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Consequences of Poor Monitoring for Compensation Committee
Members

Advisor :Dr. Hung-Hua Pan
Graduate Student Name : Yi-Hsuan Lee
Graduate Student No. : G06430002

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate whether the poor monitoring by the
compensation committee members will affect their turnover, and whether it will
affect the reputation of the compensation committee members. By using the data,

“the company of net loss with increasing board payment”, disclosed by Taiwan
Stock Exchange and Taipei Exchange as the evidence for poor monitoring of
compensation committees, the empirical results show that companies with poor
monitoring compensation committees are more likely to change their committee
members. Furthermore, this study also finds that compensation committee members
who serve on the companies with poor compensation system are more likely to lose
their directorships of other companies. Taken together, the results of this study
indicate that inefficient monitoring harms the reputation of the committee members.
It is necessary for the regulators to disclose corporate governance information for
stakeholders to make decisions.

Keywords: Compensation committee, director turnover, Directorships of other
companies
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UTFMLEET > FMLATAAPBEEmFE L 10 205 00
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¥

# o Ry

It

¥ HL B g icFp 4 R 2 {34 %% B(TURNOVER) & #p' 4 B 2.3
AP {2 mi R H A RREHEMLARALEL P2
FEB 2 HERE(MPAR) : Fpi 4 | L7 A FP IR Rchis - 43
Hig 2 hd TR piREHo /@2 2212 Y - e ECAIE R B
g MFT YR BB AT Eﬁ #-3] (Logistic Regression Model) ¥+ H1 2 2 H2 i& {7
&ﬁ°$ﬁ%&&ﬁ LRJLC AL A 2 B AR A RE - &
SRS LR R SRS S R 2 ST

AR 2R R EAI(D)H HL @ 7 RGE o HL SRR FP 3R 8252 7 4
FONEPIR G AP A FME R AT R AL % i’*éﬁw"'l(l) Ly
P, >0 & ﬁ“”rF | B g s e g2 %ﬁ’”i g g T ﬁm# ";'»"}F;ji:“
Mt R VAl {4

Pr (TURNOVER) = F (apta;CS_FAIL+0,ACC_PERF+03STK _PERF
+a4SIZE+asINDIR+agINS+a7LEV+0gBSIZE
+a9CC_BUSY+a;,0CC_BIFORID+a0;CC_OTHMAN (1)
+a1,CC_SIZE+¢)

He

TURNOVER = Fpdf 2 {# LRk na%ic %‘ﬁ?r ﬁ
2012 & £ 2013 & % MH EBW I FP LR & 0 KRS 1o
TAG 0

CS_FAIL = FHRENDOD L EBESE ZO07 AEADERN
@¢w&ﬁ%ﬂ»%%¢rﬁ&ﬁ%@ﬁ’aﬁgimﬁ
R THFFEETPEIrH e, 2R ks 1o
TAG 0

ACC_PERF = WHPHFTARMIFE L EFEOHFE N AR
frm AT R E s e n ) T E AR -

STK_PERF = mH IR E FRY fifﬁ oP T o

SIZE = 2P PRFTARD REEEFE S P K-

INDIR = BZEETEEEEY Dk

INS = ERFPN PR RS O B2 R e o
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LEV = RAFLES FEFURT ARG §E -

BSIZE = BREEETAEFE Y NREKP o

CC_BUSY = FmHEFEATE I B B L |
L RR AR o R EML R F AR A
F#EK 51 FRIA00

CCBIFORID = ax=FHFMLIR ¢+ FPLAiTrhisdfazprdEo
BRI EY LR AL et oo

CC OTHMAN = HEa#%#o L8236 2Pghant Loy :’*ﬁ;‘”f}ﬁw:&
ROOEFFAYE R A e SO R RPN L | SR 2P g
PR A gnt F s fiid 8k 2 10 BRI G Oo

CC_SIZE = SPEMLE €A HPp Rtk

€ = WA o

KB HE s B H2 ARk - H2 5 RREPIA &
DPAPESTEM IR G e P 0 g f —&k@ﬁq\: so % 3 H e 4}951%

Boo AHEA() 0 AT IEB > 00 RAFRIIRE AN P2 LR 0 ¢
FRFIRG 2 2 A R0 L 24w f’z‘éﬁ“i—*ﬁ%“i"
Pr(IMPAIR) =  F (Bo+B.CS_FAIL+S, CC_SIZE+B;CCM_COLLEGE

+$:COM_TECH+sCCM_OTHMAN#/,CCM_POSIT
+4,CCM._. BIFORID4/ACC_PERF43INS 44 LEV )
+ﬁ118|ZE +8)

