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Abstract: Corporate sustainability is a key concern in today’s world. This research examines the
relationship between managerial myopic behavior and corporate sustainability performance in
Chinese A-share listed companies from 2013 to 2022. Based on behavioral finance theory and time
orientation theory, our research provides novel insights into how time preference in managerial
decisions significantly affects corporate sustainable development. We also investigate how myopic
behavior by managers can adversely affect a company’s sustainable development performance.
Using a robust dataset, we describe the mechanisms by which managers’ myopic behavior affects
sustainability performance, especially in two aspects: financialization of assets and green innovation
capability. The results of our research show the following: (1) managers’ myopic behavior adversely
affects corporate sustainability performance; (2) asset financialization and green innovation capability
play mediating roles; and (3) unlike the findings of the existing research, this study found that the
linear moderating effect of media attention plays a significant “inverted U-shaped” moderating role
in the relationship between the two influences.

Keywords: enterprise sustainable development performance; “inverted U-shaped” moderating role;
managerial myopic behavior

1. Introduction

Currently, global warming and environmental pollution are increasingly prominent
issues [1,2]. The United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development
(WCED) proposed that enterprise development should follow the macro-concept of sus-
tainable development. The concept of “sustainable development” has since been applied
at an enterprise level by many scholars [3,4]. Sustainable enterprise development entails
the ability to satisfy its own continuous profit growth while simultaneously and rationally
utilizing its resources and reducing the negative environmental impacts of its production
activities, to gain the long-term support of its internal and external stakeholders [1]. The
current indicator for measuring corporate sustainability levels is the combined output of
economic, environmental, and social performance (TBL) [1], where economic performance
refers to the efficiency evaluation of economic and resource allocation and resource use.
Environmental performance reflects the ecologically beneficial relationship between en-
terprises and stakeholders. It mainly examines how enterprises impact and contribute
to the ecosystem by protecting the environment and conserving resources within a given
period. Social performance refers to the results and effectiveness of a company’s social
responsibility and social management activities. The current literature claims that compa-
nies can and should balance these three objectives one at a time rather than limiting their
consideration to one or the other [5]. However, given the complexity and multifaceted
nature of corporate sustainability, pursuing all three goals simultaneously is fraught with
trade-offs and tensions [3]. Therefore, sustainable development has become a significant
challenge for companies.
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Considering the importance and difficulty of corporate sustainability, its influencing
factors such as executive teams, corporate governance, IT capabilities, and even ESG score
gaps have been studied and discussed by scholars [6,7]. Regarding the impact of executive
teams on corporate sustainability development performance, scholars mainly focus on
demographic characteristics, internal psychological characteristics, external background
characteristics of the executive team, etc. For example, from the perspective of demographic
characteristics, Encinas Bartos et al. and Hambrick et al. [8,9] believe that differences in
age, educational background, and work experience can impact enterprise sustainable
development performance differently. Regarding internal psychological characteristics,
Hui et al. [10] found that managers’ overconfidence can lead to overinvestment and hinder
enterprises’ long-term development. Agarwal et al. and Long-sheng et al. [11,12] found
that executives’ environmental awareness and ambidexterity can significantly improve
enterprises’ sustainable development capabilities by promoting green innovation. From the
perspective of external background characteristics, Hui et al. [10] found that the “crowding
out effect” of innovation resources caused by political connections can negatively impact
the long-term performance of enterprises. Henry et al. [1] studied 22 energy companies in
the top 100 sustainable development companies worldwide and found that diversity and
heterogeneity in executive teams result in higher sustainable development performance
for enterprises.

However, despite valuable research on the factors impacting a company’s sustainable
development performance, some deficiencies remain. Firstly, among numerous studies on
the dimensions of managerial psychological and behavioral traits, most focus on aspects
such as managerial overconfidence and personal cognition. Few scholars focus on the
characteristics of managerial time preferences. Consequently, there is a lack of research
on the impact of managerial time preferences on a company’s sustainable development.
Secondly, due to reasons such as compensation design, managers” myopic behavior is a
common long-term phenomenon in many companies. Research on this topic mainly focuses
on the influencing factors and harm to companies, mostly analyzing how managerial
myopic behavior affects a company’s investment and financing decisions, innovation, and
information disclosure from the perspective of the upper-echelon theory. However, there is
less discussion of managerial myopic behavior and its impact on sustainable development
performance, indicating a research gap. Thirdly, the existing research on managerial
myopia mostly focuses on the channels of action, with less attention paid to external factors’
moderating role. For example, similar articles to ours do not analyze the moderating effect
of external influencing factors. This article fills this gap by analyzing the unique role played
by media attention among external factors. Therefore, this article seeks to explore the
following questions: What kind of impact does managerial myopic behavior have on a
company’s sustainable development performance? What is the relationship between the
two, and through what channels and mechanisms do they interact? What unique role do
external factors play?

Therefore, non-financial listed companies on the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock ex-
changes from 2013 to 2022 were selected as the sample for this study. Based on behavioral
finance theory and time orientation theory, this study examined the impact of managerial
myopia on a company’s sustainable development performance using a large panel dataset.
Further research showed that financialization and green innovation capability play a me-
diating role in this relationship, and media attention acts as a moderating variable. This
conclusion was supported by a series of models. It is worth noting that, according to a sci-
entific analysis of large datasets, media attention does not have a single linear moderating
effect in this relationship; rather, it has a dual impact with a “U-shaped” moderating effect.

The main contributions of this study can be summarized as follows: Firstly, it incor-
porates the time orientation theory into research on corporate sustainable development
performance and analyzes the channels and mechanisms through which managers” myopic
behavior affects sustainable development. Secondly, in examining the moderating effect
of media attention, this study emphasizes the dual impact of information overload and,
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unlike the previous literature, finds that media attention has a “U-shaped” effect supported
by the scientific analysis of large datasets. Thirdly, this study emphasizes critical thinking
and provides a dialectical analysis of issues such as managerial power and information
overload represented by media attention, expanding the discourse on these research topics
and having practical implications for managers and companies.

