1.093*** | 1.075™* | 0.824™* | 0.850™** | 0.845** | 0.846**
(5.87) (6.17) (6.20) (6.09) (5.23) (5.33) (5.29) (5.31)
or 0.895™% | 0.884™*% | 0.9327%%% | 0.918™** | 0.7427%%% | 0.713** | 0.763*** | 0.734™*
(4.43) (4.29) (4.51) (4.46) (4.44) (4.22) (4.52) (4.36)
iz 0.583™% | 0.603*** | 0.620*** | 0.627*** | 0.509*** | 0.511** | 0.527*** | 0.534™*
(4.26) (4.42) (4.64) (4.60) (4.68) (4.79) (5.13) (5.25)
LBV 14437 | 21,4197 | —1.5347% | —1.4827% | —1.4247% | Z1.416 %% | —1.526 %% | —1.489 ***
(-2.21) | (-2.15) | ( -2.34) | ( -2.25) | ( -2.96) | ( -2.95) | ( -3.19) | ( -3.08)
ROE —2.543%% | —2.617** | =2.556** | —2.387** | -1.830" | -1.763" | -1.595" -1.539
(-2.20) | (-2.26) | ( -2.18) | ( -2.04) | ( -1.94) | ( -1.83) | ( -1.66) | ( -1.62)
TOBING -0.044 -0.037 -0.043 -0.053 -0.008 0.001 -0.003 -0.004
(-0.65) | ( -0.54) | ( -0.64) | ( -0.78) | ( -0.15) (0.02) ( -0.05) | ( -0.07)
LISTAGE 0.499** | 0.504™* | 0.510™* | 0.509*** | 0.515™* | 0.520*** | 0.531*** | 0.531***
(3.22) (3.27) (3.30) (3.28) (3.66) (3.69) (3.81) (3.86)
STATE 0.414 0. 487 0.551 0.533 0.210 0.309 0.347 0.324
(1.22) (1.43) (1.64) (1.56) (0.64) (0.94) (1.08) (0.99)
POLLUT 1.233%%% | 1,256 | 1.268™** | 1.252°* | 0.880™** | 0.864™** | 0.871*** | 0.846***
(3.89) (4.01) (4.02) (3.94) (4.02) (4.02) (4.01) (3.87)
i 0.015 0.016 0.013 0.013 0.008 0.008 0.007 0.007
(1.40) (1.45) (1.16) (1.18) (1.26) (1.16) (1.08) (1.09)
—20.4927%| ~ 15,394 %~ 15,491 **| = 16. 324 % | = 17. 607 ***| = 12.290 *** |- 12. 124 ***| - 13. 089 ***
(-4.69) | (=3.45) | ( =3.37) | ( =3.61) | ( -4.96) | ( -3.33) | ( -3.24) | ( -3.55)
I
6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
Pseudo R? 0.296 0.302 0.308 0.314 0.352 0.358 0.363 0.367
Logikelihood -918.687 | -910.893 | -902.758 | —895.023 | -1 444.235| -1 430.804| -1 419.247| -1 410. 941
Wald chi2 481.83 472.97 497.56 488.98 | 48 108.82 | 53 563.64 | 46 200.16 | 38 851.85
A Peends B 13.87%% | 7820 15.46 25.16 *** | 2570 | 15.61***
(2)-() | (3-(2 | (-3 (6) =(3 | (7 -(8 | (8 -(7
z NN 10% 5% 1% ( )
3.4 _Y) CDE_CEO
3.4.1 CEO 5 5
(2) ~ 5 (4 5 (6) ~ 5
CEO 5 ~15 (8) CDE_CEO_Y 1%
( CDE_CEO 1; 5 (4)
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5 (8) CDE_CEO_Y x DROUGHT CEO

CEO 2
5 CEO

Table 5 Sensitivity tests using the year-based CEOs’ childhood drought experience

. WATER_DUM . WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
0.251%% | 0.229™** | 0.269*** 0.259™** | 0.2407** | 0.261***

CDE_CEO_Y
(3.38) (3.25) (3.87) (5.08) (4.84) (5.42)
2.551** -0.012 1.852*** -0.100

DROUGHT
(2.04) ( -0.01) (3.81) ( -0.16)
0.793 *** 0.458 %%

CDE_CEO_Y x DROUGHT

(3.54) (4.12)