H4e

IMPAIR = EMLRAIHEB NP2 51%1“73&*&%3{,1 i $5E %
o FLFPIRE - £ FRLRA I LU 2
?mf&_f’i%‘u; #ﬂ’fﬁ.;l R A 0o

CS_FAIL = FPFIR ARG P L RRRE . F AP R ANE
RoERTEFE Y GG TERAREEE O REE
EA R R iiﬂﬂx“-ﬁa’iﬁ”%?ér’i%‘“J <) LA
i1l FRIE 00

CC_SIZE = SPHPER G RN BB R

CCM_COLLEGE AR FPLAET ARG LS 510 F
RIS 0o
PR FLIREE T EPHEMCAELS R 1 T
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1% 0o
FRERE FPARS AR AP RRE PG
1> 28500

FE R B 25%%&&9

PARRE AREFPLR G FPLA T AT
BEprEE i1l E05 00
FAFMIGE NP g3 B3 E S L LW
IHTEG AT ARG

INS = ERFPN BRI RS R B2 e

CCM_OTHMAN

o

CCM_POSIT
CCM_BIFORID

ACC_PERF

LEV = B RS B ER AT ALER § -
SIZE = OFPHRTF AP RHEER S P hRH -
¢ = AL -
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FER - FRERFRA

7 2 & % ®Behkaf r+ g o 29 sPanel AR P ER LKA £
3+ 3,715 TgiE - d 27 v FA R 2 445 5% B (TURNOVER)T 35
Beh 0146 B 93 15 2z 2@ 3 & p {#EFML A > @ Ertimur et al.
(2012) 2 % % 2006 % 2007 & 2. Fl e Erpi L B € L %5 5 0141 &2 A 3
Frpdk B2 L sApin o Bk g ok (CS_FAIL) & Fp'4 | B & 2keh
g BT 0@ 5 0137 R L 5 0344 R A AT 1T 14%2 P 3F hF Y

PRI A > F A IR G 7§35 »< % #i(ACC_PERF)
nE gg»;ﬁm =g :L;ng,:? 6.7% > 22 ;k;%i*;;éggx(STK PERF) R 2 3 &
WS T > T3 01% 0 o PR B(SIZE) 1 T A B i - H ki o T
2iE 5 152> h3ng F et X FE(INDIR) T 398 5 18.3% K7 = 7 L3955
Bk EE 0 f 0 S RE(LEV) T sa%e h 414% 0 B 4 304 AT & KR
FRPFITE

B¥ o o7 0mEBEE e o PHERTAER S FRE(INS) T HE L
0.023' F % ¢ A H- % #(BSIZE)T 12iE 5 9.208> & 7L 9% % gs\ﬁ 9594,
¢ FH(CC_BUSY) ikt A1t F 5 74% 87 1 = S h P 3
~SEabREMLE  HMPER AR FEMEREE2Z 0 LD
% % #(CC_BIFORID) T #5#c s 28% > B § T = & m;frﬁﬂi
%i%ﬁiﬁgiﬁéé %##i’$%§ﬂ4%Wi € %
(CC_OTHMAN) it 4% &1t F 5 675% > B w43 - a2 @ 2 Fpd f
FHNSTFRERALAE oA HYL R gi%fi%ﬁx(CC_SIZE)é Fpw
€ B AP p ARl TioE S 1102 -

z%

Mm&m“ﬂiﬁ
I

PanelB R 5 &7 # R uFHME R €24 A 54> 237802 L% >
d40 T FPLR A3 R 2P L TR R R E(IMPAIR)T 5% 4
0.096 » #&#& £ % 0.295 > ztw 9F - FenFPLE LI ER 2P 2 FEFR -
*Pi4%%Wiﬁ*%‘%?ﬁﬁﬁﬂ%&’%Wiﬁé?%%&i
(CCM_COLLEGE)# #f*4 f 5 & o ¥ 4 4 (CCM_TECH) » BT 3aE A
0297 2 0211 » FM4 f 5 Hw ;‘ cHE PT84 % B(CCM_OTHMAN)-Z
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o s 0395 Bm XF e R ehEML R AR

A B % 5 #(CCM_POSIT) = imﬁ; 389 k7
B bR FMLIR LA BE

FI N

N FT"TJJP vr%‘év’ﬂ%?ﬁ—‘i’”i

BIFORID)* 351 % 0.394 »
Db FE o
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¥ = & - Pearson 4p M {4 45