2. Theoretical Analysis and Research Hypothesis
2.1. Managerial Myopia Behavior and Enterprise Sustainability Performance

According to high-level management theory, managers’ dominant position allows
them to play a crucial role in corporate decision making. Corporate managers’ power
involves position-related power and personal power, and the topic of limited liability com-
pany executive power and obligations has always been debated [13,14]. Some scholars have
emphasized the importance of legislative foundations in defining the rights and obligations
of limited liability company managers. In addition, they have assessed their own knowl-
edge and skills [15]. This legal framework provides clear regulations and boundaries for
managers’ actions, ensuring they comply with legal requirements in fulfilling their duties
and exercising their power. Other scholars have suggested that, due to agency problems,
the contractual basis of business and law between limited liability companies and managers
may have different consequences depending on the purpose of the contract [16]. Due to the
special power and obligations of upper management in companies, we must critically and
deeply discuss the personal power of top managers. We should also analyze managerial
myopia as an inherent trait of their personal power. These issues will be discussed in
further detail.

According to the time orientation theory, managers generally have two subjective
time preferences in strategic decision making: long-term orientation and short-term ori-
entation [17]. Myopic behavior is a major manifestation of short-term orientation, which
is characterized by managers becoming overly concerned with short-term performance
and benefits, ignoring the company’s long-term sustainable development [18]. Since the
global financial crisis in 2008, the issue of managerial myopia among listed companies has
received widespread attention from scholars at home and abroad. Literature on factors
influencing managerial myopia mainly focuses on economic factors such as compensation,
reputation, and self-position maintenance [6,19]. Some scholars have found that external
pressures such as common institutional investors [20], analyst tracking, and frequency of
financial disclosure also affect managerial myopia. The consequences of managerial myopia
have also been explored from different perspectives. In terms of corporate investment, Hu
Nan [21] noted that managerial myopia can inhibit long-term investment and fundamen-
tally impact corporate investment decisions. Managers who pursue short-term benefits
tend to suppress exploratory innovation and green innovation output due to the long cycles
and uncertainty of corporate innovation [22,23]. In terms of information disclosure, myopic
management increases the likelihood of the company concealing major defects [7]. In
addition, scholars have explored ways to alleviate managerial myopia, such as improving
corporate governance and increasing the number of analysts.

Corporate sustainability requires an effective balance of economic, environmental, and
social dimensions [5]. Managerial time preferences limit the effective resource allocation in
both the short and long term [18,22]. Influenced by factors such as compensation design,
myopic behavior driven by self-interest can significantly impact a company’s economic,
environmental, and social performance. Therefore, based on behavioral finance theories,
this study investigates how myopic behavior, which reflects managerial psychology and
cognition, can affect a company’s sustainable development performance according to
three aspects.

Firstly, in terms of economic performance, it can be argued that managerial myopic
behavior prioritizes short-term economic benefits over long-term economic sustainability.
According to the prospect theory in behavioral finance, managers may be overly opti-
mistic in their pursuit of short-term performance, leading them to overestimate the returns
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of short-term projects and overlook the potential value of long-term projects to achieve
immediate financial gains. This behavior can significantly impact enterprises’ long-term
economic sustainability. For example, some scholars have found that myopic managers
may choose to cut research and development expenses, delay necessary equipment main-
tenance, or reduce employee training to reduce costs and increase short-term profits [21].
However, these actions may result in decreased product quality, outdated technology,
and employee turnover, ultimately affecting enterprises” long-term competitiveness and
sustainable development.

Secondly, in terms of environmental performance, it can be argued that managerial
myopic behavior neglects environmental protection and the importance of sustainable
operations. Driven by cognitive biases such as immediate gratification and loss aversion,
myopic managers may choose to adopt low-cost production methods with a significant
environmental impact or disregard environmental regulations and standards [7], leading
to resource waste, environmental pollution, and ecological damage. In addition, although
these actions may save costs in the short term, they can have long-term impacts such
as environmental lawsuits, public dissatisfaction, and damage to brand reputation [24],
negatively affecting enterprises’ sustainable development.

Finally, in terms of social performance, managerial myopic behavior may tend to
neglect social responsibility and stakeholder interests [24]. In their pursuit of short-term
profit maximization, long-term investments such as corporate social responsibility and
employee welfare may be viewed as “extra costs” by myopic managers, thus neglecting the
importance of employee welfare, customer rights, and community relations. This behavior
can lead to low employee morale, customer dissatisfaction, and community resistance,
ultimately damaging enterprises’ reputations and long-term interests [7]. Furthermore,
consumers and investors are paying more attention to a company’s social responsibility
performance as social expectations for enterprises rise. Managerial myopic behavior may
lead to loss of market shares, investor trust, and partnerships [20], negatively impacting
enterprises’ sustainable development.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, this study concludes that managerial myopia
behavior has a significant impact on a company’s sustainable development performance,
including economic, environmental, and social performance. Myopic managers only
pursue short-term gains and ignore long-term planning for the company, which has a
negative impact on investment, environmental protection, green innovation, and social
responsibility, ultimately hindering the company’s sustainable development capability.

Our first hypothesis is formally stated as follows:

H1. Managerial myopic behavior has a significant negative effect on the sustainable development
performance of enterprises.

2.2. Channel Analysis of the Role of Managers” Myopic Behavior in the Sustainability Performance
of Companies

Based on the theoretical framework, this study examines the negative impact of
managers’ myopic behavior on enterprises’ sustainable development performance. If H1 is
supported, this study will explore asset financialization and green innovation capabilities as
two mediating channels in this cause-and-effect relationship. The subsequent research stage
involved the development of theoretical analyses and corresponding research hypotheses
centered on these channels of action.