—-20.638 | —15.355 "% |- 15.264 ***| = 15.963 ***| - 17. 683 ***| - 11. 448 ***| - 11. 139 ***| - 12. 192 ***
(-4.71) | ( -3.45) | ( -3.31) | ( -3.52) | ( -6.94) | ( -4.08) | ( -3.90) | ( -4.26)

/ /
6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
Pseudo R? 0.295 0.304 0.310 0.315 0.351 0.362 0.367 0.370
Logikelihood —-919.565 | -908.634 | -900.776 | —893.725 | —1445.144| -1422.026| -1 411.010| -1 404.233
Wald chi2 470.20 476. 14 493.43 482.24 | 144 778.01 | 128 528.16 | 118 857.04 | 168 946. 81
20,197 | 7,737 | 16.09 *** 42,497 | 24,57 | 13,467
APseudo R?
-y | (3-02 | 4 -3 () -3 | (N-(9 | (8 -(7
z LN 0%+ 5% 1% ( )
3.4.2 6 (5 ~ 6 (8) Poisson
(a) CDE_CEO 6 (2) . 6 (3)
5% 1%
( WATER _U_DUM) 1. 6 (4) . 6
( WATER _U) (8) CDE _CEO x
WATER_U 0 ~6. 6 6 DROUGHT 1%
(1) ~ 6 (4 Logistic 2
6
Table 6 Sensitivity tests using the utilization efficiency of water resources
: WATER_U_DUM : WATER_U
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(= ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (= )
0.046™* 0.040™* | 0.0467 0.046 ™ | 0.039™ | 0.0427**
CDE_CEO
(2.45) (2.21) (2.63) (2.81) (2.65) (3.00)
2,682 0.401 1.857 %% -0.068
DROUGHT
(2.43) (0.39) (3.33) (-0.09)
0. 170 *** 0. 106 ***
CDE_CEO x DROUGHT
(3.24) (2.79)




CEO ? — 119 —
6
Table 6 Continues
. WATER_U_DUM : WATER_U
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
~19.001 ***| = 13. 832 % = 14. 069 ***| - 15. 037 ***| = 16. 644 ***| = 11. 114 ***| = 10. 744 ***| - 11. 580 ***
(-3.98) | (-2.86) | (-2.84) | (=3.06) | ( -4.12) | ( =2.75) | ( -2.64) | ( -2.92)
I
6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
PseudoR? 0.305 0.310 0.319 0.325 0.364 0.370 0.377 0.381
Logikelihood ~756.857 | -750.893 | -741.598 | -735.171 | -1 072.234| -1 061.731| -1 049.494| -1 043.560
Wald chi2 453.08 440.33 455.33 458.23 | 51084.19 | 67 657.27 | 66 694.00 | 78 350.01
APeendo K 9.93*** 11,04 | 12,45 19.61°% | 25.98* | 11,75 ¥
(-0 | (3-3 | (4-03 (6) -(3 | (7 -(8 | (8)-(7
z O e e 10% 5% 1% ( )
3.5 CEO . 7 (2) .
7 (4 ACDE_CEO
(1) (2) 1—CEO
CEO “ 7 7 (4 T (8)
7 ACDE_CEO x ADROUGHT 5% 1%
7 (1) ~ 7 (4 7 (5) 2——CEO
~ 7 (8 CEO CEO
7 CEO ( change-model )

Table 7 The influence of the change of CEO’ s childhood drought experience on the change of corporate water protection performance

( change-model analysis)