Z 3Rk Pearson tE MM A4 > B¢ cPanel AR 2P ER S HAE S

B erp M A7 0 O &ota o FEY L R 2 {4 5% B(TURNOVER) 8 #p% )
B #2c(CS_FAIL)AR M fadic 5 0.048 > » S#icl 2 4p M Lid 1% 37 ¥k > 4
HET AR 2 LR FPFR R M o Panel B Bl : 27 E R EPE
ﬁg,‘iﬁ;ﬁﬂx;ﬂ%ﬁiﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁfﬁgﬁé\ﬁ’d%‘ ":fp,;,frﬁm;;ﬁ%—iﬁgz
P2 F F B2 4 1 % B (IMPAIR) & 59 41 & & »2(CS_FAIL) 4p B % dc 3
0,020 + = ks B ANM L 10%:FB F K2 4 Hd 74 2 0 e 2 PLdE

Tk FER R el
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% 2 it it 4

Panel A : 112 7 & B & # + (N=3,715)

% E=F Eal S Q1 A 'S Q3
TURNOVER 0.146 0.353 0 0 0
CS_FAIL 0.137 0.344 0 0 0
ACC_PERF 0.067 0.119 0.030 0.071 0.119
STK_PERF 0.001 0.517 -0.288 -0.061 0.172
SIZE 15.208 1.403 14.270 15.087 16.043
INDIR 0.183 0.171 0 0.222 0.333
INS 0.023 0.041 0 0.001 0.029
LEV 0.414 0.175 0.281 0.418 0.542
BSIZE 9.208 1.751 8 9 10
CC_BUSY 0.744 0.436 0 1 1
CC_BIFORID 0.280 0.328 0 0 0.667
CC_OTHMAN 0.675 0.469 0 1 1
CC_SIZE 1.102 0.054 1.099 1.099 1.099
PanelB: 2P 2 R P L4 f §24 R 5 # 2(N=7,802)

i T 3ok i Q1 LA S Q3
IMPAIR 0.096 0.295 0 0 0
CCM_COLLEGE 0.297 0.457 0 0 1
CCM_TECH 0.210 0.408 0 0 0
CCM_OTHMAN 0.395 0.489 0 0 1
CCM_POSIT 3.898 2.557 2 3 5
CCM_BIFORID 0.394 0.489 0 0 1

=

2 g N & F L B 2 € 4 40 1% B(TURNOVER) ~ #7441 & & #<(CS_FAIL)~ 2 7 § 3+ 4 »2(ACC_PERF) »
2 P9 34 »e(STK_PERF) ~ 2 # 2LH(SIZE) ~ ##83 % 0t 5 (INDIR) ~ #4148 F 4 #5387t S (INS) ~ f if - 5
(LEV) ~ % % ¢ L45(BSIZE) ~ & $f" % | € (CC_BUSY) ~ ¥4 | sk > B A R g2 5 2 P bz § % o
% (CC_BIFORID) ~ % /55 4 ##¥% § ¢ (CC_OTHMAN) ~ $#¥% § ¢ 2 % (CC_SIZE) - HmL R 24 # ¢ 2
P2 EE R ¥ E(MPAIR) - 4 f 5 % 4 L (CCM_COLLEGE) ~ #p' 4 i 3 & P o 4 4
(CCM_TECH) » ¥4 f 5 # # 2 7t 14532 4 (CCM_OTHMAN) ~ #7#4 f 4 %dc(CCM_POSIT) ~ &3t =

4R g2 ® 5 2P b ¥%2 F4 i (CCM_BIFORID) -
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#. 3 Pearson #p B % #ic

Panel A : 112 P & B 5 # 2 (N=3,715)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
1. TURNOVER 1.000
2. CS_FAIL 0.048  1.000
3. ACC_PERF -0.095 -0.269  1.000
4. STK_PERF -0.016 -0.128 0.190 1.000
5. SIZE 0.007 -0.158 0.261 0.061  1.000
6. INDIR 0.020 0.020 0.029 -0.073 -0.161  1.000
7. INS 0.003 -0.114 0.91 0.062 0.330 0.055 1.000
8. LEV 0.012 0.054 -0.108 0.044 0.319 -0.039 0.029 1.000
9. BSIZE -0.003 -0.045 0.087 -0.014 0199 0.053  0.121 =~ 0.009 1.000
10. CC_BUSY -0.018 -0.038 0.038 -0.022  0.072 0303 0.069 0.017 0.118  1.000
11. CC_BIFORID -0.091 -0.003 0.103 -0.076 ~-0.101 0752 0.022 -0.073 0.169  0.240 1.000
12. CC_OTHMAN -0.031 -0.007 0.015 -0.002 0.044 0043 0.020 -0.017 0.009 0.232 0.051 1.000
13. CC_SIZE -0.079 -0.032 0.027 -0.015 0.072 0.056 0.040 -0.021 0.039 -0.021 0.037 -0.029 1.000
PanelB: 27 2R ¥4 R € 2% R 5 $ % (N=7,802)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5, 6. 9, 10. 11. 12.
1. IMPAIR 1.000




1. 2. 3. 4. S. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.

