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ABSTRACT 
 

The failure of corporate entities has continued to draw the attention of various 
stakeholders across the globe. As a result of this problem, different countries have 
issued Corporate Governance (CG) guidelines. Part of the objective of these 
guidelines is to improve firm values. In Nigeria, similar guidelines (known as the 
Codes of Corporate Governance) were issued for corporate organizations to align the 
country with the global best practice. However, researchers, investment analysts, and 
other stakeholders continue to argue whether those governance mechanisms increase 
the value of stockholders. Others recommend that firm governance practices should 
be considered before making investment decisions while others argue that 
governance practices are not important in Nigeria. In order to address the problem, 
this research empirically examined the effects of eight corporate governance 
variables on the equity value multiple (EVM) of Nigerian firms. The study used data 
of 100 firms listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) for the period of 2009-
2013. The study used the Generalized Method of Moment (GMM) to estimate the 
regression due to the endogeneity problem among the variables. The study applied 
the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method to generate equity value multiple 
from the four equity valuation multiples. The results reveal a significant positive 
relationship between board size, board independence, board gender diversity, audit 
committee independence, managerial shareholding, and disclosure of corporate 
governance information at 1% level of significance. This study contributes to the 
understanding of the governance-equity value relationship by examining some 
corporate governance variables. The results further provide an insight for 
practitioners and policy makers on the importance of corporate governance codes 
consideration towards investment decision in Nigeria. Therefore, the study 
recommends consideration of the above CG variables in making investment 
decision. 
 
Keywords: corporate governance, equity value multiple, principal component 
analysis, Nigerian Stock Exchange 
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ABSTRAK 
 

Kegagalan entiti korporat terus menarik perhatian pelbagai pihak berkepentingan di 
seluruh dunia. Akibat daripada masalah ini, banyak negara telah mengeluarkan garis 
panduan Tadbir Urus Korporat (CG). Sebahagian daripada objektif garis panduan ini 
adalah untuk meningkatkan nilai firma. Di Nigeria, garis panduan yang sama, yang 
dikenali sebagai kod CG, telah diisukan untuk organisasi korporat bagi memastikan 
amalan negara selari dengan amalan terbaik global. Namun, para penyelidik, 
penganalisa pelaburan, dan pihak berkepentingan yang lain terus mempertikai sama 
ada mekanisme tadbir urus meningkatkan nilai pemegang saham. Di satu pihak, 
terdapat syor bahawa amalan tadbir urus firma perlu dipertimbangkan sebelum 
membuat keputusan pelaburan, sementara pihak lain mengatakan bahawa amalan 
tadbir urus tidak penting di Nigeria. Bagi menangani masalah ini, kajian ini secara 
empirikal mengkaji kesan lapan pemboleh ubah tadbir urus korporat ke atas nilai 
ekuiti pelbagai (EVM) firma Nigeria. Kajian ini menggunakan data daripada 100 
syarikat yang disenaraikan di Bursa Saham Nigeria (NSE) bagi tempoh 2009-2013. 
Kajian ini menggunakan Generalized Method of Moment (GMM) untuk 
menganggarkan regresi kerana masalah endogeniti antara pemboleh ubah. Kajian ini 
juga menggunakan kaedah Analisis Komponen Utama (PCA) untuk menjana EVM 
firma daripada empat pengganda penilaian ekuiti. Keputusan kajian mendedahkan 
hubungan positif yang signifikan antara saiz lembaga, kebebasan lembaga, 
kepelbagaian jantina lembaga, kebebasan jawatankuasa audit, pegangan saham 
pengurusan, dan pendedahan maklumat tadbir urus korporat pada aras keertian 1%. 
Kajian ini menyumbang kepada pemahaman tentang hubungan tadbir-ekuiti dengan 
memeriksa  beberapa pembolehubah tadbir urus korporat. Seterusnya, keputusan 
kajian ini memberi maklum balas untuk pengamal dan pembuat dasar tentang 
kepentingan tadbir urus korporat terhadap keputusan pelaburan di Nigeria. Oleh itu, 
kajian ini mencadangkan bahawa pembolehubah CG dipertimbangkan dalam 
membuat keputusan pelaburan 
 
Kata kunci: tadbir urus korporat, nilai ekuiti pelbagai, analisis komponen utama, 
Bursa Saham Nigeria.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of Study 

Equity and debt are the two sources of business financing across the globe. Equity 

refers to the excess residual interest of an enterprise asset after liabilities are 

deducted (Pope & Puxty, 1991). Equity financing through the issuance of shares to 

investors appears to be the most preferred source when either starting or expanding a 

business. This is explained by the fact that companies can easily raise the required 

amount of capital and avoid costs such as high interest rates of business financing 

through debt. Srinivasan and Phansalkar (2003) documented that financing company 

through equity is more attractive and preferred compared to financing through debts, 

because the claim of providers of equity is only on the residual value.  

The most common methods of valuing equity are the valuation multiples (Milicevic, 

2009). Valuation multiples simply refer to the expression of firm equity market 

values in relationship to important indicators such as the price-to-book value that are 

assumed to have a relationship with those values (Suozzo, Copper, Sutherland, & 

Deng, 2001). Valuation multiples are widely used in research reports and stock 

recommendations for both the buying and selling of equity shares by investment 

analysts. Valuation multiples are also used by investors to assesses firms seeking an 

initial public offering (Schreiner, 2007). Valuation multiples are used to supplement 



The contents of 

the thesis is for 

internal user 

only 



207 

 

REFERENCES 

Abbott, L. J., Park, Y., & Parker, S. (2000). The effects of audit committee activity 

and independence on corporate fraud. Managerial Finance, 26, 55–68. 

doi:10.1108/03074350010766990 

Abdullah, S. N., Ku Ismail, K. N. I., & Nachum, L. (2016). Does having women on 

boards create value? The impact of societal perceptions and corporate 

governance in emerging markets. Strategic Management Journal, 37(3), 466–

476. 

Adams, R. B. (2015). Women on Boards: The Superheroes of Tomorrow? Working 

Paper, University of New South Wales, November, 2, 1–54.  

Adams, R. B., & Ferreira, D. (2004). Gender diversity in the boardroom (No. SE-

113 83). Finance Working Paper. Stockholm, Sweden. 

Adams, R. B., & Ferreira, D. (2009). Women in the boardroom and their impact on 

governance and performance. Journal of Financial Economics, 94, 291–309. 

doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2008.10.007 

Adams, R., & Mehran, H. (2003). Is corporate governance different for bank holding 

companies? Economic Policy Review, April, 123–142. 

Aebi, V., Sabato, G., & Schmid, M. (2011). Risk management , corporate 

governance , and bank performance in the financial crisis. Journal of Banking 

and Finance, xxx, 1–14. doi:10.1016/j.jbankfin.2011.10.020 

Agrawal, A., & Knoeber, C. R. (1996). Firm performance and mechanisms to control 

agency problems between managers and shareholders. Journal of Financial and 

Quantitative Analysis, 31, 377–398. doi:10.2307/2331397 



 

 

 208 

Agrawal, A., & Knoeber, C. R. (1998). Managerial compensation and the threat of 

takeover. Journal of Financial Economics, 47, 219–239. 

Agrawal, A., & Walkling, R. A. (1992). Executive careers and compensation 

surrounding takeover bids. The Journal of Finance, XLIX, 985–1015. 

Ahn, S. C., & Schmidt, P. (1998). Estimation of linear panel data models using 

GMM. In Estimation of Linear Panel Data Models Using GMM (pp. 1–40). 

Akhtaruddin, M., Hossain, M., & Yao, L. (2009). Corporate governance and 

voluntary disclosure in corporate annual reports of Malaysian listed firms. 

Journal of Applied Management Accounting Research, 7, 1–19. 

Al-Haddad, W. M. ., Alzurqan, S. T., & Al-Sufy, F. J. (2011). The effect of 

corporate governance on the performance of Jordanian industrial companies : 

An empirical study on Amman Stock Exchange. International Journal of 

Humanities and Social Science, 1(4), 55–69. 

Ali, A., Chen, T., & Radhakrishnan, S. (2007). Corporate disclosures by family 

firms. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 44, 238–286. 

doi:10.1016/j.jacceco.2007.01.006 

Ali, A., & Zhang, W. N. (2014). CEO tenure and earnings management. Journal of 

Accounting & Economics, 59(1), 60–79. doi:DOI 

10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.11.004 

Alimehmeti, G., & Paletta, A. (2014). Corporate Governance Indexes : The 

Confounding Effects of Using Different Measures. Journal of Applied 

Economics and Business Research, 4(1), 64–79. 



 

 

 209 

Al-Smadi, A. A., Mond-Saleh, N., & Ibrahim, I. (2013). Corporate governance 

mechanisms , privatization method and the performance of privatized 

companies in Jordan. Asian Journal of Accounting and Governance, 4, 31–50. 

Ammann, M., Oesch, D., & Schmid, M. M. (2011). Corporate governance and firm 

value : International evidence. Journal of Empirical Finance, 18, 36–55. 

doi:10.1016/j.jempfin.2010.10.003 

Amran, N. A., & Che Ahmad, A. (2009). Family business, board dynamics and firm 

value: Evidence from Malaysia. Journal of Financial Reporting & Accounting, 

7, 53–74. doi:10.1108/19852510980000641 

Andres, P. de, & Vallelado, E. (2008). Corporate governance in banking: The role of 

the board of directors. Journal of Banking & Finance, 32(12), 2570–2580. 

doi:10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.05.008 

Anthony, K.-C. (2007). Corporate governance and shareholder value maximization: 

An African perspective. African Development Review, 19, 350–367. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-8268.2007.00165.x 

Aras, G., & Yilmaz, M. K. (2008). Price-earnings ratio, dividend yield, and market-

to-book ratio to predict return on stock market: Evidence from the emerging 

markets. Journal of Global Business and Technology, 4, 18–31. 

Arcay, B. M. R., & Vazquez, M. M. F. (2005). Corporate characteristics, governance 

rules and the extent of voluntary disclosure in Spain. Advances in Accounting, 

21, 299–331. doi:10.1016/S0882-6110(05)21013-1 

Arellano, M., & Bond, S. (1991). Some Tests of Specification for Panel Data: Monte 



 

 

 210 

Carlo Evidence and an Application to Employment Equations. Review of 

Economic Studies, 58(2), 277. doi:10.2307/2297968 

Arun, T. G., Almahrog, Y. E., & Ali, A. Z. (2015). Female directors and earnings 

management: Evidence from UK companies. International Review of Financial 

Analysis, 39, 137–146. doi:10.1016/j.irfa.2015.03.002 

Ashton, D., Cooke, T., Tippett, M., & Wang, P. (2003). Linear information 

dynamics, aggregation, dividends and “dirty surplus” accounting (Vol. 1). 