. AWATER_DUM . AWATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(¢ ) (¢t ) (¢ ) (¢ ) (¢t ) (¢ ) (¢ ) (¢ )
0.011%** | 0.011*** | 0.009 *** 0.011** | 0.011** 0.008"
ACDE_CEO
(2.87) (4.21) (3.58) (2.35) (2.28) (1.70)
-0.180 1.088" -0.271 | 2.268**
ADROUGHT
( -1.16) (1.95) (-0.79) (2.88)
0.052** 0.104 ***
ACDE_CEO x ADROUGHT
(2.36) (3.29)
AACE 0.100 -0.070 -0.053 -0.072 0.190 0.016 0.043 0.004
(0.70) (-0.57) | ( -0.42) | ( -0.59) (0.91) (0.08) (0.21) (0.02)
0.208** | 0.171** | 0.174™* | 0.174* | 0.295** 0.257" 0.262" 0.261"
AGENDER
(2.31) (2.29) (2.59) (2.65) (2.05) (1.90) (1.93) (1.95)
-0.007 -0.010 -0.010 -0.003 -0.005 -0.007 -0.007 0. 006
A CDE_CHAIR
(-0.74) | ( -1.26) | ( -=0.95) | ( -0.33) | ( -0.26) | ( -0.47) | ( -0.47) (0.53)
0.341 0.713 0.549 0.090 -0.036 0.345 0.098 -0.821
ABLOCK
(0.25) (0.62) (0.57) (0.09) ( -0.02) (0.16) (0.05) ( -0.43)
0.754 0.925" 0.906 0.837 -0.019 0.157 0.128 -0.009
AINST_SHR
(1.37) (1.73) (1.62) (1.53) ( -0.01) (0.13) (0.10) ( -0.01)
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Table 7 Continues
: AWATER_DUM : AWATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(¢t ) (t ) (¢t ) (r ) (¢t ) (¢t ) (r ) (¢t )
0.023 0.001 -0.001 0.008 0.057 0.035 0.031 0.050
ADUAL
(0.63) (0.04) ( -0.03) (0.30) (0.83) (0.50) (0.44) (0.71)
0.461 0.446 0.502 0.633 0.877 0. 861 0.945 1.209
AINDR
(0.59) (0.59) (0.70) (0.91) (0.69) (0.68) (0.77) (1.03)
0.051 0.064" 0.065** | 0.066** 0.066 0.079 0.082 0.082
ABOARD
(1.43) (1.69) (2.49) (2.55) (1.29) (1.46) (1.50) (1.57)
0. 120 -0.036 -0.064 -0.152 0.528 0.368 0.325 0.150
ASALARY
(0.66) (-0.23) | (-0.49) | ( -1.14) (1.45) (1.09) (1.04) (0.58)
IS0 —0.024 -0.057 -0.055 —0.046 0.035 0.001 0.005 0.023
(-0.48) | (-1.19) | ( -0.86) | ( -0.73) (0.40) (0.01) (0.06) (0.27)
AT —0.048 -0.065 -0.060 -0.053 -0.111 -0.128 -0.122 -0.106
(-0.82) | (-1.22) | (-1.04) | (-0.93) | (-1.24) | ( -1.54) | ( -1.49) | ( -=1.38)
ASIZE 0.007 0.040 0.030 -0.025 -0.067 -0.033 -0.048 -0.158
(0.07) (0.42) (0.29) (-0.24) | ( -0.40) | ( -0.21) | ( -0.32) | ( -1.05)
ALEY -0.116 -0.115 -0.108 —0.068 -0.351 -0.350 —0.340 -0.259
(-0.35) | (-0.36) | (-0.40) | ( -0.26) | ( -0.63) | ( -0.64) | ( =0.62) | ( -0.50)
AROE 0.076 0.219 0.192 0. 190 0.225 0.372 0.331 0.327
(0.21) (0.57) (0.56) (0.57) (0.40) (0.65) (0.58) (0.59)
-0.003 -0.013 -0.013 -0.021 0.005 -0.004 ~0.004 -0.020
ATOBINQ
(-0.15) | ( -0.57) | ( =0.98) | ( -1.57) (0.19) (-0.16) | ( -=0.16) | ( -0.81)
0.179" 0.203** | 0.189*** | 0.197*** | 0.308™ | 0.332** | 0.312** | 0.328**
ALISTAGE
(1.94) (2.36) (2.84) (3.02) (2.11) (2.31) (2.18) (2.31)
STATE 0.017 -0.009 -0.016 0.007 -0.111 -0.138 -0.148 -0.104
i (0.22) (-0.13) | ( -0.17) (0.07) (=0.96) | (-1.24) | ( =1.29) | ( -0.95)
1.04477% | 1.1327%%% | 1.139%%* | 1.135™ | 1.696™** | 1.786 | 1.798*** | 1.790***
APOLLUT
(6.88) (7.73) (5.68) (5.79) (3.26) (3.35) (3.23) (3.08)
ApiT —0.001 -0.002 -0.002 —0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.002
(-0.57) | (-0.84) | (-0.83) | (-0.60) | ( -0.64) | ( -0.81) | ( -0.82) | ( —=0.54)
-0.052 -0.131 -0.141 -0.137 -0.124 -0.205 -0.219 -0.211
(-0.36) | (-1.01) | (=0.70) | ( -0.69) | ( -0.48) | ( -0.84) | ( =0.92) | ( -0.92)
