2010 5 o B %K S May, 2010
5 ( 266 ) China Industrial Economics No.5
( ]
Y
b
( , 310018)
[ ] ,
, o 1999—2008
509 )
[ 1 ; ; ;
[ F276.6 [ TS| 11006-480X (2010)05-0110-11
,Davidson and Rowe (2004 ) Wintoki et al.(2010) ,
Tang(2007) .Bhagat and Bolton(2009) o
, (2003) ., (2004),
(2007) . (2008) N )
[ 1 2010-04-10
[ ] “ "( 70472076) ;
“ 7 ( 70601024) .
[ ] (1962—),
(1976—),

110



o b

o , Davidson and Rowe (2004 ) ,
(Dynamic Endogeneity) (Intertemporal Endogeneity ) o ,
) , (FE),
Wintoki et al.(2010) , FE o
, GMM o

,Hermalin and Weisbach (1998)

, o Mclntyre
and Murphy (2008) CEO : ’
CEO s CEO ,
, CEO, , s
CEO ,
o 9 b 9’ 173
, R 1 , “ ” “ ’70
— i Bt i Rl T AL S
B o A < T i

CR g le H ’\“fl J‘Jk / 1" {3k

B1 BEEARSQARASRNEBHNEMS

YKL A Davidson I, W. N. & Rowe, W. Intertemporal Endogeneity in Board Composition and Financia
l’l:rft]nnau('ﬂL”. Corporate U“-‘m'r‘ship and Control, 2004, 1(4).

, Wintoki et al.(2010) ,

(Simultaneity ) (Unobservable Heteogeneity ),
b o ? ( 1 )
Wintoki et al.(2010) Xy s Xy
Yi=o+ z KYiistBitYzict ik &y os =1, ee e P (1)
(1), , GMM ,

111



Holiz—Eakin, Newey and Rosen (1988) ,  Arellano and Bover (1995)

o (D
Ay, =a+k, z Ay ABAx+yAzi+Agy- - p>0 (2)
p
o GMM ,
; (1) (2)
v Y Za(B>p)o ; :
( ) ; ( )
; (D o () p
) t=p o
, (2) GMM : Beck,Levine and Loayza
(2000) , GMM ;

Arellano and Bover (1995) ;
,Arellano and Bover (1995)

) o GMM ,
1.
,Hermalin and Weisbach (1998) CEO
, CEO , >
. Davidson and Rowe (2004 ) ,
( ), ,
(Fund Family Directors) ,
> Alpha s o Tang
(2007) , 2 , , o
) - (2007)
2 R (2008)
, 0 , , ROE

o

o Wintoki et al.(2010) ,

ROA ROA R
,Boone et al.(2007) s
,Coles et al.(2008) .

112



Linck et al.(2008) o

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

N B~ W N =

)’

, Wintoki et al.(2010)

. (2008)
,ROE
(BSIZE) . (INDEP)
: , ROA
(DUAL) ,
(LNA) ,
(SE):
(DBR) - ,
(AGE):
1999—2008 .
(GTA) .
509 10

2 ’

Yi=0+ 2 Ky isHBX A B Yz AN AE s =1
S

Xy=0r+ 2 )\pxit—p-l'qbly i,r+d)2yix—l+77 Zzn""’]i,"‘f atp = 1
P

:yit X

(

, 1999—2008

(

’

ST *ST  PT

’

Panel Data, 5090

)7zil

ROA

CCER

113



-0.435970  0.355021, 0.0497440, ,
o , 10, Jensen(1993)
(7—38 ) , 0
, ( , 2002 , 8%
2002 , 30% , o 2001 4
by o , 2003 6 30 ,
1/3 )
1
BSIZE 9.5911590 2.2949280 2 20
INDEP 0.2370650 0.1581350 0 0.666667
DUAL 0.1111984 0.3144086 0 1
ROA 0.0363610 0.0497440 -0.435970 0.355021
LNA 21.3443900 0.9104800 19.033140 25.404070
DBR 0.4650290 0.1710190 0.008143 1.640913
SE 0.1245080 0.0649100 0.014917 1.120214
AGE 7.2603140 3.4960630 0 18
1.
GMM , ,
o , Warner et al.(1988)
, 2 - Wintoki et al.(2010)
2 o
Wintoki et al.(2010) 2
( , )o
2.
(ROA) , o , OLS,
2SLS GMM . OLS
o - GMM
, 4
, 5 2 3 ,
OLS , ,
. FE , N
, (2006)
o  2SLS

114

’