Exeter, Bristol. 

Ayorinde, A. O., Toyin, A., & Leye, A. (2012). Evaluating the Effects of Corporate 

Governance on the Performance. Review of Contemporary Business Research, 

1(December), 32–42. 

Baek, J., Kang, J., & Park, S. K. (2004). Corporate governance and firm value: 

evidence from the Korean financial crisis. Journal of Financial Economics, 71, 

265–313. doi:10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00167-3 

Bainbridge, S. M. (1993). In defense of the shareholder wealth maximization norm: 

A reply to Professor Green. Washington and Lee Law Review, 50, 1423–1450. 

Baker, G. P. (1988). Discussion of an analysis of the use of accounting and market 

measures of performance in executive compensation contracts. Journal of 

Accounting Research, 25, 126–130. 

Baker, H. K., Powell, G. E., & Weaver, D. G. (1999). Does NYSE listing affect firm 

visibility? Financial Management, 28, 46–54. 

Baltagi, B. H. (2005). Econometric Analysis of Panel Data. John Wiley & Sons Ltd, 



 

 

 211 

The Atrium, Southern Gate, Chichester, West Sussex PO19 8SQ, England. 

Barney, J. A. Y. B. (1986). Types of competition and the theory of strategy: Toward 

an integrative framework. Academy of Management Review, 11, 791–800. 

Barniv, R. R. (2009). Where corporate governance and financial analysts affect 

valuation. Journal of International Financial Management and Accounting, 20, 

240–285. 

Bartlett, J. E., Kotrlik, J. W., & Higgins, C. C. (2001). Organizational research: 

determining appropriate sample size in survey research. Information 

Technology, Learning, and Performance Journal, 19, 43–50. 

Bassey, N. E., Arene, C. J., & Okpukpara, B. C. (2014). Determinants of capital 

structure of listed agro firms in Nigeria. Economic Affairs, 59, 35–47. 

Bathala, C. T., & Rao, R. P. (1995). The determinants of board composition: An 

agency theory perspective. Managerial and Decision Economics, 16, 59–69. 

Bauer, R., Frijns, B., Otten, R., & Tourani-Rad, A. (2008). The impact of corporate 

governance on corporate performance: Evidence from Japan. Pacific-Basin 

Finance Journal, 16, 236–251. doi:10.1016/j.pacfin.2007.05.001 

Baysinger, B. D., & Butler, H. (1985). Corporate governance and the board of 

directors: Performance effects of changes in board composition. Journal of Law, 

Economics, & Organization, 1, 101–124. 

Bazerman, M. A. X. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1983). A limited rationality model of 

interlocking directorates. Academy of Management Review, 8, 206–217. 

Beasley, M. S. (1996). An empirical analysis of the relation between the board of 



 

 

 212 

directors compensation and financial statement fraud. Accounting Review, 71, 

443–465. 

Beck, T., Demirguc-Kunt, & Maksimovic, V. (2005). Financial and legal constraints 

to growth: Does firm size matter ? Journal of Finance, LX, 138–179. 

Becker, T. E. (2005). Potential problems in the statistical control of variables in 

organizational research: A qualitative analysis with recommendations. 

Organizational Research Methods, 8, 274–289. 

doi:10.1177/1094428105278021 

Bellone, F., Musso, P., Nesta, L., & Quere, M. (2008). Market selection along the 

firm life cycle. Industrial and Corporate Change, 17, 753–777. 

doi:10.1093/icc/dtn025 

Berger, P. G., Ofek, E. L. I., & Yermack, D. L. (1997). Managerial entrenchment 

and capital structure decisions. The Journal of Finance, LII, 1411–1438. 

Bhagat, S., & Black, B. (2002). The non-correlation between board independence 

and long-term firm performance. The Journal of Corporation Law, Winter, 231–

273. 

Bhagat, S., & Black, B. S. (1998). The non-correlation between board independence 

and long-term firm performance (No. NO.185). SSRN Electronic Journal. 

doi:10.2139/ssrn.133808 

Bhagat, S., & Bolton, B. (2008). Corporate governance and firm performance. 

Journal of Corporate Finance, 14, 257–273. doi:10.1016/j.jcorp 

Bhasin, M. (2012). ―Voluntary‖ corporate governance disclosures made in the 



 

 

 213 

annual reports: An empirical study. International Journal of Management & 

Innovation, 4(1), 46–67. doi:10.5923/j.ijfa.20130204.02 

Black, B. (2001). The corporate governance behavior and market value of Russian 

firms. Emerging Markets Review, 2, 89–108. doi:10.1016/S1566-

0141(01)00012-7 

Black, B. S., de Carvalho, A. G., & Gorga, É. (2012). What matters and for which 

firms for corporate governance in emerging markets? Evidence from Brazil (and 

other BRIK countries). Journal of Corporate Finance, 18, 934–952. 

doi:10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2011.10.001 

Black, B. S., Jang, H., & Kim. (2006). Does corporate governance predict firms ‘ 

market values ? Evidence from Korea. The Journal of Law, Economics, & 

Organization, 22, 366–413. 

Black, B. S., & Khanna, V. S. (2007). Can corporate governance reforms increase 

firm Market values? event study evidence from India. Journal of Empirical 

Legal Studies, 4, 749–796. doi:10.1111/j.1740-1461.2007.00106.x 

Black, B. S., Love, I., & Rchinsky, A. (2005). Corporate governance and firms ’ 

market values : Time teries evidence from Russia. The World Bank Policy 

Research Working Paper No. xxxx 

Blundell, R., & Bond, S. (1998). Initial conditions and moment restrictions in 

dynamic panel data models. Journal of Econometrics, 87(1), 115–143. 

doi:10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00009-8 

Blundell, R., Bond, S., & Windmeijer, F. (2010). Estimation in dynamic panel data 



 

 

 214 

models: improving on the performance of the standard GMM estimator. Stata 

Journal, 10(3), 288–308.  

Boone, A. L., Casares, F. L., Karpoff, J. M., & Raheja, C. G. (2007). The 

determinants of corporate board size and composition: An empirical analysis. 

Journal of Financial Economics, 85(1), 66–101. 

doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.05.004 

Bordean, O., Lucian, C. E., & Cristiana, P. Z. (2000). A multi-theory approach of the 

strategic role of boards. Studies in Business and Economics, 44, 43–52. 

Brambila-Macias, J., & Massa, I. (2010). The global financial crisis and sub-saharan 

Africa: The effects of slowing private capital inflows on growth. African 

Development Review, 22, 366–377. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8268.2010.00251.x 

Brammer, S., Millington, A., & Pavelin, S. (2007). Gender and ethnic diversity 

among UK corporate boards. Corporate Governance, 15, 393–403. 

Brick, I. E., & Chidambaran, N. K. (2010). Board meetings, committee structure, and 

firm value. Journal of Corporate Finance, 16(4), 533–553. 

doi:10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.06.003 

Brick, I. E., Palmon, O., & Wald, J. K. (2006). CEO compensation, director 

compensation, and firm performance: Evidence of cronyism? Journal of 

Corporate Finance, 12, 403–423. doi:10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2005.08.005 

Brickley, J. A., Coles, J. L., & Jarrell, G. (1997). Leadership structure: Separating 

the CEO and chairman of the board. Journal of Corporate Finance, 3, 189–220. 

Brickley, J. A., Coles, J. L., & Terry, R. L. (1994). Outside directors and the 



 

 

 215 

adoption of poison pills: business source. Journal of Financial Economics, 35, 

371–390. 

Brooks, C. (2008). Introductory econometrics for finance. The Edinburgh Building, 

Cambridge CB2 8RU, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Bruno, V., & Claessens, S. (2010). Corporate governance and regulation: Can there 

be too much of a good thing? Journal of Financial Intermediation, 19, 461–482. 

doi:10.1016/j.jfi.2009.10.001 

Bushman, R. M., & Smith, A. J. (2001). Financial accounting information and 

corporate governance. Journal of Accounting and Economics (Vol. 32). 

doi:10.1016/S0165-4101(01)00027-1 

Byard, D., Li, Y., & Weintrop, J. (2006). Corporate governance and the quality of 

financial analysts ‘ information. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 25, 

609–625. doi:10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2006.07.003 

Byrd, J. W., & Hickman, K. A. (1992). Do outside directors monitor managers? 

Journal of Financial Economics, 32, 195–221. doi:10.1016/0304-

405X(92)90018-S 

C.B.N. (2006). Central bank of Nigeria code of corporate governance for banks in 

Nigeria, post consolidation. 

Cadbury. (1992). Cadbury report on the financial aspects of corporate governance. 

UK. 

Campbell, J. C., & Wasley, E. C. (1999). Stock-based incentive contracts and 

managerial performance: The case of Ralston Purina Company. Journal of 



 

 

 216 

Financial Economics, 51, 195–217. 

Campbell, K., & Minguez Vera, A. (2010). Female board appointments and firm 

valuation : short and long-term effects. Journal of Management & Governance, 

14, 37–59. doi:10.1007/s10997-009-9092-y 

Campbell, K., & Mínguez-Vera, A. (2007). Gender diversity in the boardroom and 

firm financial performance. Journal of Business Ethics, 83, 435–451. 

doi:10.1007/s10551-007-9630-y 

Carter, D. A., Simkins, B. J., & Simpson, W. G. (2003). Corporate governance , 

board diversity , and firm value. The Financial Review, 38, 33–54. 

doi:doi:10.1111/j.1467-8683.2008.00662.x 

Chan, K. C., & Li, J. (2008). Audit committee and firm value: evidence on outside 

top executives as expert-independent directors. Corporate Governance: An 

International Review, 16, 16–31. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8683.2008.00662.x 

Chapple, L., & Humphrey, J. E. (2013). Does board gender diversity have a financial 

impact? Evidence using stock portfolio performance. Journal of Business 

Ethics., 23, 1–46. 