/
177 177 177 177 177 177 177 177
Adj R? 0.315 0.417 0.419 0.445 0.296 0.335 0.335 0.379
AR 18.417% 1.35 5.55%* 6.75** 1.07 7.95%*
(2)-() | (3 -(2 | (49-(3 (6) -(3 | (N -(9 | (8 -(7
¢ White % NN 10% 5% 1% ( )
3.6 (CDE_CEO_E/ CDE_CHAIR_E) 1
CEO 0. 8 Panel A CEO
Bernile " CDE_CEO( CDE_CHAIR) .
3/4 10% CEO
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1. 2.
4 ~15 * 1. Panel B ~Panel D (4) .
7 1~ Panel B ~ Panel D ( 8) CDE _ CEO x
15 (Panel B) .5 ~14 (Panel C) 5 ~ DROUGHT ( Panel D (4)
10 ( Panel D) . Panel B ~ ) CEO
Panel D (2) .Panel B ~Panel D (6) CEO
CEO 20,
8
Table 8 Sensitivity tests using other childhood drought experience
Panel A CDE_CEO_E CEO
. WATER_DUM WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
0.430" 0.384 0.438" 0.387" 0.370" 0.428
CDE_CEO_E
(1.76) (1.54) (1.80) (1.77) (1.65) (1.97)
2.9367 2.258" 2.235%% 1.504"
DROUGHT
(2.08) (1.72) (3.01) (1.84)
1.315" 1.085"
CDE_CEO_E x DROUGHT
(1.92) (1.96)
—20.772%%|-18. 814 ***|-18. 535 ***|-19. 051 ***|-17. 877 *** |- 15. 563 *** |- 14. 906 ***| - 15. 473 ***
(-4.73) | (-4.24) | (-4.07) | ( -4.17) | ( =5.01) | ( -4.22) | ( -3.95) | ( -4.04)
/ /
6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
Pseudo R* 0.295 0.297 0.305 0.306 0.351 0.353 0.360 0.361
Logikelihood -919.742 | -917.048 | -907.344 | —-905.507 | -1 445.986| -1 441.074| -1 426.903| —1 424.555
Wald chi2 470.12 477.67 495.17 482.69 46 143.20 | 38 229.45 | 42 468.54 | 57 094. 14
4,91 9,827 5.19% 9,77 33.367 4,50
APseudo R?
(2)-() | (3-3 | 4-3 (6)-(3 | (N -(9 | (8)-(7
Panel B CDE_CEO, _ CEO
. WATER_DUM WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
. *k i * . *kk . Kk . *k . 3 *kk
CDE_CEO, |, 0.033 0.027 0.039 0.032 0.027 0.03
(2.27) (1.96) (2.87) (2.55) (2.32) (2.89)
3.793" 0.827 2.396 0.438
DROUGHT
(1.88) (0.50) (3.67) (0.51)
*kk Kkk
CDE_CEO, _,5 x DROUGHT 0-181 0098
(3.79) (3.28)
0.005 -0.012 -0.004 -0.001 0.008 -0.009 -0.002 -0.002
CDE_CHAIR, _
(0.49) | ( -0.76) | ( -0.28) | ( =0.12) | (0.78) | ( =0.65) | ( =0.22) | ( -0.21)
@  Panel B 1950
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Table 8 Continues
. WATER_DUM WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
—21.855 %~ 16. 986 ***|-16. 173 ***|- 17. 327 ***| - 18. 392 ***|— 14. 809 ***| - 13. 468 ***| - 14,316 ***
(-4.60) | (-3.35) | ( -3.04) | ( -3.30) | ( -4.35) | (-3.46) | ( -3.11) | ( -3.32)
/A
6 188 6 188 6 188 6 188 6 188 6 188 6 188 6 188
Pseudo R? 0.300 0.303 0.313 0.319 0.356 0. 361 0.369 0.371
Logikelihood -851.764 | —840.107 | -828.220 | —821.428 | -1 330.746| -1 321.245| -1 304.650| — 1 299.452
Wald chi2 450. 41 441.05 469. 16 456.96 | 47 217.65 | 51 172.27 | 49 399.97 | 43 612.05
A Peends R 9,37 %" 11.39™* | 17.55*** 17.81%% | 39.26™* | 9,330
(2)-() | (3)-(2 | (4-(3 (6) =(3 | (7 -(9 | (8 -(?
Panel C CDE_CEOs_,, CEO
. WATER_DUM WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
CDE_CEO, ., 0.054**% | 0.048*** | 0.058*** 0.050*** | 0.044*** | 0.051***
(2.98) (2.81) (3.43) (3.23) (3.02) (3.63)
DROUCHT 2.551° -0.225 1.839%** -0.556
(1.94) ( -0.21) (2.61) | (-0.62)
CDE_CEOs_,, x DROUGHT 0.203 7 0.1337
(3.53) (3.11)
0.024" 0.005 0.008 0.012 0.017 -0.000 0.003 0.004