2. CS_FAIL 0.020  1.000

3. CC_SIZE 0.012 -0.064 1.000

4. CCM_COLLEGE -0.016 -0.023 0.041 1.000

5. CCM_TECH -0.015 -0.017 0.014 -0.011 1.000

6. CCM_OTHMAN 0.068 -0.007 -0.003 -0.275 . -0.226 - 1.000

7. CCM_POSIT 0.191 -0.023 0.030 0.118 0.016 ~ 0.293 1.000

8. CCM_BIFORID -0.007  0.007 0.015 =~ 0.070  -0.016  -0.037 0.021 1.000

9. ACC_PERF 0.001 -0.426 0.060° 0.035 = -0.008 -0.010 0.028 @ 0.054 1.000

10. INS 0.010 -0.107 0.033 ~ 0.049 -0.026  0.009 0.098 -0.014 0.188 1.000

11. LEV 0.003 0.035 -0.010 _0.021 0.009 0.013 0.003 = -0.070  -0.150 0.054  1.000
12. SIZE 0.051 -0.100 0.092  0.055 -0.042  0.089 0.184  -0.081 0.160 0.344  0.337 1.000

e

1.

p-values-]: %?0.10%2 e B A T

CrLE s w4 B A R 2 {3 4p 1R % B(TURNOVER) ~ #77% 41 & & »<(CS_FAIL) ~ = 2 & 3+ 5 »2(ACC_PERF) # 34 »2(STK_PERF) ~ = @ $.4(SIZE) ~
3R E F gt F(INDIR) ~ 430 F0 4 455 amt F(INS) ~ f vt S (LEV) ~ £ % ¢ R1-(BSIZE) ~ s Frpv 4 | ¢ (CC_BUSY) ~ #p4 f & FPMELR g2 5
o F 2 g%t 5 (CC_BIFORID) ~ 3 rpgm A vt f ¢ (CC_OTHMAN) ~ #7pv £ B ¢ 2 RH-(CC_SIZE) ~ FHFE R 242 H s 27 2 Efi LESEFR L S S
(IMPAIR) ~ ¥4 R 5 &k 4 L (CCM_COLLEGE) ~ # /4 f 5 & MR ¥+ 2 (CCM_TECH) ~ ¥4 | 5 H & = ¢ ehg [ 532 4 (CCM_OTHMAN) ~ #p4 4 R
H B (CCM_POSIT) ~ ek = 3P4 f 2w 5 =7 > ¥ 2 4 | (CCM_BIFORID) -

\4
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& sgiupFpaiies
-~ EPIR R HF

ALY REFL R FP R Y F R R ¥ SR pY (cumulative
abnormal return > 12T @ A CAR) » M {7 50d S FPFI R AP 2LF o
AFL P AEMORTOEFLEPIIRE RSP L MEFLF pw 201 P
(t=-201) 3| EFp 4| B m e P2 p44F 2 F p 0 20 p (1=-20) » £ 3+ 180 p - » 47
TR LR LEPHRECSTLMEIT P - P (=-1)FFA R
HEITNPZ AT P S - p(t=+l) £33 p - FHF > - #3511 CAR >
22500 X FMHI R RS @2 R B A Y

LSl T  FRFEE Rt T F RV RML S
H g 5-0514 > ¥ i 5%enkg F K% (p &5 0.0150t & 4-2.433) 5 A w FHv4 A
BN PAF TR D FLABFEL vk o BRI P R £ LS FE
Boggrre @ f o R 0 Bl 0 2 @ ok FIE LAY R R 2 i A L
AL AR R e o
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s FPHRESHFPLR LHLBPLOH

4 5 EMI R ECHEMNL R {BPELIEEF AFET NPT
(HHFMLE T RSE FAHFPHRE i DB HPMH ARG 27 > B
AR EFRT AR D RP Ve FHYH R & e % B (CS_FAIL) 2 Kk
ORI S :g KE(4#cs: 03215 p &5 0.022) &% 445 HL> A £
FRIRE T 2 F 0 AREOTEPGIR G v o7 > BEMEERTE ML
He o _I‘/‘f”\']ﬁximﬁ@é'pfbﬂg P AR FIBRE f’"”*‘rﬁ’”i REFAEE G (3
EPL R R el 2 S g d e k- X (Srinivasan 2005; Ertimur
et al. 2012; Kachelmeier et al. 2016) o r/ 1| & 3234 LB & 5 > FPUFIR £ 222
FEHTERITFHPLAEEF T aﬁigﬂ$ﬁ’#%#’%%miﬁ
€ E\ ﬁ BT NP HA G > LR BiFS 2 f%mﬁ—éuha % (Suchman
1995; Kachelmeier et al. 2016) ©