2.2.1. Assets Financialization

Sustainable business development is a highly complex process. Asset allocation plays
a crucial role in business management, making it a core aspect of decision making and
operations [25]. Myopic managers’ decision making perspective is often limited, as seen
in their preference for projects with quick returns and the tendency to choose short, flat,
and fast investments [18]. Compared to physical assets, financial assets are mainly in the
form of financial products and debt investments, with high liquidity and quick maturation.
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“Market arbitrage” involves financial assets that are highly attractive to myopic managers
with limited funds. Furthermore, according to the precautionary savings theory, financial
assets have a lower cost of capital than cash and better liquidity than fixed assets. To
alleviate financing constraints and prevent financial crises, companies often allocate more
funds to financial assets. Additionally, managers often pursue short-term results because
of principal-agent theory, and financialization is a convenient way to manage earnings
and adjust book profits. Through earnings’ management, managers can manipulate book
profits to improve short-term corporate performance [26]. Therefore, myopic managers
may prioritize protecting their personal reputations, being rewarded through earnings’
management to avoid losses or increase profits, and resulting in the company’s investment
in financial assets, also known as corporate financialization [17-19].

Resource dependence theory suggests that companies must obtain resources from their
surrounding environment and implement socially responsible measures to increase long-
term returns rather than short-term profits [1]. Currently, financialization research is mainly
divided into the “reservoir” and “crowding out” effects. In the short term, financialization
can alleviate financing constraints, reserve funds, and have a “reservoir” effect. However,
in the long run, it can crowd out innovation output and physical investment, leading
to a shortage of funds for long-term investments and hindering investment in profitable
long-term projects such as research and development and market expansion. Consequently,
problems such as capital misallocation, which are not conducive to sustainable company de-
velopment, may occur. At the same time, asset financialization will exacerbate a company’s
overall financing constraints, especially during economic upturns. Companies’ excessive
reliance on the financial market contributes to asset bubble formation, leading to higher
financing costs and conditions that will further intensify financing constraints. Meanwhile,
research has confirmed the damaging influence of financialization on future core perfor-
mance, including stagnant or fragile company growth and poor sustainable development
performance [27-29]. Based on the short-term benefits of asset financialization, if it follows
a “allocate financial assets—obtain returns—allocate financial assets” cycle, the company will
be unable to ease its financing constraints during investment activities. Consequently, not
only will the company’s main business investments (especially in research and develop-
ment activities) shrink, but the company will be gradually “hollowed out” as well. In this
scenario, the magnitude of the “crowding out” effect of financialization is larger than that
of the “reservoir” effect, ultimately distorting the company’s investment plans and causing
capital mismatches [29]. Therefore, in the long run, this type of financialization may lead to
problems such as capital misallocation and intensified financing constraints. These events
cause companies to gradually become “hollowed out”, hindering sustainable development
performance improvements.

2.2.2. Green Innovation Capacity

Green innovation has the dual attributes of “innovation” and “green”, with “innova-
tion” able to significantly improve production efficiency and generate economic effects,
while “green” reflects efforts to improve the environment and has positive externalities.
Green innovation is increasingly recognized as a crucial strategy for companies to gain a
sustainable competitive advantage in new arenas [30]. However, due to the uncertainty
and long-term nature of green innovation results, it often has a “crowding out effect” in
the early stages [31]. On the one hand, enterprises must continuously invest in human and
financial resources, which increases current costs and depreciation and amortization ex-
penses, causing earnings to decline. On the other hand, before green innovation results can
be translated into economic benefits, high R&D expenses may raise product prices, leading
to decreased sales and increased business risk for the company. Therefore, companies
face two major disadvantages to green innovation: Firstly, it cannot generate significant
economic effects in the short term and may even lead to a decrease in current profits;
secondly, green innovation activities involve considerable risks and require continuous
resource investment, with a high degree of uncertainty in cost recovery cycles. In this
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situation, myopic managers only see the negative impact of green innovation on short-term
profits while ignoring its ability to create long-term profits through effective resource use,
resulting in low green innovation investment and damage to the company’s sustainable
development. Consequently, myopic managers may use their control of resources and
personal authority to hinder green innovation activities.

As a strategic tool to address environmental challenges, green innovation positively
impacts a company’s ability to gain a competitive advantage and improve sustainable
development performance. Based on the existing research, green innovation can be di-
vided into green process innovation and green product innovation [32]. Firstly, through
green process innovation, companies can use new or improved production processes, en-
vironmentally friendly energy sources, and renewable energy to save resource costs and
alleviate resource constraints. At the same time, gaining a technological advantage through
cutting-edge technology can increase production capacity, improve input-output ratio, and
significantly improve economic performance [30]. A second benefit of green product inno-
vation is that it can reduce product energy consumption using environmentally friendly
materials and constructing a more complete recycling and disposal system. Furthermore,
companies can establish an environmentally friendly image in the eyes of the public, gain
more support and recognition for green initiatives, and build a good social reputation. Not
only can companies gain environmental premiums and new profit points, but also they
can differentiate themselves from competitors, helping the company achieve better market
performance. In summary, green innovation strategies can increase production capacity,
reduce environmental threats, establish an image of environmental responsibility, and
increase stakeholders’ trust in the company. However, myopic managers often overlook
the importance of green innovation, leading to missed development opportunities and a
decrease in sustainable company development.

Building upon the analytical framework presented above, this study proposes two
research hypotheses, namely, H2a and H2b.

H2a. Managerial myopia behavior may result in the financialization of companies” assets, which
could have a detrimental effect on the companies” sustainable development performance.

H2b. Managerial myopia behavior may hinder companies from engaging in green innovation
activities, thereby hindering the company’s sustainable development performance.

2.3. Mechanism Analysis of Managerial Myopia Behavior on Company’s Sustainable
Development Performance

The impact of managers’ myopic behavior on sustainable development performance
varies depending on the external environment. If research hypothesis H1 is confirmed
through statistical tests, this study will further explore the impact of managerial myopia on
a company’s sustainable development performance under external attention conditions.

The information era has had an increasingly significant impact on individual decision
making. On the one hand, information provides market insight and competitive intel-
ligence, which can help enterprises better understand the market and make reasonable
consumer strategies. The proliferation of information overload and false information, on
the other hand, makes it difficult for consumers and enterprises to judge the authenticity of
information, leading to erroneous decisions. Studies have shown that the level and quality
of information disclosure can significantly affect a company’s value or performance. Con-
sidering behavioral finance, limited attention, salience, and information presentation, they
can also impact investment activities differently [33]. In addition, information monopolies
can lead to information asymmetry, which makes rational decision making difficult for
consumers and enterprises. In summary, information is becoming increasingly important
for individual and corporate decision making.