CDE_CHAIR; _,,
; (0.83) (1.35) | (-0.02) | (0.21) (0.40)

(1.66) (0.32) (0.53)

—17.707 **%| = 12. 644 *** |- 12. 523 ***| - 13, 125 ***

—20. 601 ***|-15.774 |- 15.906 ***| - 16. 612 ***
(-4.99) | ( =3.50) | ( -3.43) | ( -3.67)

(-4.71) | ( =3.57) | ( -3.52) | ( -3.72)

6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
Pseudo R? 0.297 0.304 0.309 0.316 0.352 0.359 0.364 0.367
Log-ikelihood -917.779 | -908.808 | —901.153 | —893.205 | -1443.298|-1427.987| -1417.327| -1409.713
Wald chi2 493.55 487.28 512.67 499.59 46 206.49 | 55369.28 | 54 969.11 | 37 350.80
N 16.50 7.217°%* 16.93 % 29.09 *** 23,417 14.70***
APseudo R”
(2)-() | (-2 | (4-(3 (6) =(5 | (D -(6 | (8 -(7

Panel D CDE_CEOs_,,  CEO

. WATER_DUM
(1 (2) (3)

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )
0.059*** | 0.054* | 0.062*** 0.047 %% | 0.043% | 0.051***
(3.12) (2.91) (3.24) (2.80) (2.59) (3.05)

CDE_CEO;_,
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Table 8 Continues

. WATER_DUM . WATER

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
(z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z ) (z )

2.609 ** 1.355 1,981 | 0.618

DROUGHT

(1.98) (0.99) (2.75) (0.64)

0.132 120

CDE_CEO;_,, x DROUGHT 0120
(1.64) (1.89)

0.023 -0.005 | -0.004 | -0.003 | 0.023" 0.001 0.002 0.002

CDE_CHAIR _,
(1.45) | (-0.29) | ( -0.21) | ( -0.18) | (1.76) (0.07) (0.14) (0.16)

—20. 709 **| = 17.993 | — 17, 863 ***| = 17. 981 ***| = 17. 627 ***| = 15. 049 ***| = 14. 549 ***| - 14, 721 ***
(-4.69) | (-4.12) | ( =3.99) | ( —4.06) | ( -4.92) | ( -4.23) | ( =4.01) | ( -4.09)

I
6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
Pseudo R? 0.296 0.302 0.308 0.310 0.353 0.357 0.363 0.364
LogHikelihood -918.856 | —910.888 | —902.905 | —900.595 | -1 442.520| -1 432.156| -1 420.249| - 1 417.004
Wald chi2 482.29 494.08 517.41 557.29 | 45557.39 | 47 623.16 | 42 577.53 | 46 570.41
APecndo R 14.43 ** | 7.85% 8.41 20.39%%* | 27,21 6.47%*
(2)-() | (3)-(2 | (9-03 (6) -(3 | (7)-(9 | (8) -(7
: z NN 10% 5% 1% ( )
3.7 (1)
3.7.1 PCD
CEO CEO . (1) CDE _
CEO 5% CEO
CEO
9 (2) 9 (4)
WA-
CEO TER_DUM WATER
N PCD. 9
(2) ~ 9 (4 PCD 1%
N . 9 (3) 9 (5) (
8 WATER_DUM  WATER) CDE_CEO
N PCD
CEO
“CEO .
” PCD. PCD CDE_CEO WATER_DUM WATER
N 7.93% (z=2.646) 6.38% (z=
1 0. 2. 670) PCD
" 9 CEO