B il HEpLt 20Ol TieT @ 27 g3 0¥k
(ACC_PERF) ~ #rpd l ek 2 A A g2 5 o g 5 i
(CC_BIFORID) 1 2 # 74 R § 2 %ﬁ%ﬁﬂmsma%ﬁ Fpi R 2 {4
1% % #(TURNOVER) & .88 ¥ c0 f 48 B (%8~ ) % -1.120 ~ -1.781 2 -4.626) -
LW APl LR TR %Wiﬁgwééﬁﬁiiiﬁwﬁﬁ
Bz LR 6 RBEL A FIL FRF PR H L 2P R H(SIZE) -
Fmﬁimwi%&mmmuiﬁigﬁﬁ%&ﬂME“*%Wiﬁiiﬁ
45 1% % #ic(TURNOVER) & 5RL&F % <0t 4p B (%8~ %) % 0.09322.5921 2 0.049) -
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L AFPPIR ECHEML R LBE PR

TURNOVER
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 03217 (0.022)
ACC_PERF -1.120” (0.017)
STK_PERF 0.109 (0.346)
SIZE 0.093” (0.038)
INDIR 25927 (0.000)
INS -0.757 (0.546)
LEV -0.280 (0.384)
BSIZE 0.049° (0.089)
CC_BUSY -0.195 (0.105)
CC_BIFORID -1.781°" (0.000)
CC_OTHMAN -0.130 (0.218)
CC_SIZE -4.626" (0.000)
Constant -0.740 (0.575)
Industry Dummies Yes
Year Dummies Yes
BRI 3,715
Pseudo R? 0.174
=

Kk

1" 10%87 %k o iS008 F Kk
2. b RS FP AR 2 {454 R ¥ B(TURNOVER) » f %8s F94) & & 7<(CS_FAIL) » 4] % ¥ 5 2 7 §
3+ 7<(ACC_PERF) ~ 2 7 % 33§ »c(STK_PERF) » 2 7 #LH(SIZE) ~ *F %% % et 5 (INDIR) ~ #8448 7 4 4
et F(INS) ~ f i vt 3 (LEV) ~ ¥ € SLH(BSIZE) ~ 1 # #7f* 4 | ¢ (CC_BUSY) ~ #p¥ 4 R ik = #Fp 4 R
g2 427 = F ¥t F(CC_BIFORID) ~ B 1+ 53 £ "4 | & (CC_LOTHMAN) ~ $/4 B § 2 40

£ 1%8F K o

(CC_SIZE)

3. 3EFp G Sclusters £ W] o 7 5% £ % robust standard deviation f& 2_ p-value(Petersen 2009) -
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S FPHRRCHFPIRAI AR 2R BELSH

ﬁi’iﬁi*%@ﬁfﬁ%#%%Wiﬁkﬁﬁiﬁﬁmiﬁ% #
CEEREZERE LD ZHPHARECHFMLARAI D S PR fgaf‘
i?ﬁ%%oipfuﬁwiﬁiéééﬂw25%%1%&w;@%
HEPHRRASTEFPHARGROT A FPLIAAL AU 27 FER
G o d L ¢ T ars FPVGIR & oc R B(CS_FAIL)2. ¥k i T 0 P S%me‘z«g
—g }H@(x‘«&p 0.277 > p B 5 0.033) 0 ik A H2 A EMY R R 2

P ARG FPGIR G ez 2P C BFPMARRTFAZ AR 27 HE TR
e A TERATE %‘?f% ¢ '»‘%f?n*’*i?rﬁ”%' B xR gk ARG R
PAREPSRAFEHG R FPLR L w%k?xfﬁm%ﬁ E
Ertimur etal. (2012) 1 4548 dp 2 HPmEHF AT F R L RS T 28
WA EMEAREFRA2ZEEEITNPE AT EEH T FF' Mﬂ’“én‘,ﬁ
AP EMLR B RE 6 éﬁwiﬁ~§%%ﬁ°

He St R A2 A6 2P LGB Pue™  Fpd i
5 %‘i‘ﬁﬂ" 4 1 5% #(CCM_COLLEGE)# #¢'4 R 4 ; A6 AP FER L 5
125 B (IMPAIR) 5 L A5 % c f A b (14 5 -0.276) % 1 #54 B & 8 et & 4
B2 FRFAIAE P FERE A L R B #(CCM_POSIT) & #pw
TR44HE P2 ﬁté;ﬁ&kx:v\#ﬁ%ﬂ'—é@&(lMPAlR)_ngm'rm_ Ao BE (1% s
0223) # P it R el Bl 5o FP LA ARV AZHE 2P EFHE o
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2 SHPHIRAEHFMEAA AL 2P Mg ER S