The media is an important channel for enterprise information dissemination and
a crucial part of capital market governance mechanisms. It maintains a dual role of
information dissemination and social public awareness, serving as an essential channel for
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public understanding of enterprises [34]. In addition to internal governance systems such
as board systems and equity incentives, external forces such as the media and government
play an increasingly important role in corporate governance. However, an increasing body
of research suggests that media attention has a complex, two-way effect [35]. On the one
hand, based on effective regulation and market pressure hypotheses, media attention can
improve corporate governance and promote business development. For example, scholars
have found that media attention can bring external supervision to business operations,
enhance information transparency, and increase earnings’ management due to market
pressure. Thus, media attention plays a governance role in corporate performance [34].
Regarding corporate innovation, others have found that media attention promotes green
technology innovation for heavily polluting enterprises [36]. However, market pressure
brought by media attention can also lead to “greenwashing” behavior in heavily polluting
companies [37]. On the other hand, some media may deliberately cater to the needs of listed
companies due to personal interests, causing a ripple effect in behaviors that contravene
investors’ interests. For example, the independent media watchdog organization “Fairness
and Accuracy in Reporting” in the United States recently published a report that specifically
emphasizes conflicts of interest in media companies. The report asserted at least three
conflict of interest aspects that affect media impartiality. Currently, there is no consensus
on the mechanism of media influence. This article argues that media attention plays an
“inverted U” moderating role in managerial myopia’s impact on a company’s sustainable
development performance. Specifically, when media reports are low, the market pays less
attention to companies. Consequently, there is a large information asymmetry, and the
number and quality of media reports are relatively low. At this time, the media guides
public opinion [35]. Myopic managers, however, have short-term preferences and cater to
some mainstream media opinions that lack depth and accuracy. They often make decisions
based on emotions expressed by the media to maintain their short-term reputation and
image, exacerbating the negative impact of myopic behavior on sustainable development.

However, when media reports are high, the market pays more attention to these
companies, and the media, as a public information platform, significantly increases the
number and quality of reports. Although managers still have subjective, short-term time
preferences, information collection costs are reduced, and information transparency is
improved [38], helping them make wiser choices. In addition, media reports can impact
the reputation of managers and the board of directors. Consequently, high levels of media
attention expose their reputation to both shareholders and the general public. Reputation
determines salary and promotion opportunities, which alert top management to fraudulent
activities [38]. High media attention can compel companies to fulfill their social responsibil-
ities, improve effective resource allocation, and mitigate the negative impact of managers’
myopic behavior on a company’s sustainable development.

Therefore, it can be seen that media attention has a moderating effect on the relation-
ship between myopic behavior by managers and a company’s sustainable development
performance, and this moderating effect is not one-sided, but has two sides.

This leads to the further research hypothesis H3.

H3. Media attention has an “inverted U” moderating effect on the relationship between myopic
behavior by managers and a company’s sustainable development performance.

Based on the theoretical analysis above, the theoretical framework of this study is
shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the theoretical framework.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample Selection and Data Sources

Given the availability of data, this study uses 2013-2022 Chinese A-share listed compa-
nies as the research sample and conducts the following data processing: (1) deleting ST and
*ST company samples; (2) deleting financial company samples; and (3) deleting samples
with missing major variables, resulting in a final sample of 4035 companies and 19,238 data
points. The annual financial report files of listed companies are obtained from the WIND
database, and other research data are obtained from the CSMAR and WIND databases.
To eliminate the influence of outliers, this study applies a 1% winsorization method to all
continuous variables.

3.2. Panel Regression Model

In this paper, we refer to the existing study [21], and the baseline regression Model (1)
is used to test the research hypothesis H1.

SDP;; = 4y + 61 Myopia;; + 6Controls; + EYear + Z Ind + ¢ (1)

In Model (1), the dependent variable is sustainable development performance (SDP),
the independent variable is managerial myopia behavior (Myopia), and the other variables
are control variables. If hypothesis H1 is supported, the coefficient of Myopia will be
significantly negative, indicating a negative correlation between the level of managerial
myopia and a company’s sustainable development performance. The other hypotheses
will be examined in subgroups based on Model (1) and will not be discussed in detail here.

This study controls time and industry fixed effects, with industries classified according
to the China Securities Regulatory Commission’s 2012 industry classification standard.
For industries other than manufacturing, only the category dimension is used. To control
heteroskedasticity and time series correlation in the error term, robust standard errors
are used.

3.3. Variables” Explanation
3.3.1. Explained Variables

Looking at the existing sustainable development indicator system, there is no unified
consensus on the evaluation system for sustainable development performance both do-
mestically and internationally. Mainstream evaluation systems can be divided into two
categories: financial indicators, such as single [39] or multiple financial indicators [40], and
comprehensive indicators, such as the triple performance indicator system [1], evaluation
systems constructed based on expert scoring and AHP methods, and evaluation systems
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using factor analysis methods [41]. This study follows the mainstream evaluation method
and triple performance indicator system [42], which not only covers the economic, social,
and environmental aspects of evaluating a company’s sustainable development but also
compensates for the shortcomings of single and multiple financial indicators. This method
allows for a relatively comprehensive and objective assessment of a company’s sustainable
development status, including both static and dynamic analyses.

To measure sustainable development of companies, this study refers to the existing
literature and establishes a three-dimensional index system from the economic, environmen-
tal, and social perspectives [1]. For economic performance, return on assets (ROA) is used
as a measure of a company’s performance and growth potential, based on previous research.
Environmental and social performance are represented by a company’s environmental
and social scores from its corporate social responsibility ratings. The specific indicators
for sustainable development performance are shown in Table 1. The entropy method is
then used to calculate weights to measure the sustainable development performance of
each company.

Table 1. The sustainable development of enterprise performance indicators.