( PCD) .9
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Table 9 The mediating effect of pollution control department ( PCD) Table 9 Continues
DV =PCD | DV = WATER_DUM | DV = WATER DV =PCD | DV = WATER_DUM DV = WATER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
(z ) [ (=2 ) | (z ) | () |(z) (z ) | (z ) | (z) | (z) | ()
0. 02 2 0. 04 Kk 0.043 Kk _ ok ¢ ¢ ) )
CDE_CEO - 0.019%* | 0.018" | 0.019 0.008 | 0.008
(2.13) (2.79) (3.07) (-2.39) | (1.69) | (1.72) | (1.20) | (1.13)
eh 0.9037** | 0.8717* 0.731™* | 0.706 ™ — 12,3777 |- 19. 480 **¥- 14. 658 ***|- 16. 318 ***~ 11.325 **
(4.07) | (3.86) | (4.06) | (3.86) (-4.93) | (-4.46) | ( -3.26) | ( -4.58) | ( -3.03)
\CE 0.693 1.068 | -0.368 | 1.143 | -0.297 /
’ (1.32) | (1.24) |( -0.40) | (1.43) |( -0.36) /
0.173 —0.110 | 0.037 | -0.356 | -0.244 6 632 6632 | 6632 | 6632 | 6632
GENDER
(0.90) |( -0.31) | (0.11) |( -1.38) |( -0.95) Pseudo B2 | 0.186 0.306 | 0.311 | 0.361 | 0.366
0.021%* | 0.014 | -0.001 | 0.008 | -0.005 Log—
CDE_CHAIR ' ~1486.481 | -905.424 | -898.657 | —1423.917| -1 411.790
(2.59) (1.02) |( -0.10) | (0.73) |( -0.44) likelihood
BLOCK -0.595 | -0.308 | -0.284 | -0.776 | —0.708 Wald
y 706.02 | 459.16 | 464.36 |56 146.09[49 301.85
(=1.47) |( -0.41) [( =0.37) |( =1.17) |( —1.06) chi2
-0.061 | 0.33 | 0.328 | 0.362 | 0.337 9 9
INST SHR 7.93% (p<0.01 | 6.38%(p<0.01
(-0.23) | (0.79) | (0.78) | (1.09) | (1.00) 2=2.646) 2=2.670)
-0.132 | -0.361" | -0.370" | —0.288" | —0.292" 5 79 Lk kk ek
DUAL R
(-1.18) [( =1.77) |( -1.88) |( —1.68) |( —1.81) 0% 5% 1% ( )
Kok
INDR 3.973 —0.868 | -1.292 | -2.136 | -2.313 3.7.2 Y CEO
(3.59) |( -0.47) [( -0.70) [( -1.22) |( -1.39)
0.144% | —0.043 | -0.049 | -0.050 | -0.053
BOARD 2015 1 1 4
(3.18) |( -0.72) |( -0.82) |( —1.14) |( —1.20) ) B .
1924 | 0.712 | 0.679 | 0.324 | 0.267 ( )
SALARY
(5.09) | (1.33) | (1.23) | (1.03) | (0.82)
ISO 0% ok 0975 Fkk 1021 *kk 07 Fkk 0 79690%*
(5.94) | (5.59) | (5.87) | (4.81) | (4.%4)
. 0.7847* 0.820™** | 0.814* [0.665** | 0.635***
’ (6.53) | (4.01) | (3.90) | (3.94) | (3.70)
0.175™ 0.584™ |0.603** |0.490 ™ |0.493***
SIZE
(2.14) | (4.29) | (4.45) | (4.60) | (4.73) POST ( 2015
—0.626" | —1.4847%| —1.4827% |- 1.505 - 1. 504 ***
LEV . 1 0)
(-1.69) |( =2.33) [( =2.31) |( =3.23) |( -3.24)
o . CEO
—1.173 | -2.582%*|-2.627"| - 1.866 ™| —1.797
ROE
(-L41) [(-2.23) [( =2.27) |( =1.97) |( -1.85)
TOBING 0.019 —0.046 | —0.041 | -0.012 | —0.004 10 10 (1)
(0.51) |( -0.66) |( —0.58) [( =0.21) |( =0.07) 10 (3) (1) POST
0.043  |0.506™* |0.515** |0.524*** |0.532%** POST 10 (1) . 10
LISTAGE
(0.48) | (3.23) | (3.30) | (3.75) | (3.81) (3) : CDE_CEO
-0.008 | 0.420 | 0.491 | 0.216 | 0.309
STATE
(-0.04) | (1.29) | (1.51) | (0.76) | (1.08) CEO
0.563™ | 1. 157" | 1.177°* [0.751 ™ | 0.740***
POLLUT 10
(2.61) | (3.67) | (3.76) | (3.43) | (3.43)
(2) ~ 10 (4 POST
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CDE_CEO x POST “CEO 10
” Table 10 Continues
WATER_DUM WATER
10 (2) . 10 (4) CDE
(1) (2) (3) (4)
CEO x POST 5% 1%
(z ) (= ) (= ) (¢ )
CEO LBV ~1.288" | —1.279% | —1.2487** | —1.207**
CDE (=1.95) | ( =1.91) | ( =2.51) | ( -2.44)
CEO 1% ROE -1.309 -1.234 -0.273 -0.304
(-1.08) | (=-1.01) | (-0.26) | ( -0.30)
10 « ) CEO ~0.165** | —0.159** | —0.125** | -0.114"
TOBING 0.165 0.159 0.125 0.114
(-2.48) | (-2.39) | ( -2.05) | ( -1.87)
Table 10 The impact of the Environmental Protection Law on the relation 0. 304 ** 0.307 ** 0. 288 ** 0.290 **
between CEOs’ childhood drought experience and corporate LISTAGE (2.26) (2.28) (2.31) (2.35)
walter protection performance
o o SIATE 0.588" 0.596" 0.354 0.358
WATER_DUM WATER ’ (1.77) (1.77) (1.07) (1.07)
(1 (2) (3) (4) . . .
1.2467%% | 1.291** | 0.841** | 0.853***
(2 ) (2 ) (= ) (z ) POLLUT
(4.39) (4.47) (4.25) (4.18)
0.051** | 0.051** | 0.054* | 0.050***
CDE_CEO (2.85) (3.00) (3.27) (3.26) . -0.004 | -0.004 -0.007 ~0.006
i ' i ' (-0.56) | (-0.49) | ( —=1.06) | ( —0.98)
0.084 -0.029 | 0.491** 0.324
POST ~10.064** | -10.609** | -6.860" | -7.244"
(0.32) | (-0.12) | (2.17) (1.54) 10. 064 10. 609 6.860 7.244
(-2.26) | (-2.41) | (-1.76) | ( -1.92)
CDE_CEO x 0.045** 0.043 7% ) /
POST (2.02) (2.76)
AGE -0.700 1 -0.632 ) -0.947 | -0.907 6 632 6 632 6 632 6 632
(-0.76) | (-0.70) | ( =1.17) | ( -1.15)
Pseudo R 0.283 0.286 0.345 0.349
cenper | 0070 0.067 -0.174 ) -0.149 Logdikelihood| —936.079 | —931.140 |1 460.006| - 1 449. 868
(0.21) (0.20) | ( -0.69) | ( -0.59)
Wald chi2 419.73 434.17 | 35752.67 | 42 568.52
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Table 11 The impact of CEOs’ childhood drought experience on corporate water protection performance in different industries
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Born in drought and saving against a rainy day: Does CEOs’ childhood
drought experience improve corporate water protection performance?