IMPAIR
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 0.277" (0.033)
CC_SIZE 0.415 (0.516)
CCM_COLLEGE -0.276" (0.038)
CCM_TECH -0.145 (0.332)
CCM_OTHMAN -0.025 (0.839)
CCM_POSIT 0.223"" (0.000)
CCM_ BIFORID -0.034 (0.688)
ACC_PERF 0.334 (0.544)
INS -1.197 (0.217)
LEV -0.051 (0.843)
SIZE 0.050 (0.102)
Constant -4.366" (0.000)
BRI 7,802
Pseudo R? 0.056

1.7i2 10%27 ¥ K 38 > T 5008 F KM o T iE 1%8F F ok -

2. Vit RHcs FMAR A2 PR 2P L FER L 3R BK(MPAIR) - i % 5 F0] & & <(CS_FAIL) » 1
B FPLR § 2 AH(CCSIZE) HPE R4 2 2R 2 P2 FEHE(IMPAIR) ~ F L | 2 B h 4 L
(CCM_COLLEGE) ~ #m 4 R 5 & M B ¥ ¢ L (CCM_TECH) ~ @ 4 | 5 # # 27 i fp 514
(CCM_OTHMAN) ~ # % § # Bi#ic(CCM_POSIT) » sk = FM AL f § 2% 5 27 b= §% 2 Fp'd f (CCM_
BIFORID) ~ 2 & § 3+ 4 »c(ACC_PERF) ~ #8457 £ 4% 9 crt Z (INS) ~ § # + F (LEV) ~ 2 @ #4(SIZE) -

3. &5 5 Gclusters £ i3 4 % £ 2 robust standard deviation s 2. p-value(Petersen 2009) -
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i SRR

N ’P'J;éﬂxﬁjim A p‘a‘mfglk e ﬂ\ﬁﬁf%/\ﬂ\_q_aﬂxé.ﬁaz R A B
ko MFRL R NARRITLFMLR 2B H £ATRRIHL 12 H2- 5%
PRATRE 2P LR LA HL A H2o £ k> SHHL Y 1 8 ke
AR FEAY  hil o NEPAR 62 A B RS RALATRR HL
R LD S

-~ FPLR AR R B

IRl S «;:;zm A (2014) - -FFUE R g S ERIT LA R
A Fué/% B 5 0§ WAL Rk Ao Flp o BEPL R DR RKR
% #(CC ATTEND)% @ FHCANE AR T RlE 0 £ AR HL 2 H2

206 LEMIARRCCHEP AR LEE BN AR d AT v hor
PR W*/‘%rwi’“# |l (s > Fp A B & 2 % B (CS_FAIL) 2. e 4
o2 iE 1%:0k ¥k (kdc s 03950 p iE & 0006)’ S N N
- &R A HL HFPdIR &2 &2 o APRISEFMFI R G e o F > H 3
PR BE R AL FE

ﬂ

27 ZEPHREHEMEAR AL LG OPBEBE- AR d A
T oo FpiA R OAURGRR T SRRt 0 BRG] R & % B(CS_FAIL)
2 fhdcir 53 > 2 ik 10%:8F F ok (hdikcs 0.263 > p & 5 0.067) > i %
25 HEEE - Ko A H2 BFRHIR R 2P 0 ECYEP AR
2P HEMARRFIAZIER 2P DT EH -

-
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16 EMIR R EL B QDB AR R

TURNOVER
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 0.395 (0.006)
ACC_PERF -0.864" (0.043)
STK_PERF 0.160 (0.215)
SIZE 0.073" (0.098)
INDIR 25617 (0.000)
INS -0.911 (0.471)
LEV -0.363 (0.268)
BSIZE 0.057" (0.056)
CC_ATTEND -0.432"" (0.000)
CC_BUSY -0.190 (0.123)
CC_BIFORID -1.883"" (0.000)
CC_OTHMAN -0.124 (0.246)
CC_SIZE -4.456" (0.000)
Constant -1.777 (0.319)
Industry Dummies Yes
Year Dummies Yes
BRI 2,864
Pseudo R? 0.128