Che Haat, M. H., Abdul Rahman, R., & Mahenthiran, S. (2008). Corporate 

governance , transparency and performance of Malaysian companies. 

Managerial Auditing Journal, 23, 744–778. doi:10.1108/02686900810899518 

Chen, K. H., & Shimerda, T. A. (1981). An empirical analysis of useful financial 

ratios. Financial Management, Spring, 51–63. 

Chen, Z., Cheung, Y. T., Stouraitis, A., & Wong, A. W. S. (2005). Ownership 



 

 

 217 

concentration , firm performance , and dividend policy in Hong Kong. Pacific-

Basin Finance Journal, 13, 431–449. doi:10.1016/j.pacfin.2004.12.001 

Cheng, I. H., Hong, H., & Scheinkman, J. A. (2015). Yesterday‘s heroes: 

compensation and risk at financial firms. Journal of Finance, 70(2), 839–879. 

doi:10.1111/jofi.12225 

Chiang, H. (2005). An empirical study of corporate governance and corporate 

performance. Journal of American Academy of Business, Cambridge, 6, 95–

101. 

Chiu, S. Y., & Ho, J. S. Y. (2015). Local vs. global brands: country-of-origin‘s effect 

on consumer-based brand equity among status-seekers. Journal of Economics 

and Behavioral Studies (JEBS)2, 7(3), 6–13. 

Choi, T., Robertson, J. C., & Rupasingha, A. (2013). High-Growth firms in Georgia 

(No. 2013-20). Atlanta, USA. 

Christensen, J., Kent, P., Routledge, J., & Stewart, J. (2015). Do corporate 

governance recommendations improve the performance and accountability of 

small listed companies ? Accounting and Finance, 55(May 2013), 133–164. 

doi:10.1111/acfi.12055 

Clifford, P., & Evans, R. (1997). Non-executive directors: A question of 

independence. Corporate Governance, 5, 224–231. doi:10.1111/1467-

8683.00064 

Collett, P., & Hrasky, S. (2005). Voluntary disclosure of corporate governance 

practices by listed Australian companies. Corporate Governance, 13, 188–196. 



 

 

 218 

Copp, S. F. (2006). The institutional architecture of UK corporate governance 

reform: An evaluation. Journal of Banking Regulation, 7, 41–63. 

doi:10.1057/palgrave.jbr.2340004 

Core, J. E., Holthausen, R. W., & Larcker, D. F. (1999). Corporate governance, chief 

executive officer compensation, and firm performance. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 51, 371–406. 

Corporate Governance: Some theory and implications. (1995). The Economic 

Journal, 105, 678–689. 

Coşkun, M., & Sayilir, O. (2012). Relationship between corporate governance and 

financial performance of Turkish companies. International Journal of Business 

and Social Science, 3, 59–64. 

Cotter, Shhdasanib, A., & Zennef, M. (1997). Do independent directors enhance 

target shareholder wealth during tender offers ? Joumal of Financial Economics, 

43, 195–218. 

Cotter, J., & Silvester, M. (2003). Board and monitoring committee independence. 

ABACUS, 39, 211–243. 

Croci, E., & Petrella, G. (2013). Price Changes Around Hedge Fund Trades: 

Disentangling Trading and Disclosure Effects. Journal of Management & 

Governance, 19(7), 1–31. doi:10.2139/ssrn.1951788 

Dadidson, W. N., Rosenstein, S., & Sundaram, S. (2002). An Empirical analysis of 

cancelled mergers , board composition and ownership structure. Applied 

Financial Economics, 12, 485–491. 



 

 

 219 

Daily, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (1992). The relationship between governance structure 

and corporate performance in entrepreneurial firms. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 7, 375–386. doi:10.1016/0883-9026(92)90014-I 

Daines, R. (2001). Does Delaware law improve firm value? Journal of Financial 

Economics, 62, 525–558. 

Dalton, D. A. N. R., Daily, C. M., Johnson, J. L., & Ellstrand, A. E. (1999). Number 

of directors and financial performance: A meta-analysis. Academy of 

Management Journal, 42, 674–687. 

Damodaran, A. (2006a). Multiples valuation method. Foundations and Trends in 

Finance, 1, 693–784. doi:10.1561/0500000013 

Damodaran, A. (2006b). Valuation approaches and metrics: A survey of the theory 

and evidence. Working Paper Series, Stern School of Business. New York 

City‘s Greenwich Village. 

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Donaldson, L. (1997). Toward a stewardship 

theory of management. The Academy of Management Review, 22, 20–47. 

Davis-Friday, P. Y., Eng, L. L., & Liu, C.-S. (2006). The effects of the Asian crisis, 

corporate governance and accounting system on the valuation of book value and 

earnings. The International Journal of Accounting, 41, 22–40. 

doi:10.1016/j.intacc.2005.12.002 

De Angelo, L. E. (1990). Equity valuation control and corporate control. The 

Accounting Review, 65, 93–112. 

Dechow, P. M., Sloan, R. G., & Sweeney, A. P. (1996). Causes and consequences of 



 

 

 220 

earnings manipulation: An analysis of firms subject to enforcement actions by 

the SEC. Contemporary Accounting Research, 13, 1–36. 

Dedman, E. (2004). Discussion of reactions of the London Stock Exchange to 

company trading statement announcements. Journal of Business Finance & 

Accounting, 31, 37–48. 

Delgado-garcía, J. B., Quevedo-puente, E. De, & Fuente-sabaté, J. M. De. (2010). 

The Impact of Ownership Structure on Corporate Reputation : Evidence From 

Spain. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(6), 540–556. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00818.x 

Demsetz, H., & Lehn, K. (1985). The structure of corporate ownership: causes and 

consequences. Journal of Political Economy, 93, 1155–1177. 

Denis, D. J., Denis, D. K., & Sarin, A. (1997). Ownership structure and top 

executive turnover. Jourwl of Financial Economics, 45, 1–29. 

Dezso, C. L., & Ross, D. G. (2012). Does female representation in top management 

improve firm performance? A panel data investigation. Strategic Management 

Journal, 33, 1072–1089. doi:10.1002/smj 

Di, R., Christos, P. Æ., Raonic, I., & Riccaboni, Æ. A. (2008). The effects of board 

size and ― busy‖ directors on the market value of Italian companies. Journal of 

Manage Governance, 12, 73–91. doi:10.1007/s10997-008-9044-y 

Dimitropoulos, P. E., & Asteriou, D. (2010). The effect of board composition on the 

informativeness and quality of annual earnings: Empirical evidence from 

Greece. Research in International Business and Finance, 24, 190–205. 



 

 

 221 

doi:10.1016/j.ribaf.2009.12.001 

Donaldson, L., & Davis, J. H. (1991). Stewardship theory or agency theory: CEO 

governance and shareholder returns. Australian Journal of Management, 16, 

49–65. 

Donker, H., Santen, B., & Zahir, S. (2009). Ownership structure and the likelihood 

of financial distress in the Netherlands. Applied Financial Economics, 19, 

1687–1696. doi:10.1080/09603100802599647 

Eisenberg, T., Sundgren, S., & Wells, M. T. (1998). Larger board size and 

decreasing firm value in small firms. Journal of Financial Economics, 48, 35–

54. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Making fast strategic decisions in high-velocity 

environments. Academy of Management Journal, 32, 543–576. 

doi:10.2307/256434 

Ejumudo, O. B. K. (2013). Gender equality and women empowerment in Nigeria: 

The desirability and inevitability of a pragmatic approach. Developing Country 

Studies, 3, 59–67. 

Elbadry, A., Gounopoulos, D., & Skinner, F. (2015). Governance quality and 

information asymmetry. Financial Markets, Institutions & Instruments, 24(2-3), 

127–157. doi:10.1111/fmii.12026 

Ellwood, S., & Garcia-Lacalle, J. (2015). The influence of presence and position of 

women on the boards of directors. Journal of Business Ethics., xxx, 1–50. 

Eng, L. L., & Mak, Y. T. (2003). Corporate governance and voluntary disclosure. 



 

 

 222 

Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 22, 325–345. doi:10.1016/S0278-

4254(03)00037-1 

Erhardt, N. L., Werbel, J. D., & Shrader, C. B. (2003). Board of director diversity 

and firm financial performance. Corporate Governance, 11, 102–111. 

Fama, E. F. (1980). Agency problem and the theory of the firm. Journal of Political 

Economy, 88, 288–307. 

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Agency problems and residual claims. Journal 

of Law and Economics, 26, 327–349. 

Farrell, K. A., & Hersch, P. L. (2005). Additions to corporate boards: the effect of 

gender. Journal of Corporate Finance, 11, 85–106. 

doi:10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2003.12.001 

Feltham, G. A., & Ohlson, J. A. (1995). Valuation and clean surplus accounting for 

operating and financial activities. Contemporary Accounting Research, 11, 756–

779. 

Fenwick, G. D., & Neal, D. J. (2001). Effect of gender composition on group 

performance. Gender, Work and Organization, 8(2), 1–21. 

Fich, E. M., & Shivdasani, A. (2006). Are busy boards effective monitors? Journal 

of Finance, LXI, 689–725. 

Fidrmuc, J. P., Goergen, M., & Renneboog, L. U. C. (2006). Insider trading, news 

releases, and ownership concentration. Journal of Finance, LXI, 2931–2973. 

Fields, M. A., & Keys, P. Y. (2003). The emergence of corporate governance from 

wall st. to main St.: outside directors , board diversity, earnings management, 



 

 

 223 

and managerial nncentives to bear risk. The Financial Review, 38, 1–24. 

Filatotchev, I., Toms, S., & Wright, M. (2006). The firm‘s strategic dynamics and 

corporate governance life-cycle. International Journal of Managerial Finance, 

2, 256–279. doi:10.1108/17439130610705481 

Flath, D., & Knoeber, C. R. (1985). Managerial shareholding. The Journal of 

Industrial Economics, XXXXIV, 93–100. 

Garvey, G. T., & Swan, P. L. (1994). The economics of corporate governance: 

Beyond the Marshallian firm. Journal of Corporate Finance, 1, 139–174. 

doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0929-1199(94)90001-9 

Gherghina, Ş. C. (2015). Corporate Governance Ratings and Firm Value : Empirical 

Evidence from the Bucharest Stock Exchange. International Journal of 

Economics and Financial Issues, 5(1), 97–110. 