Subject of Evaluation Norm Notation Metrics Causality
Economic performance SDP1 ROA Positive indicators
Corporate sustainability Environmental SDP2 E{\Vlronmen.ta.l score for Positive indicators
performance social responsibility ratings

performance

Social performance SDP3 Social score for S(?Clal Positive indicators
responsibility ratings

3.3.2. Explanatory Variable

The current literature uses survey rating methods to measure managerial myopia [43].
However, this method has issues, such as low response rates and subjective biases. Some
scholars rely on financial indicators such as the proportion of short-term investments
as proxies for myopia; however, these variables only capture observable post-behavior
rather than managers’ actual cognition, resulting in high noise levels. Other scholars use
social psychology to analyze the language used by experimental subjects to explain their
traits. This study draws on Hu Nan et al.’s method (2021) [21]. We first analyzed “myopic
perspective” expressions in the English and Chinese lexicons. Words and phrases such as
“as soon as possible”, “immediately”, “pressure”, and “opportunity” were considered as
directly or indirectly expressing managerial myopia. Then, we used Word2Vec machine
learning technology to train the annual financial report corpus. Based on the dictionary
method, we compared the total word frequency representing managerial myopia with the
total word frequency in the MD&A section, multiplying it by 100 to obtain an index for
managerial myopia. Compared to other methods, this approach considers both dynamic
and static aspects of managers’ myopic behavior. The higher the value of this variable, the
more likely managers are to maintain short-term perspectives.

3.3.3. Control Variables

Referring to the existing research literature, this paper selects control variables from
three aspects: firms, managers and others [7,22]. These variables include company size,
company growth, leverage ratio, number of overseas-educated individuals, book-to-market
ratio, proportion of independent directors, manager ownership ratio, controlling share-
holder’s fund occupation, and manager compensation. Table 2 shows the symbols and
definitions of each variable.
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Table 2. Variable definition table.

Types of Variables

Explained variable

Explanatory variable

Control variable

Virtual variable

Names of Variable Variable Symbols Variable Definition
Corporate sustainability SDP The entropy method was used to calculate
performance the weights to compute the total score
Managers’ myopic behavior Myopia Myopia = 7§3§Z§:%%"£;’; %100
Enterprise size Size Total assets in logarithms
Corporate growth Growth Growth rate of main business income
gearing Lev Total assets/total liabilities
Number of overseas educational Number of management staff with
OverseasBack .
backgrounds overseas educational background
Book-to-market ratio MB Market price of stock/book value
of company
Percentage of independent Number of independent directors/number
. Indep .
directors of board of directors
Management shareholding Mashare Management shareholding/total assets
Capital misappropriation by Occupy Other receivables/total assets
major shareholders
Management remuneration Gpay Ln (total of top three. management
remuneration)
Sector Ind Industry dummy variables
Vintages Year Year dummy variable

3.4. Empirical Analysis
3.4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis

Table 3 reports the descriptive statistics of each variable. From the results in the
table, there is a large difference in the maximum and minimum values of sustainable
development performance and its components (economic performance, environmental
performance, and social performance), indicating a significant variation in the level of
sustainable development performance among different companies. The maximum value
for managerial myopia is 0.446, the minimum value is 0, and the mean is 0.082, with a
standard deviation of 0.071. It is evident that there is a considerable variation in managerial
myopia among different companies, and it is a common long-term phenomenon among
management teams in listed companies. Additionally, by comparing our data with the
existing literature, we found that all of our data fall within reasonable ranges, indicating
the reliability and authenticity of our data.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics.

Variable Obs Mean Std. Min Max.
SDP 19,238 0.092 0.107 0.036 0.596
Myopia 19,238 0.082 0.071 0 0.446
Lev 19,238 0.418 0.191 0.046 0.888
Size 19,238 22.36 1.232 19.65 26.10
Growth 19,238 0.142 0.265 —0.384 2.666
OverseasBack 19,238 0.860 1.118 0 5

MB 19,238 0.334 0.156 0.019 0.866
Mashare 19,238 0.139 0.190 0 0.687
Indep 19,238 0.377 0.053 0.313 0.571
Occupy 19,238 —0.018 0.041 —0.260 0.118
Gpay 19,238 14.72 0.682 12.66 16.77

Correlation analysis for the variables is shown in Table 4. The low correlation coef-
ficients between the various indicators indicate that there is individual heterogeneity in
the green development of the sample manufacturing companies in China, and there is
no high degree of consistency. However, low multicollinearity is precisely beneficial for
econometric research.
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Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficient matrix.

SDP Myopia Lev Size Growth OverseasBack MB Mashare Indep Occupy Gpay
SDP 1
Myopia 0.065 *** 1
Lev 0.140 *** 0.171 *** 1
Size 0.490 *** 0.158 *** 0.462 *** 1
Growth 0.0100 —0.101***  —0.00400 0.049 *** 1
OverseasB 0.044 *** —0.0100 —0.024 *** 0.086 *** 0.043 *** 1
MB —0.036 ***  —0.040 ***  —0.424 *** 0.095 *** —0.103 *** —0.047 *** 1
Mashare —0.191***  —0.193 **  —0.279***  —(0.338 *** 0.139 *** 0.00700 0.100 *** 1
Indep —0.00800  —0.028 ***  —0.026 ***  —0.041 *** 0.00600 —0.040 *** —0.025 *** 0.087 *** 1
Occupy —0.035***  —0.043**  —(.195*** —0.012* —0.030 *** —0.0110 0.161 *** 0.116 *** 0.013 ** 1
Gpay 0.280 *** —0.021 *** 0.065 *** 0.414 *** 0.044 *** 0.154 *** 0.026 *** —0.058 ***  —0.011* —0.015** 1

*** ** and * indicate the 1%, 5%, and 10% significance levels, respectively.

3.4.2. Benchmark Regression Analysis

In this section, Model (1) is used to explore the impact of managerial myopia behavior
on corporate sustainable development performance. The first and second columns examine
the current and lagged effects of managerial myopia behavior on corporate sustainable
development performance while controlling for necessary company characteristics. The
baseline regression results can be seen in Table 5. From Table 5, it can be seen that the
coefficient of the independent variable in the current period is —0.0175 with a t-value of
—2.15, which is significant at the 5% level; the coefficient of the lagged period is —0.0169
with a t-value of —1.92, which is significant at the 10% level.