1.7i210%A7 ¥ K38 > 7508 F K o T L 1%BEF K -

2. bt ikl Fp 4 R 2 {4 R ¥ #(TURNOVER) » A #dic s 541 & £ >(CS_FAIL) » £ %¥ci 27 ¢
3 4 »<(ACC_PERF) ~ 2 @ # 34 »c(STK_PERF) ~ 2 @ #.$(SIZE) ~ #3855 % ¢rvt 5 (INDIR) ~ 8 45 F 4 3%
Mot F(INS) ~ f fv F(LEV) ~ £ % ¢ R4 (BSIZE) ~ #f 4 B A M= (CC_ATTEND) ~ 1+ & Fp 4 | ¢
(CC_BUSY) # 4 B ek = FPEL R g2+ 527 FF et F(CC_BIFORID) ~ % Fpi55m 4 "4 | ¢
(CC_OTHMAN) - #p4% B ¢ 2 *.4(CC_SIZE) -

3. 258 5 Gclusters BB w) 2 7 % 8 2 robust standard deviation i 2. p-value(Petersen 2009) -
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LOTEPHRECHEPIR A2 E 0 2 PR p A R

IMPAIR
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 0.263 (0.067)
CC_SIZE 0.215 (0.749)
CC_ATTEND -0.238"™ (0.010)
CCM_COLLEGE -0.310" (0.035)
CCM_TECH -0.069 (0.679)
CCM_OTHMAN 0.006 (0.964)
CCM_POSIT 0237 (0.000)
CCM_BIFORID -0.005 (0.955)
ACC_PERF 0.143 (0.823)
INS -1.869" (0.078)
LEV 0.045 (0.874)
SIZE 0.034 (0.306)
Constant -3.720"" (0.000)
BRE 6,039
Pseudo R 0.065

1752 10%37 ¥ -k 3§ > i3 5%37 F ko o TR 1% F R

2.t LEMEIRAI AR 2P 2 _‘fiﬂ‘p‘ﬁii#ﬁ 2 (IMPAIR) > p % ¥ FpY4] & & »x(CS_FAIL) » ¥
1% H L FL R 2 RHE(CCSIZE) ~ #p 4 B 9 A KT (CC_ATTEND) ~ #pi % R 5 F e ¢ L
(CCM_COLLEGE) ~ # @ 4 i 2 2 P B ¥+ L (CCM_TECH) ~ @ 4 | 5 # # 2 2 3 1 5m 4
(CCM_OTHMAN) ~ #7" % B B #c(CCM_POSIT)» sk > FHp L B 2% 52 2P = % 2 Fp' 4 | (CCM_
BIFORID) + 2 @ § 3+ 4 »<(ACC_PERF) ~ #$4f45 7 4 #3% emt F (INS) ~ f i v+  (LEV) ~ 2 @ S #(SIZE)
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TURNOVER
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 0.332” (0.018)
ACC_PERF -1.097" (0.018)
STK_PERF 0.113 (0.327)
SIZE 0.087" (0.051)
INDIR 2.555 (0.000)
INS -0.637 (0.612)
LEV -0.296 (0.358)
BSIZE 0.047 (0.106)
CC_BUSY -0.194 (0.108)
CC_BIFORID 1769 (0.000)
CC_OTHMAN -0.116 (0.275)
CC_SIZE -4.967 (0.000)
Constant -0.280 (0.832)
Industry Dummies Yes
Year Dummies Yes
BRI 3,691
Pseudo R? 0.175
N

Kk

1.7 10%38 ¥ -k 8 - TiE 5% K

2.1 it i s FpY A R 2 {4451 ¥ 8(TURNOVER) » % dic 3 94| & & »2(CS_FAIL) » #41 % 8ci 27 §
3+ 4 52 (ACC_PERF) ~ = & 7 3% »c(STK_PERF) ~ = @ 3 #(SIZE) ~ *t v F & et F (INDIR) ~ ﬁﬁ%ﬁ:};% =3
et F(INS) ~ f vt F(LEV) ~ ¥ % ¢ 2 (BSIZE) ~ & #f4 B ¢ (CC_BUSY) ~ #f4 B ik = Fpid
B gz 52 jp> 5% 9 F(CC_BIFORID) ~ 53 4 #pu% B ¢ (CC_OTHMAN) - ¥4
(CC_SIZE) -

E1%RF R E -

§ 2

3. 48R 5 gclusters & B W] 2 7 % £ 2 robust standard deviation s 2 p-value(Petersen 2009) °

43



LOOFPHRECHFP LA AL BN 2B R PR 2P

IMPAIR
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 02717 (0.039)
CC_SIZE 0.433 (0.530)
CCM_COLLEGE -0.284™ (0.034)
CCM_TECH -0.154 (0.305)
CCM_OTHMAN -0.042 (0.731)
CCM_POSIT 0.226" (0.000)
CCM_BIFORID -0.029 (0.730)
ACC_PERF 0.320 (0.563)
INS -1.213 (0.212)
LEV -0.026 (0.921)
SIZE 0.048 (0.125)
Constant -4.348™" (0.000)
BRI 7,731
Pseudo R? 0.057