Godfrey, J. M., & Koh, P. S. (2009). Goodwill impairment as a reflection of 

investment opportunities. Accounting and Finance, 49(1), 117–140. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-629X.2008.00272.x 

Goh, C. F. (2011). Equity valuation using multiples: An empirical study on 

plantation sector. A thesis, University of Gothenburg. University of 

Gothenburg. 

Gompers, P. A., Ishii, J. L., & Metrick, A. (2003). Corporate governance and equity 

prices. Quarterly Journal of Economics, February(Februay), 1–97. 

Goncharov, I., Werner, J. R., & Zimmermann, J. (2006). Does compliance with the 

German corporate governance code have an impact on stock valuation? An 



 

 

 224 

empirical analysis. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 14, 432–

445. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8683.2006.00516.x 

Goosstein, J., Gautam, K., & Boeker, W. (1994). Research notes and 

communications, The effects of board size and diversity on strategic change. 

Strategic Management Journal, 15, 241–250. 

Goyal, V. K., & Park, C. W. (2002). Board leadership structure and CEO turnover. 

Journal of Corporate Finance, 8, 49–66. doi:10.1016/S0929-1199(01)00028-1 

Grandmont, R., Grant, G., & Silva, F. (2004). Beyond the numbers corporate 

governance: Implication for investors beyond the numbers corporate 

governance: Implication for investors. Deutsche Bank Report (Vol. 2004). 

Guest, P. M. (2009). The impact of board size on firm performance: evidence from 

the UK. The European Journal of Finance, 15(4), 385–404. 

Gul, F. A., & Leung, S. (2004). Board leadership , outside directors expertise and 

voluntary corporate disclosures. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 23, 

351–379. doi:10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2004.07.001 

Gul, F. A., Srinidhi, B., & Ng, A. C. (2011). Does board gender diversity improve 

the informativeness of stock prices? Journal of Accounting and Economics, 51, 

314–338. doi:10.1016/j.jacceco.2011.01.005 

Guo, L., & Masulis, R. (2015). Board Structure and Monitoring : New Evidence 

from CEO Turnover. University of New South Wales (UNSW), Sydney, NSW 

2052, Australia 

Gupta, R., & Modise, M. P. (2012). Valuation ratios and stock return predictability 



 

 

 225 

in South Africa: Is It There? Emerging Markets Finance & Trade, 48, 70–82. 

doi:10.2753/REE1540-496X480104 

Hackenbrack, K., Jensen, K. L., Paynef, J. L., Austen, L., Cushing, B., Demski, J., 

Lund-, R. (2000). The effect of a bidding restriction on the audit services 

market. Journal of Accounting Research, 38, 355–376. 

Hall, B. J., & Liebman, J. B. (2000). The taxation of executive compensation. Tax 

Policy and the Economy, 14, 1–45. 

Haniffa, R. M., & Cooke, T. E. (2002). Culture , corporate overnance and disclosure 

in Malaysian corporations. ABACUS, 38, 317–349. 

Hashim, F., Mahadi, N. D., & Amran, A. (2015). Corporate governance and 

sustainability practices in Islamic Financial Institutions: The role of country of 

origin. Procedia Economics and Finance, 31(15), 36–43. doi:10.1016/S2212-

5671(15)01129-6 

Hassan, S. U. (2013). Financial reporting quality, does monitoring characteristics 

matter ? An empirical analysis of Nigerian manufacturing sector. The Business 

& Management Review, 3(2), 147–161. 

Healy, P. M. (1985). The effect of bonus schemes on accounting decisions. Journal 

of Accounting and Economics, 7, 85–107. doi:10.1016/0165-4101(85)90029-1 

Healy, P. M., & Palepu, K. G. (2001). Information asymmetry, corporate disclosure, 

and the capital markets: A review of the empirical disclosure literature. Journal 

of Accounting and Economics, 31, 405–440. 

Hermalin, B. B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (1998). Endogenously chosen boards of 



 

 

 226 

directors and their monitoring of the CEO. The American Economic Review, 88, 

96–118. 

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (1988). The determinants of board composition. 

The RAND Journal of Economics, 19, 589–606.  

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (1991). The effects of board composition and 

direct incentives on firm performance. Financial Management, 20, 101–112. 

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, W. S. (2001). Board of directors as endogenously 

determined institution: a survery of the economic literature (No. 8160) (Vol. 3). 

Cambridge. 

Hernandez, M. (2012). Toward an understanding of the psychology of stewardship. 

Academy of Management Review, 37, 172–193. doi:10.5465/amr.2010.0363 

Higgs report. (2003). The higgs working group for the workshop: Summary report. 

TeV Colliders‖, Les Houches, France. 

Hjelmstad, M., Marshall, A., & Walmsley, T. (2006). Open market share purchases 

in the UK: evidence on the agency theory of free cash flow. Applied Financial 

Economics Letters, 2, 383–387. doi:10.1080/17446540600706791 

Ho, S. S. M., & Wong, K. S. (2001). A study of the relationship between corporate 

governance structures and the extent of voluntary disclosure. Journal of 

International Accounting, 10, 139–156. 

Holm, C., & Schøler, F. (2010). Reduction of asymmetric information through 

corporate governance mechanisms - The importance of ownership dispersion 

and exposure toward the international capital market. Corporate Governance: 



 

 

 227 

An International Review, 18, 32–47. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00777.x 

Hsiao, C. (1985). Benefits and limitations of panel data. Econometric Reviews, 4, 

121–174. doi:10.1080/07474938508800078 

Hsiao, C. (2003). Analysis of panel data. The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge CB2 

2RU, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Hutcheson, G., & Sofroniou, N. (1999). The multivariate social scientist. 

Introductory statistics using generalized linear models. 

doi:10.4135/9780857028075 

Imanzadeh, P. (2014). Corporate governance and the relationship between EVA and 

created shareholder value. Applied Mathematics in Engineering, Management 

and Technology, 2(3), 94–102. 

Ishak, Z., & Abdul Manaf, N. A. (2013). Board of directors and corporate 

diversification in Malaysia. International Journal of Critical Accounting, 5, 

123–142. 

Isik, O., & Ince, A. R. (2016). Board size, board composition and performance : An 

investigation on Turkish banks. International Business Research, 9(2), 74–84. 

doi:10.5539/ibr.v9n2p74 

Ittner, C. D., & Larcker, D. F. (2001). Assessing empirical research in managerial 

accounting: a value-based management. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 

32, 349–410. 

Jean-Paul, P. (2005). Corporate governance and value creation. The Research 

Foundation of CFA Institute. United States of America. 



 

 

 228 

Jensen, M. C. (1993). The modern industrial revolution , exit , and the failure of 

internal control systems. Journal of Finance, XLVIII, 831–882. 

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: managerial behavior, 

agency costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3, 305 – 

360. doi:10.2139/ssrn.94043 

Jensen, M. C., & Murphy, K. J. (1990). Performance pay and top-management 

incentives. Journal of Political Economy, 98, 225–266. doi:10.1086/261677 

Jing Liu, Nissim, D., & Thomas, J. (2002). Equity valuation using multiples. Journal 

of Accounting Research, 40, 135–172. 

Julizaerma, M. K., & Sori, Z. M. (2012). Gender diversity in the boardroom and firm 

performance of Malaysian public listed companies. International Congress on 

Interdisciplinary Business and Social Science, 65, 1077–1085. 

doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.374 

Kamardi, H., & Haron, H. (2011). Internal corporate governance and board 

performance in monitoring roles Evidence from Malaysia. Journal of Financial 

Reporting and Accounting, 9(2), 119–140. 

Karamanou, I., & Vafeas, N. (2005). The association between corporate boards, 

audit committees, and management earnings forecasts: An empirical analysis. 

Journal of Accounting Research, 43, 453–486. doi:10.1111/j.1475-

679X.2005.00177.x 

Keloharju, M., & Kulp, K. (1996). Market-to-book ratios, equity retention, and 

management ownership in Finnish initial public offerings. Journal of Banking & 



 

 

 229 

Finance, 20, 1583–1599. 

Kenneth, A., Parrino, R., & Trapani, T. (1996). Outside directors and CEO selection. 

Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 31, 337–355. 

Kenton, B. (1995). What is a director ‘ s role ? Executive Development, 8, 16–18. 

Kesner, I. F. (1988). Directors ‘ characteristics and committee membership: an 

investigation of type, occupation, tenure, and gender. The Academy of 

Management Journal, 31, 66–84. 

Kesner, I. F., & Johnson, R. B. (1990). Research notes and communications: An 

investigation of the relationship between board composition and. Strategic 

Management Journa, 11, 327–336. 

Kiani, K. M., Chen, E. H., & Madjd-Sadjadi, Z. (2012). Financial factors and firm 

growth: evidence from financial data on Taiwanese firms. Quantitative Finance, 

12, 1299–1314. doi:10.1080/14697688.2011.556143 

Kiel, G. C., & Nicholson, G. J. (2003). Board composition and corporate 

performance: How the Australian experience informs contrasting theories of 

corporate governance. In Corporate Governance: An International Review (Vol. 

11, pp. 189–205). Brisbane, Australia. 

Kim, C. (1986). New books in review. Journal of Marketing Research, November, 

485–487. 

Klapper, L. F., & Love, I. (2004). Corporate governance, investor protection, and 

performance in emerging markets. Journal of Corporate Finance, 10, 703–728. 

doi:10.1016/S0929-1199(03)00046-4 



 

 

 230 

Klein, A. (2002a). Audit committee, board of director characteristics, and earnings 

management. Journal of Accounting and Economic, 33, 375–400. 

Klein, A. (2002b). Economic determinants of audit committee independence. The 

Accounting Review, 77, 435–452. 

Knyazeva, A., Knyazeva, D., & Masulis, R. (2013). The Supply of Corporate 

Directors and Board. Sydney, NSW 2052, Australia. doi:10.1093/rfs/hht020 

Kohl, N. (2009). Corporate governance and market valuation of publicly traded real 

estate companies. Book, Das vorliegende Buch wurde auf umweltfreundlichem 

Papier aus Germany. University of Regensburg. 

Ku Ismail, N. K. I ., & Abdul Manaf, K. B. (2016). Market reactions to the 

appointment of women to the boards of Malaysian firms. Journal of 

Multinational Financial Management, in press. 

Kula, V. (2005). The impact of the roles , structure and process of boards on firm 

performance: Evidence from Turkey. Corporate Governance, 13, 265–276. 