Table 5. Baseline regression results.

@D )
SDP SDP
Myopia(t) —0.0175 **
(—2.15)
Myopia(t—1) —0.0169 *
(—1.92)
Lev —0.0867 *** —0.0900 ***
(—14.15) (—12.51)
Size 0.0339 *** 0.0352 ***
(23.53) (19.69)
Growth —0.0070 *** —0.0067 ***
(—3.70) (—3.06)
OverseasBack —0.0020 *** —0.0019 **
(—2.98) (—2.51)
MB —0.0419 *** —0.0520 ***
(—7.18) (=7.77)
Mashare 0.0705 *** 0.0722 ***
(10.55) (8.87)
Occupy —0.0377 ** —0.0348 **
(—2.49) (—1.98)
Gpay 0.0043 *** 0.0025
(2.86) (1.44)
_cons —0.7016 *** —0.6552 ***
(—19.11) (—14.19)
Industry Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes
N 19,166 15,703
R2_a 0.0527 0.0245

t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

The results show that, under the control of relevant variables, managerial myopia
behavior has a significant negative impact on corporate sustainable development perfor-
mance in both the current and lagged periods. The more severe the managerial myopia
behavior, the greater the harm to corporate sustainable development performance. To re-
duce the impact of endogeneity, the lagged period still has a significant effect, indicating the
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robustness of our conclusion. Therefore, it is confirmed that managerial myopia behavior
does indeed have a negative impact on corporate sustainable development performance,
thus verifying hypothesis H1.

3.4.3. Robustness Tests

1.  Substitution of explanatory variables

Inspired by Lundstrum [44] and Cao et al. [45], the ratio of R&D expenditure to current
operating income is used as an alternative indicator of managerial myopia (represented
by Myopial). A larger Myopial value indicates a higher level of managerial myopia. The
regression results using this alternative indicator are shown in column (1) and column (2)
of Table 6, with a coefficient of —0.0008, significant at the 1% level, consistent with the
previous test results.

Table 6. Robustness test.

Substitution of Variables  Substitution of Variables Tobit Model
SDP sSDP SDP
Myopia —0.0203 **
(—2.14)
Myopial —0.0008 ***
(—3.45)
L. Myopial —0.0009 ***
(—3.74)
Lev —0.0887 *** —0.0973 *** —0.1236 ***
(—12.51) (—12.43) (—26.10)
Size 0.0324 *** 0.0375 *** 0.0493 ***
(18.49) (18.83) (65.01)
Growth —0.0054 *** —0.0054 ** —0.0143 ***
(—2.60) (—2.23) (—5.68)
OverseasBack —0.0027 *** —0.0015 * —0.0028 ***
(—2.66) (—1.83) (—4.62)
MB —0.0448 *** —0.0567 *** —0.1286 ***
(—6.77) (—7.85) (—24.89)
Mashare 0.0778 *** 0.0797 *** —0.0109 ***
(10.39) (9.43) (—2.87)
Occupy —0.0217 —0.0262 —0.0867 ***
(-1.19) (—1.29) (—5.38)
Gpay 0.0051 *** 0.0038 ** 0.0115 ***
(2.90) (2.04) (10.42)
(—15.25) (—13.73) (—62.65)
Industry Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes
N 14,831 14,157 19,166
r2_a 0.0334 0.0154

t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

2. Replacement regression models

As the values for sustainable development performance, calculated using the entropy
method, fall between 0 and 1, a panel Tobit model is used for robustness testing. It can
more accurately estimate the influence of variables and avoid bias caused by truncated
data. Column (3) in Table 6 presents the regression results, with a coefficient of —0.0203
for Myopia, which is significant at the 5% level, indicating that the negative impact of
managerial myopia behavior on corporate sustainable development performance still holds
true and has good robustness.
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3.4.4. Endogeneity Test: Instrumental Variable Approach

In order to verify the impact of managerial myopia behavior on corporate sustainable
development performance, an instrumental variable approach is used to address any
potential endogeneity issues. Following the previous research [46], the industry average
of managerial myopia is used as the instrumental variable. The industry average level is
considered to be an external factor that is relatively independent of individual company
characteristics, representing the overall level or trend of the industry. By comparing
individual company’s managerial myopia behavior with the industry average level, this
paper can provide an external reference standard, thereby eliminating differences between
individual companies and more accurately assessing the independent impact of managerial
myopia behavior on corporate sustainable development performance. To be a suitable
instrumental variable, it needs to meet the criteria of relevance and exogeneity. First, we
need to verify its relevance. Based on the regression results in the first stage of Table 7, it
can be seen that the average myopic behavior of managers in an industry is correlated with
the myopic behavior of individual managers. In the first-stage regression, the F-statistic is
170.5, well above the threshold of 10, indicating a strong correlation between the industry
average and individual myopic behavior. Secondly, we further verify the exogeneity by
eliminating potential influencing mechanisms one by one. The industry average level
of managerial myopia behavior may directly affect corporate sustainable development
performance or indirectly impact it through green innovation. Therefore, we regressed the
industry average level of managerial myopia behavior with both corporate sustainable
development performance and green innovation, and the results showed no significant
correlation. This satisfies the requirement for exogeneity.

Table 7. Results of the instrumental variable tests.

@ (2)

First Stage Second Stage
Variables Myopia SDP
Mean (Myopia) 0.6242 ***
(0.035)
Myopia —0.5645 ***
(0.083)
Lev 0.0397 *** —0.0962 ***
(0.004) (0.007)
Size 0.0038 *** 0.0521 ***
(0.001) (0.001)
Growth —0.0267 *** —0.0308 ***
(0.002) (0.004)
OverseasBack —0.0017 *** —0.0043 ***
(0.000) (0.001)
MB 0.0273 *** —0.1083 ***
(0.004) (0.007)
Mashare —0.0352 *** —0.0314 ***
(0.003) (0.005)
Indep —0.0061 —0.0024
(0.009) (0.013)
Occupy —0.0322 *** —0.1093 ***
(0.012) (0.018)
Gpay —0.0024 *** 0.0090 ***
(0.001) (0.001)
Constant —0.0279 ** —1.0635 ***
(0.013) (0.019)
Observations 19,238 19,238
R-squared 0.144 0.170

t statistics in parentheses.** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Therefore, the industry average satisfies the basic requirements for an instrumental
variable. The 25LS regression using the industry average of managerial myopia as the
instrumental variable yields significant results, and in addition, we conducted a Hausman
test to compare the regression coefficients between the 25LS method and the original
regression. The results of this test showed a significant difference between the two methods,
indicating that there is no obvious endogeneity issue.