1.7i2 10%27 ¥ K 38 > T 5008 F KM o T iE 1%8F F ok -

2. iR FPALAA AL AW 2P 2 S X B (IMPAIR) » f R dic s 3741 & & »2(CS_FAIL) » 4] % 8 5 #7
AR g2 B (CCSIZE) ~ FFE i 434 86 2P L FFHE(IMPAIR) ~ F L | 5 £8% ¢ L
(CCM_COLLEGE) ~ # @ 4 | 5 & P B ¥ + L (CCMTECH) ~ #M 4 | 5 # & 2 7 hj ff 570 4
(CCM_OTHMAN) » #p% % F 4 B #c(CCM_POSIT)» &% = #pit § g2 % 5 27 b2 % 2 Fp 4 | (CCM_
BIFORID) ~ 2 & § 3+ 4 »c(ACC_PERF) ~ #8457 £ 459 et Z (INS) ~ § #f + F (LEV) ~ 2 @ 2 4(SIZE) -
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BRI R a2 20 Bt BRI R R 20 HFMA BRI

10 FP IR RocHEP A R LRBPE-3 RefF

¥ - IEE 5o
CS_FAIL TURNOVER
INSTRUMENTAL 1.170™
(0.000)
CS_FAIL 0.201"
(0.042)
ACC_PERF -0.600"" -0.160"
(0.000) (0.052)
STK_PERF -0.042" 0.009
(0.000) (0.494)
SIZE -0.027° 0.020™"
(0:000) (0.000)
INDIR -0.018 0.457"
(0.715) (0.000)
INS -0.301" 0.026
(0.032) (0.863)
LEV 0.175" -0.087""
(0.000) (0.022)
BSIZE -0.000 0.006"
(0.959) (0.076)
CC_BUSY -0.021 -0.017
(0.112) (0.244)
CC_BIFORID 0.001 -0.261"
(0.968) (0.000)
CC_OTHMAN 0.003 -0.022"
(0.789) (0.079)
CC_SIZE -0.120 0550
(0.224) (0.000)
Constant 0544 0430
(0.000) (0.003)
BRE 3,715 3,715
Adj. R? 0.118 0.042
F 42.465 14.566

P
|
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2. 01 b dcs w4 FvE B 2 {3 (TURNOVER) ~ /94| & & »ceng ¥ T 328 (INSTRUMENTAL) ~ 794 & &
#c(CS_FAIL) ~ 2 @ ¢ 3+ 5 »c(ACC_PERF) ~ 2 @ 3 34 »x(STK_PERF) ~ 2 # 3L45(SIZE) ~ #t 38 F & et F

(INDIR) ~ #5445 F 4 #5m et F(INS) ~ § 2+ F(LEV) ~ % ¢ R 4E(BSIZE) - ++ "% | ¢ (CC_BUSY) ~
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LOULEPHRRRHEMLR (RPP-IFPLR 2L 2R 54

TURNOVER
Coefficient p-value
CS_FAIL 0.366 (0.002)
ACC_PERF -1.204™" (0.002)
STK_PERF 0.063 (0.542)
SIZE 0.030 (0.460)
INDIR 0.279 (0.378)
INS 0.258 (0.819)
LEV -0.359 (0.204)
BSIZE 0.010 (0.702)
CC_SIZE -3.115" (0.000)
CCM_INSD 1.825 (0.000)
CCM_COLLEGE -0.090 (0.416)
CCM_TECH -0.227" (0.058)
CCM_OTHMAN -0.095 (0.335)
CCM_POSIT -0.027 (0.208)
CCM_ BIFORID 0.072 (0.571)
Constant -3.439™" (0.004)
Industry Dummies Yes
Year Dummies Yes
BRI 11,007
Pseudo R’ 0.184
=

1.7 10%AF -k 3E > TR 50%RF K > T 1% F R E .

2. bab xR ue s Fp A f 2 LA R B(TURNOVER) > f % #c 5 #p 41 & # 22 (CS_FAIL) > 3% ¥ s 2 7 §
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et F(INS) ~ f i vt S (LEV) ~ ¥ ¥ € RH(BSIZE) ~ Hp¥4 | ¢ 2 2LH(CC_SIZE) ~ M4 i 5 p "% %
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S8 2P I 4 (CCM_OTHMAN) « #p 4 § £ B #(CCM_POSIT) » &k = HP L | 2% 5 27
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3. B3R 5 fclustersd & B £ % R 2 robust standard deviationis 2 p-value(Petersen 2009) -
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