Kulkarni, S., & Ramamoorthy, N. (2011). Leader–member exchange, subordinate 

stewardship, and hierarchical governance. The International Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 22, 2770–2793. doi:10.1080/09585192.2011.599954 

Kuo, C.-Y., & Tswei, K. (2011). Does corporate governance influence equity value? 

An evidence from Taiwan electronic industry. The ¡nternational Journal of 

Finance, 22, 6525–6546. 

La Porta, R., Lopez-de-Silanes, F., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. (2000). Investor 

protection and corporate governance. Journal of Financial Economics, 58, 3–



 

 

 231 

27. doi:10.1016/S0304-405X(00)00065-9 

Lam, K. S. . (2002). The relationship between size, book-to-market equity ratio, 

earnings–price: Business Source. Global Finance Journal, 13, 163–180. 

Lambert, R. A., & Larcker, D. F. (1988). An analysis of the use of accounting and 

market measures of performance in executive compensation contracts. Joournal 

of Accounting Research, 25, 85–126. 

Lang, M., & Lundholmf, R. (1993). Cross-sectional beterminants of analyst ratings 

of corporate disclosures. Journal of Accounting Research, 31, 246–273. 

Larcker, D. F., Richardson, S. A., & Tuna, I. (2007). Corporate governance, 

accounting outcomes, and organizational performance. Accounting Review, 82, 

963–1008. 

Larmou, S., & Vafeas, N. (2010). The relation between board size and firm 

performance in firms with a history of poor operating performance. Journal of 

Management & Governance, 14, 61–85. doi:10.1007/s10997-009-9091-z 

Lee, S.-C., Lin, C.-T., & Chang, P.-T. (2011). An Ohlson valuation framework for 

valuing corporate governance: The case of Taiwan. Pacific-Basin Finance 

Journal, 19, 420–434. doi:10.1016/j.pacfin.2011.03.003 

Lehn, K., Patro, S., & Zhao, M. (2005). Governance indices and valuation multiples: 

which causes which? Working paper, Katz Graduate School of Business 

University of Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh. 

Lemmon, M. L., & Lins, K. V. (2003). Ownership structure , corporate governance , 

and firm value: Evidence from the East Asian financial crisis. The Journal of 



 

 

 232 

Finance, 58, 1445–1468. 

Letza, S., Sun, X., & Kirkbride, J. (2004). Shareholding versus stakeholding: A 

critical review of corporate governance. Corporate Governance, 12, 242–262. 

Li, M. L., Yang, T.-H., & Yu, S.-E. (2015). CEO Stock-Based Incentive 

Compensation and Firm Performance : A Quantile Regression Approach. 

Journal of International Financial Management & Accounting, 26(1), 39–71. 

doi:10.1111/jifm.12022 

Libby, R. (1975). Accounting ratios and the prediction of failure: Some behavioral 

evidence. Journal of Accounting Research, Spring, 150–163. 

Lin, J. W., Li, J. F., & Yang, J. S. (2006). The effect of audit committee performance 

on earnings quality. Managerial Auditing Journal, 21(9), 921–933. 

doi:10.1108/02686900610705019 

Linck, J., Netter, J., & Yang, T. (2008). The determinants of board structure. Journal 

of Financial Economics, 87, 308–328. doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2007.03.004 

Linck, J. S., Netter, J. M., Yang, T., Linck, J. S., Netter, J. M., & Yang, T. (2009). 

for Directors The Effects and Unintended Consequences of the Sarbanes-Oxley 

Act on the Supply and Demand for Directors. The Review of Financial Studies, 

22(8), 3287–3328. 

Lipton, M., & Lorsch, J. W. (1992). A modest proposal for improved corporate 

governance. Business Lawyer, 48, 59–78. 

LiPuma, J. a., Newbert, S. L., & Doh, J. P. (2011). The effect of institutional quality 

on firm export performance in emerging economies: a contingency model of 



 

 

 233 

firm age and size. Small Business Economics, 40, 817–841. 

doi:10.1007/s11187-011-9395-7 

Liu, C., Uchida, K., & Yang, Y. (2012). International review of financial analysis 

corporate governance and firm value during the global financial crisis : 

Evidence from China. International Review of Financial Analysis, 21, 70–80. 

doi:10.1016/j.irfa.2011.11.002 

Liu, J., Nissim, D., & Thomas, J. (2002). Equity valuation using multiples. Journal 

of Accounting Research, 40, 135–172. 

Liu, J., Nissim, D., & Thomas, J. (2007). Is cash flow king in valuations? Financial 

Analysts Journal, 63, 56–70. 

Loderer, C. (2002). Board overlap , seat accumulation and share prices. European 

Financial Management, 8, 165–192. 

Loderer, C., & Waelchli, U. (2009). Firm age and performance. In Finance 

Association Meetings in and SGF conference proceedings (pp. 1–44). Chicago, 

US. 

Lys, T., Naughton, J. P., & Wang, C. (2015). Signaling through corporate 

accountability reporting. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 60(1), 56–72. 

doi:10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.03.001 

Madalina, A. (2013). Corporate governance choices and post-IPO performance. 

University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam. 

Maher, M., & Andersson, T. (1999). Corporate governance: Effects on firm 

performance and economic growth. In Organisation for Economic Co-operation 



 

 

 234 

and Development Conference (pp. 1–51). Tilburg University Law and 

Economics CEindhoven, the Netherlands,. 

Mak, Y. T., & Kusnadi, Y. (2005). Does size really matters: Further evidence on the 

negative relationship between board size and firm value. Pacific-Basin Finance 

Journal, 13, 301–318. doi:10.1016/j.pacfin.2004.09.002 

Malik, S. U. (2012). Relationship between corporate governance score and stock 

prices: Evidence from KSE- 30 index companies. International Journal of 

Business and Social Science, 3, 239–249. 

Marinova, J., Plantenga, J., & Remery, C. (2010). Gender Diversity and Firm 

Performance: Evidence from Dutch and Danish Boardrooms. Utrech, 

Netherlands. 

Masulis, R. W., & Mobbs, S. (2011). Are all inside directors the same ? Evidence 

from the external directorship Market. The Journal of Finance, LXVI(3), 823–

872. 

Mat Rahim, S. R., Mahat, F., Md Nassir, A., & Yahya, M. H. D. H. (2015). Re-

thinking: Risk governance? Procedia Economics and Finance, 31(December 

2014), 689–698. doi:10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01157-0 

McConnell, J. J., & Servaes, H. (1990). Additional evidence on equity ownership 

and corporate value. Journal of Financial Economics, 27, 595–612. 

doi:10.1016/0304-405X(90)90069-C 

Meek, G. K., Roberts, C. B., & Gray, S. J. (1995). Factors influencing voluntary 

annual report disclosures by U.S., U.K. and continental European multinational 



 

 

 235 

corporations. Journal of International Business Studies, 26, 555–572. 

Mehran, H. (1995). Executive compensation structure, ownership, and firm 

performance Wallace. Journal of Financial Economics, 38, 163–184. 

Méon, P.-G., & Sekkat, K. (2013). The formal and informal institutional framework 

of capital accumulation. Journal of Comparative Economics, 43 (June), 754–

771. doi:10.1016/j.jce.2014.07.001 

Milicevic, M. S. B. (2009). The standard multiples valuation method and its 

criticism. “economic themes” university NIS faculty of economic" economic 

(Vol. XLVII). Trg kralja Aleksandra Ujedinitelja. 

Miller, K. D., & Bromiley, P. (1990). Strategic risk and corporate performance: An 

analysis of alternative risk measures. Academy of Management Journal, 33, 

756–779. 

Miller, T., & Triana, M. del C. (2009). Demographic diversity in the boardroom: 

Mediators of the board diversity – firm performance relationship. Journal of 

Management Studies, 45, 755–788. 

Mitton, T. (2002). A cross-firm analysis of the impact of corporate governance on 

the East Asian financial crisis. Journal of Financial Economics, 64, 215–241. 

doi:10.1016/S0304-405X(02)00076-4 

Morck, R., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1988). Management ownership and 

market valuation. Journal of Financial Economics, 20, 293–315. 

doi:10.1016/0304-405X(88)90048-7 

Morey, M., Gottesman, A., Baker, E., & Godridge, B. (2009). Does better corporate 



 

 

 236 

governance result in higher valuations in emerging markets? Another 

examination using a new data set. Journal of Banking & Finance, 33, 254–262. 

doi:10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.07.017 

Mosley, L., & Singer, D. A. (2008). Taking stock seriously: Equity-market 

government financial policy, and financial globalization. International Studies 

Quarterly, 52, 405–425. 

Mura, R. (2007). Firm performance: Do non-executive directors have minds of their 

own? evidence from UK panel data. Financial Management, 36 (Autumn), 81–

112. doi:10.1111/j.1755-053X.2007.tb00082.x 

Mustapha, M., & Che Ahmad, A. (2011). Agency theory and managerial ownership : 

evidence from Malaysia. Managerial Auditing Journal, 26 (5), 419–436. 

doi:10.1108/02686901111129571 

Muth, M., & Donaldson, L. (1998). Stewardship theory and board structure: a 

contingency approach. Corporate Governance, 6, 5–28. doi:10.1111/1467-

8683.00076 

N.S.E. (2012). Nigerian Stcok Exchange. Annual Report & accounts. Lagos, Nigeria. 

NAICOM. (2009). National insurance commission code of good corporate 

governance for the insurance industry in Nigeria. Lagos, Nigeria. 

Nair, V. B., & Cremers, K. J. M. (2005). Governance mechanisms and equity prices. 

The Journal of Finance, LX, 2859–2895. 

Nikolaev, V. V. (2010). Debt covenants and accounting conservatism. Journal of 

Accounting Research, 48(1), 137–175. doi:10.1111/j.1475-679X.2009.00359.x 



 

 

 237 

NTWG. (2009). Report of the vision 2020 on national technical working group on 

corporate governance & corporate social responsibility in Nigeria. Abuja, 

Nigeria. 

Nur‘ainny, R., Nurcahyo, B., Kurniasih, A. S., & Sugiharti, B. (2013). 

Implementation of good corporate governance and its impact on corporate 

performance: The mediation role of firm size ( empirical study from Indonesia ). 

Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal, 5, 91–

104. 

Ohlson, J. A. (1995). Eeanings, book values, and dividends in equity valuation. 