The results of the instrumental variable tests are shown in Table 7.

4. Further Analysis
4.1. Role Channel Testing

As discussed in the previous section, the proposed mediating variables form di-
mensions of sustainable development performance and have a theoretical and intuitive
connection with the explanatory variable. Given the limitations of stepwise approach [47],
this study is consistent with Jiang Ting’s (2022) [48] view on mediation effects in causal
inference empirical research. Firstly, this study is shifted to improving the credibility
of identifying the causal relationship between the core explanatory variable X and the
accepted variable Y. Secondly, according to the economic theory, one or more mediating
variables M that reflect the channels through which the mediating variables affect the
explained variable should be identified. The impact of M on Y should be direct and evident,
and the same method that is used in the first step should be used to identify the causal
relationship between D and M.

4.1.1. Assets’ Financialization

This study empirically tests hypothesis H2a by specifying Model (2). Following the
previous research and taking inspiration from Demir et al. [46] and Song Jun and Lu
Yang (2015), the proportion of financial assets held by a company is used to represent
the level of financialization. Based on a company’s balance sheet, the calculation formula
for financialization (Finance) is as follows: Finance = (trading financial assets + derivative
financial assets + net amount of loans and advances given + net amount of available-for-sale
financial assets + net amount of held-to-maturity investments + net amount of other equity
investments)/total assets.

Financey = 6 + 01 Myopia;; + 6Controls;; + Zlnd + ZYeur + €t 2)

The results of the mediation regression analysis for Model (2) are shown in Table 8.
Column (1) shows that, without adding control variables, managerial myopia behavior
promotes financialization in companies at a significant level of 10%. Column (2) shows
that, with the addition of control variables, managerial myopia behavior still significantly
promotes financialization at a level of 5%. These data indicate that, when managers are
myopic, they tend to invest more of their capital in financial assets, with a higher level of
myopia leading to a higher level of financialization in companies. The analysis approach of
“managerial myopia behavior-corporate financialization-inhibition of corporate sustainable
development performance” in the theoretical analysis has been supported by data analysis.
Therefore, hypothesis H2a is supported.

4.1.2. Green Innovation Capacity

To test hypothesis H2b and examine whether green innovation plays a mediating
role, Model (3) was constructed. Following the previous research [7], the number of green
patents was used as a measure of a company’s green innovation capability, represented by
Greeninnovation. A higher value indicates a stronger green innovation capability.

Greeninnovation; = wy + «1Myopiaj + aControls; + Z Ind + ZYear + €& 3)

The results of the mediation regression analysis for Model (3) are shown in Table 8.
Column (3) shows that, without adding control variables, managerial myopia behavior
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inhibits a company’s innovation capability at a significant level of 5%. Column (4) shows
that, with the addition of control variables, managerial myopia behavior still significantly
inhibits a company’s innovation capability at a level of 10%. These data indicate that,
when managers are myopic, they tend to avoid risky and long-term green innovation
investments, thereby inhibiting a company’s innovation capability. The analytical approach
of “managerial myopia behavior - inhibition of company green innovation - inhibition
of corporate sustainable development performance” in the theoretical analysis has been
supported by data analysis. Therefore, hypothesis H2b is supported.

Table 8. Results of the action channel test.

@ ) 3) )

Finance Finance Greeninnovation Greeninnovation
Myopia 0.0098 * 0.0137 ** —0.0971 ** —0.0941 *
(1.70) (1.98) (—=1.97) (—1.90)
Lev —0.0369 *** 0.0532
(—7.06) (1.43)
Size 0.0001 0.0074
(0.08) (0.85)
Growth 0.0027 * 0.0138
(1.66) (1.20)
OverseasBack —0.0000 —0.0025
(—0.07) (—0.63)
MB —0.0054 0.0009
(—1.08) (0.03)
Mashare —0.0172 *** 0.0066
(—3.02) (0.16)
Occupy 0.0145 0.2706 ***
(1.12) (2.93)
Gpay —0.0016 0.0194 **
(-1.27) (2.13)
_cons 0.0131 0.0534 * 0.1845 * —0.2426
(0.88) (1.71) (1.74) (—1.09)
industry fixed effect Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 19,238 19,238 19,234 19,234
r2_a —0.0765 —0.0716 —0.1595 —0.1586

t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

4.2. Mechanisms of Action Test: Media Attention

The selection of media attention was based on scholars such as Subin et al. and
Jinwen et al. [35,49] and mainly included the coverage of online and print media. The
calculation method is the sum of the number of news articles mentioning the company in
media and newspapers, divided by 1000. The higher the value of this variable, the stronger
the media attention. First, we test the direct impact of managerial myopia on a company’s
sustainable development.

In order to explore the possible moderating effect of media attention, this paper refers
to the study by [35], and first constructs Model (4) and introduces a first-order moderator of
media attention, Myopia+Media in the regression model, which is used to test whether Media
has a significant linear moderating effect on the relationship between the negative impact of
managers’ myopia on firms’ sustainable development performance. Secondly, Model (5) is
constructed to introduce the second-order moderator of media attention, MyopiaxMedia?, to
test whether media attention has a significant “inverted U-shaped” moderating effect on the
negative impact of managers’ myopic behavior on corporate sustainability performance.