2 (ROA)
ROA 1 2 3 4 5
OLS FE 2SLS GMM GMM
BSIZE -0.0006%** -0.0008** -0.0027 -0.0005
(-2.32) (=2.27) (-0.46) (-0.62)
INDEP —0.0329%#:* -0.012% -0.2823%* -0.0312
(-6.14) (-1.64) (=2.55) (-0.91)
BSIZE(-1) 0.0005
(0.58)
INDEP(-1) 0.0177
(0.56)
DUAL -0.0039%* -0.0004 0.0016 0.001 -0.0004
(-2.00) (-0.18) (0.32) (0.13) (-0.04)
LNA 0.0129%x* 0.0195%#:* 0.0288 % 0.0077 % 0.0074%#*
(14.56) (5.98) (5.20) (2.71) (2.59)
SE 0.0520%* 0.0886%#* 0.0515%%* 0.0696 0.1023
(4.01) (6.93) (2.96) (0.95) (1.32)
AGE —0.001 2% —0.0029%#: 0.0002 0.0000 0.0001
(-4.65) (-4.71) (0.18) (-0.03) (0.12)
DBR —-0.1007#%%* —0.1465%%* | —(.1994%#%* —0.0514%#5%%* —0.0542%##%
(-19.04) (-12.94) (-10.82) (-3.68) (-3.78)
ROA (-1) 0.4354 %3 0.4096%%*
(4.90) (4.51)
ROA (-2) 0.1590%* 0.1712%%*
(3.34) (3.79)
C —0.1828##* —0.2910%#* —0.1340%** -0.1636%**
(-10.58) (-4.58) (-2.03) (-2.45)
R? 0.1536 0.1442 0.0256
Aderson LR 32.217%%*
Sargan (P ) 1.156(0.5609)
AR(1) Test (P ) 0.000 0.000
AR(2)Test (P ) 0.341 0.450
Hansen Test 0.436 0.303
Difference—in—Hansen Tests 0.103 0.380
. D% 10% o 5% e 1% ;@ L e
Aderson LR Sargan 2SLS i@AR(1) AR(2) GMM
,Hansen Test  Difference—in—Hansen Tests GMM
;& 3 .

Agrawal and Knoeber(1996)

’

o (2006)
Drakos and Bekiris(2010)

’ ’

’

o Agrawal and Knoeber(1996)

115



:64% ,36%
4 ’ ’
o 5 ’
Davidson and Rowe (2004 ) ,
2 :
Rasmussen (2008) Wintoki et al.(2010)
, OLS
4 5 ,
1 , 2 3
- AGE ,
3.
3
, 2. 5
6 4 5 ,
® (2007)
2 3 4 ,
2004 1, 0,

116

o

FE ,
, (2006) .
b b ST b
° L,
, 2—=3
2003
1999—2003  2004—2008
GMM ,
2 3

N 3

Wintoki et al.(2010)

’

=)
=

Baird and
(2008)
OLS
, 3.
15%
1 ,



3 (ROA)
INDEP BSIZE
1 2 3 4 5 6
OLS GMM GMM OLS GMM GMM
ROA —-0.1946%%* | -0.1646** 0.0004 -0.546
(-5.74) (-2.44) (0.61) (-0.33)
ROA (-1) -0.1515%* -0.0436
(-2.19) (-0.03)
DUAL -0.0240***|  0.0031 0.0034 3.80E-05 -0.2327 -0.2132
(-4.57) (0.26) (0.31) (0.67) (=0.99) (-0.89)
LNA 0.0216%** | 0.0025 0.0017 2.02E-05 0.1535* 0.1406*
(11.30) (0.66) (0.47) (0.59) (1.71) (1.72)
SE -0.1101***+|  0.0251 0.0396* 0.0007 -0.9099 -0.9134
(-4.47) (1.15) (1.79) (1.54) (-0.38) (-0.38)
AGE 0.0293*** | -0.0225 -0.0647 -7.30E-06 -0.0672 -0.0694
(64.24) (-0.20) (-0.60) (-0.85) (-1.33) (-1.35)
DBR 0.0260%* 0.0027 0.003 0.0001 -0.5197 -0.4705
(2.37) (1.40) (1.38) (0.78) (-0.97) (-0.92)
BSIZE(-1) 0.74497%#* 0.7494 %3
(6.83) (6.86)
BSIZE(-2) -0.0332 -0.036
(-0.44) (-0.47)
INDEP(-1) 0.4256% % 0.4390%**
(4.51) (4.69)
INDEP(-2) 0.005 -0.0059
(0.16) (-0.19)
C —0.4723%%% | (0.1429%* 0.1227 0.0000169 0.4369 0.7297
(-12.20) (1.69) (1.39) (0.03) (0.23) (0.40)
R? 0.4955 0.0645
AR(1) Test (P ) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
AR(2) Test (P ) 0.332 0.469 0.191 0.180
Hansen Test 0.241 0.108 0.103 0.197
Difference—in—Hansen Tests 0.296 0.163 0.187 0.271

Rowe (2004 ) .Denis and Sarin(2009)

o

o

Wintoki et al.(2010)

o Bhagat and Black(2002)

Hermalin and Weisbach (1998) .Davidson

s

ROA .ROS
4

and

117



’

s Wintoki et al.(2010)

’ ’

’ o

Boone et al.(2007) ,Coles,Daniel and Naveen(2008) ,Linck,Netter and Yang(2008)

, , o (2008)
; ; Q ;
, 5% ,  ROE ,
o 5 o
, OLS ,DUAL ,
, Hermalin and Weisbach (1998) : CEO
, CEO ,
o GMM , , ,CEO
-LNA SE .DBR AGE
DUAL o , )
o , s Linck , Netter
and Yang(2008) o
4.
@ . ;@ ;
ROE ROA ;® o ,
o GMM ,
1999—2008 509 :D )
, ;@
36) , ;@
, , ( ) ,
7—8 ,
, ,9—10

118



( )

(1J)Agrawal, A., and Knoeber, C. R. Firm Performance and Mechanisms to Control Agency Problems between
Managers and Shareholders[J]. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 1996, 31(3).