DU Xing-qiang XIAO Liang LIN Qiao”
School of Management Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China

Abstract: As an important and basic resource of social production and civil life water plays a crucial role in
constructing national ecological civilization and realizing healthy economic development. Using the water use ef—
ficiency and water pollution information disclosed by Chinese listed firms during 2007 —2017 this study exam—
ines the impact of the CEOs’ childhood drought experience on the firm’ s water protection performance. The
findings show that the CEOs’ childhood drought experience (5 years old ~ 15 years old) is significantly posi—
tively associated with water protection performance implying that the drought experience and risk awareness
towards water imprint the CEOs’ behavior and improve the firm’ s water protection performance. In addition
CEOs’ current perception of water shortage strengthens the positive effect of the CEOs” drought experience in
the childhood on water protection performance. The above results are still valid after a series of sensitivity tests
and after controlling the potential endogeneity using the change model. Further research shows that the pollu—
tion control department is the mediating variable between CEOs’ childhood drought experience and corporate
water protection performance. Meanwhile the implementation of the Environmental Protection Law strengthens
the positive effect of the CEOs’ drought experience in the childhood on water protection performance and the
positive relation between CEOs” childhood drought experience and corporate water protection performance is
more pronounced for firms in manufacturing and polluting industries.

Key words: childhood drought experience; water protection performance; water pollution; the imprinting theory