Contemporary Accounting Research, 11, 661–687. 

Ohlson, J. A. (2001). Eamings , book values , and dividends in equity valuation: An 

empirical perspective. Contemporary Accounting Research, 18, 107–122. 

Okike, E. N. M. (2007). Corporate governance in Nigeria: the status quo. Corporate 

Governance: An International Review, 15, 173–193. doi:10.1111/j.1467-

8683.2007.00553.x 

Ong, C. H., & Lee, S. H. (1996). Board functions and firm performance: A review 

and directions for future research. Singapore. 

Owusu-ansah, S. (1998). The impact of corporate attributes on the extent of 

mandatory disclosure and reporting by listed companies in Zimbabwe. The 

International Journal of Accounting, 33, 605–631. 

Pagano, P., & Schivardi, F. (2003). Firm size distribution and growth. Scandinavian 

Journal of Economics, 105, 255–274. 



 

 

 238 

Pandey, A. (2013). Investment in Indian sectors: price multiple perspective. 

Management Case, 17, 169–173. doi:10.1177/0972262912484993 

Passamani, G., Tamborini, R., & Tomaselli, M. (2015). Sustainability vs credibility 

of fiscal consolidation. The Journal of Risk Finance, 16(3), 321–343. 

doi:10.1108/JRF-11-2014-0163 

Peasnell, K. V, Pope, P. ., & Young, S. (2005). Board monitoring and earnings 

management: Do outside directors influence abnormal Accruals? Journal of 

Business Finance & Accounting, 32, 1311–1346. 

Pech, C. O. T., Noguera, M., & White, S. (2015). Financial ratios used by equity 

analysts in Mexico and stock returns. Contaduría Y Administración, 60(3), 578–

592. doi:10.1016/j.cya.2015.02.001 

Penman, S. H. (1996). The articulation of price-earnings ratios and market-to-book 

ratios and the evaluation of growth. Journal of Accounting Research, 34, 235–

259. 

Penman, S. H. (1997). Combining Earnings and Book Value in Equity Valuation. 

Working Paper, Haas School of Business University of California, Berkeley, 

(April 1996), 1–38. 

Penman, S. H. (2006). Valuation, capital budgeting, and value-based management. 

Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 18, 1–10. 

Perry, T., & Zenner, M. (2001). Pay for performance? government regulation and the 

structure of compensation contracts. Journal of Financial Economics, 62, 453–

488. 



 

 

 239 

Phan, P. H. (2001). Corporate governance in the newly emerging economies. Asia 

Pacific Journal of Management, 18, 131–136. 

Pope, P. F., & Puxty, G. (1991). What is equity? New financial instruments in the 

interstices between the law , accounting and economics. Law and Accountancy, 

54, 889–911. 

Poshakwalea, S., & Courtisb, J. K. (2005). Disclosure evidence level from and cost 

of equity capital: The banking industry. Managerial and Decision Economics, 

26, 431–444. doi:10.1002/mde.l256 

Rechner, P. L., & Dalton, D. A. N. R. (1990). Research notes and communications 

CEO duality and organizational performance: A longitudinal analysis. Strategic 

Management Journal, 12, 155–160. 

Rose, C. (2007). Does female board representation influence firm performance? The 

Danish evidence. Corporate Governance, 15, 404–413. 

Rosen, S. (1982). Authority, Control, and the Distribution of Earnings. The Bell 

Journal of Economics, 13, 311–323. 

Rosentein, S., & Wyatt, J. G. (1997). Inside directors , board effectiveness , and 

shareholder wealth. Journal of Financial Economics, 44, 229–250. 

Ryan, H. E., & Wiggins, R. a. (2004). Who is in whose pocket? Director 

compensation, board independence, and barriers to effective monitoring. 

Journal of Financial Economics, 73, 497–524. 

doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2003.11.002 

S.E.C. (2011). Code of corporate governance for listed firms- SEC Abuja-Nigeria. 



 

 

 240 

Salomons, R. (2008). A theoretical and practical perspective on the equity risk 

premium. Journal of Economic Surveys, 22, 299–329. 

Sanda, A., Mikailu, S. A., & Garba, T. (2005). Corporate governance mechanisms 

and firm financial performance in Nigeria. In The African Economic Research 

Consortium Nairobi, Kenya (pp. 1–47). 

Sanusi, L. S. (2010). Global financial meltdown and the reforms in the nigerian 

banking sector . Central Bank of Nigeria Stability Report  

Sanusi, L. S. (2011). The impact of the global financial crisis on the Nigerian capital 

market and the reforms. Central Bank of Nigeria Report 

Schreiner, A. (2007). Equity valuation using multiples: An empirical investigation. 

University of St.Gallen Graduate-Austria. 

Sehgal, S., & Pandey, A. (2010). Equity valuation using price multiples: evidence 

from India. Asian Academy of Management Journal of Accounting and Finance, 

6, 89–108. 

Sehgal, S., & Tripathi, V. (2003). Size effect in indian stock market: some empirical 

evidence. The Journal of Business Perspective, 9, 28–45. 

Shalit, S. S., & Sankar, U. (1977). The measurement of firm size. The Review of 

Economics and Statistics, 59, 290–298. 

Sharma, V. D., & Kuang, C. (2014). Voluntary audit committee characteristics, 

incentives, and aggressive earnings management: Evidence from New Zealand. 

International Journal of Auditing, 18(1), 76–89. doi:10.1111/ijau.12013 

Sheu, H., & Lee, S. (2012). Excess cash holdings and investment: the moderating 



 

 

 241 

roles of financial constraints and managerial entrenchment. Accounting and 

Finance, 52(September 2011), 287–310. doi:10.1111/j.1467-

629X.2012.00500.x 

Shivdasani, A. (1993). Board composition, ownership structure, and hostile 

takeovers. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 16, 167–198. 

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1989). Management entrenchment. Journal of 

Financial Economics, 25, 123–139. doi:10.1016/0304-405X(89)90099-8 

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1997). A survey of corporate governance. Journal of 

Finance, LII, 737–783. 

Short, H., & Keasey, K. (1999). Managerial ownership and the performance of firms: 

Evidence from the UK. Journal of Corporate Finance, 5, 70–101. 

Singhvi, S. S., & Desai, H. B. (1997). An empirical analysis of the quality of 

corporate financial disclosure. Accounting Review, january, 129–140. 

Smith, K. G., Smith, K. A., Henry P. Sims, J., O‘Bannon, D. P., & Scully, J. A. 

(1994). Top management team demography and process: The role of social 

integration and communication. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, 412 440. 

doi:10.2307/2393297 

Smith, N., Smith, V., & Verner, M. (2006). Do women in top management affect 

firm performance? A panel study of 2,500 Danish firms. International Journal 

of Productivity and Performance Managemen, 55, 569–593. 

doi:10.1108/17410400610702160 

Srinivasan, R., & Phansalkar, S. . (2003). Residual claims in co-operatives: design 



 

 

 242 

issues. Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 73, 365–395. 

Staubus, G. J. (1959). The residual equity point of view in accounting. The 

Accounting Review, 34, 3–13. 

Strier, F. (2005). Conflicts of interest in corporate governance. Journal of Corporate 

Citizenship, 19, 79–90. 

Stulz, R. (1988). Managerial control of voting rights. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 20, 25–54. doi:10.1016/0304-405X(88)90039-6 

Sundaramurthy, C. (2000). Antitakeover provisions and shareholder value 

implications: A review and a contingency framework. Journal of Management, 

26, 1005–1030. doi:10.1177/014920630002600501 

Sunday, O. (2008). Corporate governance and firm performance: The case of 

Nigerian listed firms. European Journal of Economics, Finance and 

Administrative Sciences, 14, 16–29. 

Suozzo, P., Copper, S., Sutherland, G., & Deng, Z. (2001). Valuation multiples: A 

primer global equity. Global Equity Research. 

Switzer,  lorne n., & Wang, J. (2013). Default risk estimation , bank credit risk , and 

corporate governance. 

Terjesen, S., Couto, E. B., & Francisco, P. M. (2015). Does the presence of 

independent and female directors impact firm performance? A multi-country 

study of board diversity. Journal of Management and Governance, xxx, 1–37. 

doi:10.1007/s10997-014-9307-8 

Tsamenyi, M., Enninful-adu, E., & Onumah, J. (2007). Disclosure and corporate 



 

 

 243 

governance in developing countries: evidence from Ghana. Managerial 

Auditing Journal, 22, 319–334. doi:10.1108/02686900710733170 

Ujunwa, A. (2012). Board characteristics and the financial performance of Nigerian 

quoted firms. Corporate Governance, 12, 656–674. 

doi:10.1108/14720701211275587 

Vafeas, N. (2000). Board structure and the informativeness of earnings. Journal of 

Accounting and Public Policy, 19, 139–160. 

Vafeas, N., & Theodorou, E. (1998). The relationship between board structure and 

firm performance in the UK. British Accounting Review, 30, 383–407. 

Verrecchia, R. E. (2001). Essays on disclosure. Journal of Accounting and 

Economics, 32, 97–180. doi:10.1016/S0165-4101(01)00025-8 

Vyas, S., & Kumaranayake, L. (2006). Constructing socio-economic status indices: 

how to use principal components analysis. Health Policy and Planning, 21, 

459–68. doi:10.1093/heapol/czl029 

Walters, B. a., Kroll, M. J., & Wright, P. (2007). CEO tenure, boards of directors, 

and acquisition performance. Journal of Business Research, 60, 331–338. 

doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.12.001 

Wanyonyi, D., & Tobias, W. (2013). Effects of Corporate Governance on Financial 

Performance of Listed Insurance Firms in Kenya. Public Policy and 

Adminitration Research, 3(4), 96–122. 

Watts, R. L., & Zimmerman, J. L. (1990). Internal and external governance 

mechanisms: Their impact on the performance of large UK public companies. 



 

 

 244 

Accounting Review, 65, 131–156. 

Weir, C., Laing, D., & Mcknight, P. J. (2002). Internal and external governance 

mechanisms: their impact on the performance of large UK public companies. 

Aberdeen UK. 

Weisbach. (1988). Outside directors and CEO turnover. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 20, 431–460. doi:10.1016/0304-405X(88)90053-0 

Westphal, J. D. (1999). Collaboration in the boardroom: behavioural and 

performance consequences of CEO- board social ties. The Academy of 

Management, 42, 7–24. 