SDP;; = Bo + B1Myopiaj + BaMediaj; + BsMyopia; « Media;; + ZCOntrols +e (4)
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SDP;; = Bo + B1Myopia; + BaMedia;j + Bz Myopia; * Mediay + BaMyopiay
5)
*Mediaft + Z Controls + ¢

The regression results show that, after introducing the first-order moderating term
Media, the R? of the model remains unchanged, and the negative relationship between
managerial myopia (Myopia) and a company’s sustainable development performance is
still significant ($ = —0.018, t = —2.16). However, the first-order moderating term media
is not significant (3 = 0.0194, t = 0.21), indicating that the linear moderating effect of me-
dia attention on the negative relationship between managerial myopia and a company’s
sustainable development performance is not significant, as shown in Model (2) in Table 9.
After introducing the second-order moderating term Myopia*Media?, the R? of the model
increases to 0.0581, indicating an improvement in the overall explanatory power of the
model, as shown in Model (3) in Table 9. The negative relationship between manage-
rial myopia and a company’s sustainable development performance remains significant
(B = —0.0174, t = —2.09), the sign of the first-order moderating term Media is negative, and
the second-order moderating term Media?2 is significant and positive (3 = 0.2671, t = 1.68),
confirming that media attention has a significant “inverted U-shaped” moderating effect
on the negative relationship between managerial myopia and a company’s sustainable
development performance, supporting hypothesis H3.

Table 9. Results of the mechanism of action test.

@ 2 (3)

SDP SDP SDP
Myopia —0.0178 ** —0.0180 ** —0.0174 **
(—2.15) (—2.16) (—2.09)
Media —0.1127 *** —0.1129 *** —0.1152 **
(—6.07) (—6.07) (—6.18)
Myopia*Media 0.0194 —0.2543
(0.21) (—1.36)
Myopia*Media® 0.2671*
(1.68)
Lev —0.0882 *** —0.0882 *** —0.0883 ***
(—14.02) (—14.02) (—14.03)
Size 0.0345 *** 0.0345 *** 0.0346 ***
(23.33) (23.33) (23.35)
Growth —0.0067 *** —0.0067 *** —0.0068 **
(—3.51) (—3.51) (—3.53)
OverseasBack —0.0017 *** —0.0017 *** —0.0018 ***
(—2.58) (—2.58) (—2.60)
MB —0.0431 *** —0.0432 *** —0.0431 ***
(—=7.23) (—=7.23) (—=7.23)
Mashare 0.0717 *** 0.0717 *** 0.0715 ***
(10.45) (10.45) (10.41)
Occupy —0.0380 ** —0.0380 ** —0.0386 **
(—2.44) (—2.44) (—2.47)
Gpay 0.0041 *** 0.0041 *** 0.0041 ***
(2.64) (2.63) (2.66)
_cons —0.7082 *** —0.7081 *** —0.7092 ***
(—18.72) (—18.72) (—18.75)
Ind Yes Yes Yes
year Yes Yes Yes
N 18,697 18,697 18,697
r2_a 0.0578 0.0578 0.0581

t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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5. Conclusions

As a long-term investment and strategic choice for companies, sustainable devel-
opment not only promotes high-quality economic development but also achieves the
harmonious coexistence of resources. Through theoretical analysis and empirical research,
this study explores the impact of managerial myopia on a company’s sustainable devel-
opment performance. Our results show the following: (1) managerial myopia negatively
impacts a company’s sustainable development performance, with asset securitization and
green innovation capability playing mediating roles and (2) media attention can moderate
this causal relationship, but contrary to previous research findings, this study found that
media attention has a significant “inverted U-shaped” moderating effect instead of a lin-
ear moderating effect on the relationship between managerial myopia and a company’s
sustainable development performance.

The theoretical contribution of this paper is as follows: Firstly, based on the behavioral
finance theory, the study incorporates managers’ time preference traits into the research
on corporate sustainable development. This not only expands the factors influencing the
performance of sustainable development at the individual level, but also enriches the
literature on the economic consequences of managerial traits. Secondly, the study discovers
a significant “inverted U” effect of media attention, further demonstrating the complex
impact of information on individual decision making and expanding the discussion on
media attention in the existing literature.

This research has practical implications: Firstly, our results provide novel insights
into selecting and appointing senior management personnel in companies. Senior manage-
ment personnel who hold long-term development philosophies are crucial to promoting
green innovation at the micro level and achieving high-quality economic development.
In addition to demographic characteristics such as age and education level, companies
should also consider the cognitive characteristics of senior management personnel, such
as time orientation. Efforts should also be made to develop and improve the market for
“professional managers” and establish a continuous learning mechanism within the com-
pany, such as management knowledge exchange meetings and sustainable development
seminars. This strategy would enrich managers’ knowledge reserves, help them make
more accurate long-term decisions, and prevent irrational decisions based on personal
short-term preferences. Secondly, when making investment decisions, managers should
focus on long-term investments, avoid the excessive securitization of assets, and reasonably
allocate funds to avoid over-reliance on the financial market. At the same time, efforts
to improve the company’s green innovation capabilities, increase investment in green
innovation research and development, and effectively formulate sustainable development
strategies using green process and product innovation to obtain environmental premiums,
reduce resource constraints, and improve output efficiency should be made. Thirdly, man-
agers should consider the impact of external attention and respond to external pressures
rationally. The dual nature of media governance increases the negative impact of myopic
managers on corporate sustainable development while improving information disclosure
levels, enhancing corporate governance capabilities, and weakening myopic behavior’s
negative impact on corporate sustainable development. Therefore, companies should not
only use the media’s supervisory role to improve the quality of information disclosure and
compensate for any potential shortcomings but also make reasonable judgments about the
information overload brought about by media attention. Furthermore, they should cater
blindly to mainstream media views that may be detrimental to sustainable development.

Furthermore, we should take a dialectical view of managers’ power and obligations
and strengthen individual power balances and restraints. When individual power is too
great, myopic managers often make decisions that harm the long-term interests of the
company to maximize their interests, which are not conducive to long-term development.
Therefore, companies should strengthen the balance and restraint of managerial power and
use legislation to establish a sound internal control mechanism, strengthen the supervision
and restraint functions of major shareholders, regulate company information disclosure,
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continuously optimize the internal control environment, strengthen long-term incentives
for managers, and comprehensively improve corporate governance capabilities.
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