[2)Arellano, M., and Bover, O. Another Look at the Instrumental Variable Estimation of Error—Component Models
[J]. Journal of Econometrics, 1995, 68(1).

(3)Baird, D. G., and Rasmussen R. K. The Prime Directive[R]. Working Paper,2008.

[4)Beck, T., Levine, R., and Loayza, N. Finance and the Sources of Growth[J]. Journal of Financial Economics, 2000,
58(1-2).

[5)Bhagat, S., and Black, B. The Non-Correlation between Board Independence and Long Term Firm Performance
[J]. Journal of Corporation Law, 2002, 27(2)

[6)Bhagat S., and Bolton, B. Corporate Governance and Firm Performance: Recent Evidence[R]. Working Paper,2009.

(7)Boone, A., Field, L., and Karpoff, J., et al. The Determinants of Corporate Board Size and Composition: An
Empirical Analysis[J]. Journal of Financial Economics, 2007, 85(1).

[8]Coles, J. L., Daniel, N. D., and Naveen, L. Boards: Does One Size Fit All[J]. Journal of Financial Economics,
2008, 87(2).

(9)Davidson III, W. N., and Rowe, W. Intertemporal Endogeneity in Board Composition and Financial
Performance[J]. Corporate Ownership and Control, 2004, 1(4).

(10)Drakos, A. A., and Bekiris, F. V. Corporate Performance, Managerial Ownership and Endogeneity: A
Simultaneous Equations Analysis for the Athens Stock Exchange|J] Research in International Business and Finance,

2010, 24(1).
119



(11)Denis, D. J., and Sarin, A. Ownership and Board Structures in Publicly Traded Firms[R]. Working Paper,1997.

[12)Hermalin, B. E., and Weisbach, M. S. The Determinants of Board Composition[J]. The Rand Journal of Economics,
1988, 19(4).

(13JHermalin, B. E., and Weishach, M. S. Endogenously Chosen Boards of Directors[J]. American Economic Review,
1998,88(1).

(14JHoltz -Eakin, D., Newey, W., and Rosen, H. S. Estimating Vector Autoregressions with Panel Data [J].
Econometrica, 1988,56(6).

(15)Jensen, M. C. The Modern Industrial Revolution, Exit, and the Failure of Internal Control Systems[J]. Journal of
Finance, 1993, 48(3).

(16]Linck, J. S., Netter, J. M., and Yang, T. The Determinants of Board Structure[J]. Journal of Financial Economics,
2008,87(2).

(17)MeclIntyre, M. L., and Murphy, S. A. Board of Director Performance Reporting[]]. Corporate Governance, 2008,
8(2).

(18)Tang, L. A Simultaneous Approach to Analyzing the Relation between Board Structure, Corporate Governance
Mechanisms and Performance of Japanese Firms (1989—2001)[D]. Saskatchewan: University of Saskatchewan
Saskatoon, 2007.

(19]Warner, J. R., Watts, R. L., and Wruck, K. H. Stock Prices and Top—Management Changes[J]. Journal of Financial
Economics, 1988, 20(1-2).

(20)Wintoki, M. B., Linck, J. S., and Netter, J. M. Endogeneity and the Dynamics of Internal Corporate
Governance[R]. Working Paper,2010.

(21) . —_— [D]. : ,2008.

(22] . : [D]. : ,2006.
(23] , , . [J. ,2008, (7).
(24] , . [J. ,2007, (6).

(25) . . — 1 ,2003, (4).

(26] , . . : [J]. ,2004, (4).

Board Structure, Corporate Governance and Performance——The Empirical
Evidence Based on Dynamic Endogeneity

HAO Yun-hong, ZHOU Yi-xiang
(School of Business Administration of Zhejiang Gongshang University, Hangzhou 310038, China)

Abstract: On the study of corporate governance, most previous literatures deem prior the structure of the
board as exogenous variables to deal with and believe there exists a static relationship between the board and
corporate performance. In this paper, we take China’s 509 listed companies of Shanghai and Shenzhen during
1999—2008 as the research object, after controlling the effect of past performance, simultaneity, as well as
unobservable heterogeneity in the use of dynamic panel GMM model, we found: (D Current board independence
lacks obvious interacting effects on corporate performance, but the performance has a significant feedback effects on
board independence. @ There exists intertemporal relationship between board independence and performance. The
increase in the proportion of independent directors doesn’t necessarily lead to the improvement of performance, but
performance improvement helps to the decline in the independence of the board. ®In the short term, there has a
tendency that the role of board independence exerts a negative impact on performance, but, in the long run, it
demonstrates a positive nature. Both of them are not statistically significant. @ Whether currently or in the inter—
period, board size and performance are not significantly correlated.

Key Words: board structure; corporate governance; corporate performance; endogeneity

( : )

120