Wilcox, J. W., & Philips, T. K. (2005). The P/B-ROE valuation model revisited. The 

Journal of Portfolio Management, 31, 56–66. doi:10.3905/jpm.2005.570151 

Xie, B., Davidson, W. N., & DaDalt, P. J. (2003). Earnings management and 

corporate governance: the role of the board and the audit committee. Journal of 

Corporate Finance, 9, 295–316. doi:10.1016/S0929-1199(02)00006-8 

Yang, J. S., & Krishnan, J. (2005). Audit committees and quarterly earnings 

managemet. International Journal of Auditing, 9, 201–219. 

Yeh, Y., Shu, P., & Guo, R. (2008). Ownership structure and IPO valuation — 

evidence from Taiwan. Financial Management, spring, 141–161. 

Yeo, G. H. H., Chen, S., & Lee, C. (1999). Effects of executive share option plans on 

shareholder wealth and firm performance: The Singapore evidence. The 

Financial Review, 34, 1–20. 

Yermack, D. (1996). Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of 



 

 

 245 

directors. Journal of Financial Economics, 40, 185–211. 

Yermack, D. (1997). Good timing: CEO stock option awards and company news 

announcements. The Journal of Finance, LII, 449–476. 

Yoo, Y. K. (2006). The valuation accuracy of equity valuation using a combination 

of multiples. Review of Accounting and Finance, 5(2), 108–123. 

doi:10.1108/02656710210415703 

Zhang, Y., Zhou, J., & Zhou, N. (2007). Audit committee quality, auditor 

independence, and internal control weaknesses. Journal of Accounting and 

Public Policy, 26, 300–327. doi:10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2007.03.001 

Zingales, L. (2000). In search of new foundations. The Journal of Finance, LV, 

1623–1653. 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 246 

Appendix A 

Principal Component Analysis Results 

pca pe1 pb1 ps1 pc1 

Principal components/correlation                  Number of obs    =       500 

                                                  Number of comp.  =         4 

                                                  Trace            =         4 

    Rotation: (unrotated = principal)             Rho              =    1.0000 

 

    -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

       Component |   Eigenvalue   Difference         Proportion   Cumulative 

    -------------+------------------------------------------------------------ 

           Comp1 |      2.49083      1.90813             0.6227       0.6227 

           Comp2 |      .582702     .0733121             0.1457       0.7684 

           Comp3 |       .50939     .0923132             0.1273       0.8957 

           Comp4 |      .417077            .             0.1043       1.0000 

    -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Principal components (eigenvectors)  

 

    -------------------------------------------------------------------- 

        Variable |    Comp1     Comp2     Comp3     Comp4 | Unexplained  

    -------------+----------------------------------------+------------- 

           lnpe1 |   0.4795    0.7966    0.1107    0.3512 |           0  

           lnpb1 |   0.5246    0.0735   -0.3497   -0.7727 |           0  

           lnps1 |   0.5025   -0.4641   -0.5056    0.5258 |           0  

           lnpc1 |   0.4923   -0.3804    0.7809   -0.0554 |           0  

    -------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

. 
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 estat kmo 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 

 

    ----------------------- 

        Variable |     kmo  

    -------------+--------- 

           pe1 |  0.8091  

           pb1 |  0.8074  

           pc1 |  0.7830  

           ps1 |  0.7830  

    -------------+--------- 

         Overall |  0.7872  

    ----------------------- 
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APPENDIX B 

Summary of Descriptive Statistics 

summarize  bosize boid size nse_age1 industy1 ceopd1 female1 cgdi1 adircom1 risk1 msh 

aci_01 pca/evm tl_ta  

 

    Variable |       Obs        Mean    Std. Dev.       Min        Max 

-------------+-------------------------------------------------------- 

      bosize |       500       9.568    2.958866          5         20 

        boid |       500      .63524     .170742        .17          1 

        size |       500       7.278    .8806313       5.71       9.59 

    nse_age1 |       500       22.68    14.42407          4         68 

    industy1 |       500         .41    .4587165          0          1 

-------------+-------------------------------------------------------- 

      ceopd1 |       500        .648    .4780723          0          1 

     female1 |       500        .906    1.019432          0          6 

       cgdi1 |       500         .47     .499599          0          1 

    adircom1 |       500         100.018 70.335          3.463   532.1043 

       risk1 |       500        .524    .5039165          0          1 

-------------+-------------------------------------------------------- 

         msh |       500      .56998     .24302          0      .78451 

         aci |       500       .6437    .1538397        .33       .93 

     pca/evm |       500       4.4110    1.172601  -4.311341   15.24245 

       tl_ta |       500      .57424     .271438      -2.53       1.23 
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Appendix C 

GMM Results for PCA Value 

xtabond2 PCAV l.  PCAV  bosize boid female audits ceopd audits cgdi1 adircom riskv 

mash nse_age1 size industy Yrddum3 Yrddum4 Yrddu m5, gmm (industy riskv size audits 

ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom, lag (1 2)) twostep Favoring space over speed. 

Two-step estimated covariance matrix of moments is singular. Using a generalized 

inverse to calculate optimal weighting matrix for two-step estimation  

Dynamic panel-data estimation, two-step system GMM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Group variable: cid                             Number of obs      =       500 

Time variable : year                            Number of groups   =       100 

Number of instruments = 84                      Obs per group: min =         5 

Wald chi2(16) = 459170.93                                      avg =      4.00 

Prob > chi2   =     0.000                                      max =         5 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

        PCAV |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

        PCAV | 

         L1. |    .031002   .0027433    11.30   0.000     .0256252    .0363787 

             | 

      bosize |   .0876237   .0014348    61.07   0.000     .0848115    .0904358 

        boid |    1.71748   .0228534    75.15   0.000     1.672689    1.762272 

      female |   .0512283   .0099344     5.16   0.000     .0317573    .0706994 

      audits |   .0236042   .0028869     8.18   0.000      .017946    .0292624 

       ceopd |   .0036685   .0050969     0.72   0.472    -.0063212    .0136582 

       cgdi1 |   .0177783   .0039302     4.52   0.000     .0100752    .0254814 

     adircom |  -.0000115   .0000215    -0.54   0.592    -.0000536    .0000306 

       riskv |   .0319658   .0075568     4.23   0.000     .0171547    .0467769 

        mash |   5.320008   8.750009     6.07   0.000     3.600008    7.030008 

    nse_age1 |  -.0012824   .0004106    -3.12   0.002    -.0020872   -.0004777 

        size |   .0172589   .0050063     3.45   0.001     .0074467    .0270711 

     industy |  -.0405922   .0110076    -3.69   0.000    -.0621667   -.0190178 

     Yrddum3 |   -.010908   .0013462    -8.10   0.000    -.0135465   -.0082696 

     Yrddum4 |  -.0045279    .001735    -2.61   0.009    -.0079285   -.0011274 

     Yrddum5 |  -.0027761   .0017522    -1.58   0.113    -.0062103     .000658 

       _cons |   -.574005   .0393659   -14.58   0.000    -.6511607   -.4968492 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Instruments for first differences equation 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    L(1/2).(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 

Instruments for levels equation   Standard     _cons 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    D.(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(1) in first differences: z =  -1.70  Pr > z =  0.090 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(2) in first differences: z =   0.01  Pr > z =  0.988 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Sargan test of overid. restrictions: chi2(67)   =  80.15  Prob > chi2 =  0.130 

  (Not robust, but not weakened by many instruments.) 

Hansen test of overid. restrictions: chi2(67)   =  70.44  Prob > chi2 =  0.363 

  (Robust, but weakened by many instruments.) 

 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(35)   =  28.64  Prob > chi2 =  0.767 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(32)   =  41.80  Prob > chi2 =  0.115 
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PRICE-TO-EARNINGS MULTIPLE 

xtabond2   pe l. pe bosize  boid female audits ceop audits cgdi1  mash  adircom 

dirshar riskv nse_age1 size  industy  Yrddum3  Yrddum4 > Yrddum5, gmm (industy riskv 

size audits ceop ceopd dirshar  mash audits cgdi1 adircom, lag (1 2)) twostep 

Favoring space over speed. To switch, type or click on mata: mata set matafavor 

speed, perm. 

Dynamic panel-data estimation, two-step system GMM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Group variable: cid                             Number of obs      =       500 

Time variable : year                            Number of groups   =       100 

Number of instruments = 94                      Obs per group: min =         5 

Wald chi2(16) =  4.81e+07                                      avg =      4.00 

Prob > chi2   =     0.000                                      max =         5 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

          pe |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

          pe | 

         L1. |   .0433621   .0192226     2.26   0.024     .0056864    .0810377 

             | 

      bosize |  -1.458351   .1131935   -12.88   0.000    -1.680206   -1.236495 

        boid |   1.405832   1.279471     1.10   0.070    -1.101885    3.913548 

      female |   .8116954   .1622796     5.00   0.000     .4936333    1.129758 

      audits |   1.712751   .1658546    10.33   0.000     1.387682     2.03782 

        ceop |  -.7322834     .01969   -37.19   0.000     -.770875   -.6936918 

       cgdi1 |   6.426462   .4737718    13.56   0.000     5.497887    7.355038 

        mash |   3.452306   6.934307     4.98   0.000     2.096506    4.812106 

     adircom |    .091572   .0018166     5.04   0.000     .0055967    .0127177 

       riskv |  -3.489542   .3174626   -10.99   0.000    -4.111757   -2.867327 

    nse_age1 |    .101238   .0217482     4.66   0.000     .0586123    .1438637 

        size |   5.154576   .4381251    11.77   0.000     4.295866    6.013285 

     industy |  -6.534906   .5840852   -11.19   0.000    -7.679692    -5.39012 

     Yrddum3 |   -4.13001   .1590264   -25.97   0.000    -4.441696   -3.818324 

     Yrddum4 |  -4.593725    .319141   -14.39   0.000    -5.219229    -3.96822 

     Yrddum5 |   -3.02907   .3574466    -8.47   0.000    -3.729653   -2.328488 

       _cons |  -23.78732   2.909483    -8.18   0.000     -29.4898   -18.08484 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Instruments for first differences equation 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    L(1/2).(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd dirshar mash audits cgdi1 

    adircom) Instruments for levels equation Standard _cons 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(1) in first differences: z =  -2.18  Pr > z =  0.029 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(2) in first differences: z =   1.14  Pr > z =  0.256 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Sargan test of overid. restrictions: chi2(77)   =  45.42  Prob > chi2 =  0.998 

  (Not robust, but not weakened by many instruments.) 

Hansen test of overid. restrictions: chi2(77)   =  82.21  Prob > chi2 =  0.321 

  (Robust, but weakened by many instruments.) 

 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(41)   =  43.28  Prob > chi2 =  0.374 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(36)   =  38.93  Prob > chi2 =  0.339 
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PRICE-TO-CASH FLOW MULTIPLE 

xtabond2  pc l. pc osize  boid female audits  ceopd audits cgdi1 adircom riskv  mash  

nse_age1 size  industy Yrddum3  Yrddum4 Yrddum5, gmm (industy riskv size audits ceop 

ceopd audits cgdi1  mash adircom, lag (1 3)) twostep Favoring space over speed. To 

switch, type or click on mata: mata set matafavor speed, perm. 

Dynamic panel-data estimation, two-step system GMM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Group variable: cid                             Number of obs      =       500 

Time variable : year                            Number of groups   =       100 

Number of instruments = 100                     Obs per group: min =         5 

Wald chi2(16) =  1.21e+06                                      avg =      4.00 

Prob > chi2   =     0.000                                      max =         5 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

          pc |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

          pc | 

         L1. |   .1464317   .0154548     9.47   0.000     .1161408    .1767225 

             | 

      bosize |  -.8090781   .0963141    -8.40   0.000    -.9978504   -.6203058 

        boid |   2.651457   2.221757     1.19   0.233    -1.703106    7.006021 

      female |   1.430104   .1509913     9.47   0.000     1.134167    1.726042 

      audits |    1.18516   .1089447    10.88   0.000     .9716319    1.398687 

       ceopd |   .7691386   .3789279     2.03   0.042     .0264535    1.511824 

       cgdi1 |   2.888586   .2843545    10.16   0.000     2.331261     3.44591 

     adircom |  -.0151596   .0011237   -13.49   0.000     -.017362   -.0129572 

       riskv |   1.241599   .5339382     2.33   0.020     .1950991    2.288098 

        mash |   1.480006   6.410007     2.31   0.021     2.250007    2.740006 

    nse_age1 |    .005285    .019835     5.81   0.015     .0764091    .1541608 

        size |   1.691083   .5571205     3.04   0.002      .599147    2.783019 

     industy |  -1.450599   .7307452    -1.99   0.047    -2.882834   -.0183651 

     Yrddum3 |  -2.633338   .2571898   -10.24   0.000    -3.137421   -2.129255 

     Yrddum4 |  -1.639234   .2602618    -6.30   0.000    -2.149338    -1.12913 

     Yrddum5 |  -3.393602   .2748841   -12.35   0.000    -3.932365   -2.854839 

       _cons |  -12.31015   4.275978    -2.88   0.004    -20.69091   -3.929387 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Instruments for first differences equation 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    L(1/3).(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 
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Instruments for levels equation   Standard     _cons 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    D.(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(1) in first differences: z =  -2.90  Pr > z =  0.004 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(2) in first differences: z =  -0.55  Pr > z =  0.581 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Sargan test of overid. restrictions: chi2(83)   =  95.35  Prob > chi2 =  0.167 

  (Not robust, but not weakened by many instruments.) 

Hansen test of overid. restrictions: chi2(83)   =  88.65  Prob > chi2 =  0.315 

  (Robust, but weakened by many instruments.) 

 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(51)   =  57.16  Prob > chi2 =  0.257 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(32)   =  31.49  Prob > chi2 =  0.492 
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PRICE-TO-SALES MULTIPLE 

.xtabond2  ps l. ps  lbosize  lboid female laudits  ceopd cgdi1 adircom riskv  mash  

nse_age1 size  industy Yrddum3  Yrddum4 Yrddum5, gmm (I ndusty riskv size audits ceop 

ceopd cgdi1  mash adircom, lag (1 3)) twostep Favoring space over speed. To switch, 

type or click on mata: mata set matafavor speed, perm. 

Dynamic panel-data estimation, two-step system GMM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Group variable: cid                             Number of obs      =       500 

Time variable : year                            Number of groups   =       100 

Number of instruments = 100                     Obs per group: min =         5 

Wald chi2(16) = 562477.55                                      avg =      5.00 

Prob > chi2   =     0.000                                      max =         5 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

          ps |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

          ps | 

         L1. |   .3642835   .0111744    32.60   0.000     .3423821     .386185 

             | 

      bosize |  -.0623828   .1061912    -0.59   0.557    -.2705137    .1457481 

        boid |   .1251508   .0948461     1.32   0.187    -.0607441    .3110457 

      female |  -.4438451    .024185   -18.35   0.000    -.4912468   -.3964434 

      audits |   1.224203   .0908278    13.48   0.000     1.046184    1.402222 

       ceopd |   .6424703   .0500958    12.82   0.000     .5442843    .7406563 

       cgdi1 |   .4372114   .0664237     6.58   0.000     .3070235    .5673994 

     adircom |   .0007854   .0002768     2.84   0.005      .000243    .0013279 

       riskv |  -.5521871   .0583355    -9.47   0.000    -.6665227   -.4378516 

        mash |   1.292306   6.872308    18.75   0.000     1.152306    1.422306 

    nse_age1 |   .0304239   .0030478     9.98   0.000     .0244503    .0363974 

        size |   .6241043   .0622783    10.02   0.000      .502041    .7461676 

     industy |  -.3428345   .0786858    -4.36   0.000    -.4970558   -.1886132 

     Yrddum3 |  -.3285319   .0191892   -17.12   0.000    -.3661421   -.2909217 

     Yrddum4 |  -.0425719   .0235951    -1.80   0.071    -.0888175    .0036737 

     Yrddum5 |   .1426626   .0227402     6.27   0.000     .0980926    .1872325 

       _cons |  -5.015271   .4345275   -11.54   0.000    -5.866929   -4.163613 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Warning: Uncorrected two-step standard errors are unreliable. 

 

Instruments for first differences equation 
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  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    L(1/3).(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd cgdi1 mash adircom) 

Instruments for levels equation   Standard     _cons 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    D.(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd cgdi1 mash adircom) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(1) in first differences: z =  -1.53  Pr > z =  0.026 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(2) in first differences: z =  -0.34  Pr > z =  0.731 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Sargan test of overid. restrictions: chi2(83)   = 127.95  Prob > chi2 =  0.101 

  (Not robust, but not weakened by many instruments.) 

Hansen test of overid. restrictions: chi2(83)   =  74.82  Prob > chi2 =  0.727 

  (Robust, but weakened by many instruments.) 

 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(51)   =  47.94  Prob > chi2 =  0.121 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(32)   =  26.88  Prob > chi2 =  0.724 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(11)   =   9.56  Prob > chi2 =  0.570 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(32)   =  35.99  Prob > chi2 =  0.287 
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PRICE-TO-BOOK VALUE MULTIPLE 

xtabond2 pb1 l. pb1  bosize  boid female audits  ceopd audits cgdi1 adircom riskv 

lnmash  nse_age1 size  industy Yrddum3  Yrddum4 Y rddum5, gmm (industy riskv size 

audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom, lag (2 4)) twostep Favoring space over 

speed. To switch, type or click on mata: mata set matafavor speed, perm. 

Dynamic panel-data estimation, two-step system GMM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Group variable: cid                             Number of obs      =       500 

Time variable : year                            Number of groups   =       100 

Number of instruments = 76                      Obs per group: min =         2 

Wald chi2(16) =   4250.76                                      avg =      3.93 

Prob > chi2   =     0.000                                      max =         4 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

         pb1 |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

         pb1 | 

         L1. |   .1797354   .0105767    16.99   0.000     .1590054    .2004654 

             | 

      bosize |   .4872032   .0233258     3.74   0.000     .0414854     .132921 

        boid |   -.061667   .2693297     3.83   0.000     .5037909    1.559544 

      female |   .0598979   .0336194     3.57   0.320     .0540051    .1857907 

      audits |  -.3274104   .0489028    -3.22   0.001    -.2532581   -.0615627 

       ceopd |   .0397531    .143862     0.28   0.782    -.2422112    .3217174 

       cgdi1 |   .0005336   .1210414     3.23   0.001     .1532968    .6277704 

     adircom |  -.0028489    .000525    -5.43   0.000    -.0038778     -.00182 

       riskv |  -.2023549    .116521    -1.74   0.042    -.4307319    .0260221 

        mash |  -3.653207   1.641327    -1.14   0.932    -5.083207    1.346507 

    nse_age1 |    .029773   .0052332     5.69   0.000     .0195161    .0400299 

        size |   .0117439   .0867305     0.14   0.892    -.1582447    .1817325 

     industy |  -.8081158   .2064753    -3.91   0.000      -1.2128   -.4034317 

     Yrddum3 |  -.3096286   .0315025    -9.83   0.000    -.3713723   -.2478849 

     Yrddum4 |  -.2547391   .0471673    -5.40   0.000    -.3471854   -.1622928 

     Yrddum5 |  -.2546954   .0592853    -4.30   0.000    -.3708924   -.1384984 

       _cons |  -1.014473    .593426    -1.71   0.087    -2.177566    .1486211 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Instruments for first differences equation 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    L(2/4).(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 
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Instruments for levels equation 

  Standard     _cons 

  GMM-type (missing=0, separate instruments for each period unless collapsed) 

    DL.(industy riskv size audits ceop ceopd audits cgdi1 mash adircom) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(1) in first differences: z =  -2.23  Pr > z =  0.005 

Arellano-Bond test for AR(2) in first differences: z =  -1.46  Pr > z =  0.311 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Sargan test of overid. restrictions: chi2(59)   = 111.46  Prob > chi2 =  0.100 

  (Not robust, but not weakened by many instruments.) 

Hansen test of overid. restrictions: chi2(59)   =  52.72  Prob > chi2 =  0.705 

  (Robust, but weakened by many instruments.) 

Difference-in-Hansen tests of exogeneity of instrument subsets: 

  GMM instruments for levels 

    Hansen test excluding group:     chi2(35)   =  29.18  Prob > chi2 =  0.374 

    Difference (null H = exogenous): chi2(24)   =  23.54  Prob > chi2 =  0.488 
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