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The Relationship between Overvalued Equity
and Agency Costs
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Abstract: Managers of companies with overvalued stocks often give the impression of
achieving improved performance; however, their actions commonly sacrifice firm equity
in the long run. The concept of agency costs of overvalued equity was first proposed by
Jensen (2004, 2005), and since that time a number of studies have presented indirect
evidence to support his claims. In contrast, this study tests Jensen’s arguments directly,
by examining the relationship between overvalued equity and agency costs. Data were
collected on companies publicly traded on the Taiwan Stock Exchange and the Gre Tai
Securities Market between 2001 and 2007. Multivariate regression analysis provided
moderate support for our proposition that overvalued equity represents a further proxy of
agency costs.

Keywords: overvalued equity, agency costs

“ Associate Professor, Department of Accountancy, National Taipei University
** Assistant Professor, Department of Accounting, Tamkang University
“Professor, Department of Accountancy, National Taipei University
The authors are grateful to the financial support of the National Science Council (NSC-98-2410-H-305-057),
and two anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments and insightful suggestions.
Submitted December 2010
Accepted September 2011
After 3 rounds of review



e
Ry
Bl
s
=
3
lv

L AR M 171

A g bFHEERLEET BERES AR MBI UG FRT A b
HEBRG LAY ERF LG REPEED D #mﬁﬁ’@%%?ﬂ
ek o T RETHIY  Fla L F@REREFTHMBERELA AT T FE P E
FEBZBRAFERT R AR RS RRZE S FEY 0 BT NRE M
R ERAEA L RRFAZCETAIFABL LT -

2008 # >kl X & phisrh2 7 S HE RER ER T AT A50RE R M
PR 2 d S22 FRD TR Bf‘ﬂﬁ‘ EAVEIE o B e LI
EZH 02 2 €818 ABERET Lo ALFUYrEApin o £ £ AT H
xgmw%mw’aﬂ?*’%%%@%ﬁﬁ%%’%%fi%mwwkﬁ%ﬁ%
EHdFom - L PR ke R AE o B Mt 0 - B A ¥ JTds o Jensen
(2004, 2005) 45 ! ’20024&,"4 k- Hx2 32 VTR EFHEED B AR
AP MR PR AR E S KE PR R B
;ﬁug]—f FIA L Fla FAEE LMD E2 o naFELEL g6 0 H
ITEFHEFL SV FFROPLRFTEIRAZZEIEY s 2P R Y 1% R
BT R RS ﬂkx%'w% shar AR BB A B 05X BT § EIEALE R 2
VLR EAIE SR AR R AME RS 2 PR RN EREY LD
7 mﬁ?-’a‘ﬂw%yi)@ﬁ3°

Kothari, Loutskina, and Nikolaev (2009) 3 s » = & s fp 2. & ¥ 4 p¥ > ¢ i i¢
AR G2 Rl N ER AW KR FEAATEFLIED o
&fﬁéfg Ll s R g F s R g X P ppES ;E%g 3 % ﬁvﬂ)".i}i fa dl K
e A2RB2Z e B ¥ R TR 2R EFALGT  EFHRE
2. NI2 38— 5k o Chi and Gupta (2009) 7= § Jensen (2005) {7 # &8 iz ik 3L
FAEY G A ADWED BRI AP BERID PRI LN 0 A T HED B
o & Bt ;}3 ®PAREILH e cnE IR A KR YRR Rl e Mg R
¥ o Houmes and Skantz (2010) # 7 4p &1 > E 3 B3 & 27 3 w2 F 4 > aIF 5 I
FARCRELE S FA Y 0 Fla FIRKREG AR B o« FF Jensen (2005)
EHOER BBk e

BHZ TR G RFTFR LV AP ARF R FERER
G ROLR OEL ORI APRFRG M TR PR LES BN E S
#A o ”iréii%g."“x?]ﬁﬁiﬁﬂ 1o FIAERART AR IR I UERET

il

I

EHAARIOPRE AR 4 FTA kur\-#a‘\mﬁnb; g A i}u
fﬁ‘@—» o FR A Frip F] ¥ F g JleniT i 0 PR BIRA S PP BE e
ERIC -8 - RN A ;é’i;".@ib'“ri‘g'ﬁ\ﬂ} FREE F Y T ER IR
R EARPE AL LA A 2 PR F R R KT LT

N~ m ‘?‘EE%W%
-

T Wi

mﬂﬁ‘é?\w‘“ﬁﬂi«%

x“l

72



172§ g3

B EA e 7 4 Jensen (2004, 2005) # 41 @ HHEE P B2 N IT A pREL{S o
Kothari et al. (2009) ~ Chi and Gupta (2009) 4= Houmes and Skantz (2010) % i%:§ & 4
FRATHRET B GEED ERF €5 F N EX A FIFFROTARFEIR
AEEEDEY 0 2P R DY AR R TR s B AR AR -
TR T AAG AR FT AL AL > HI AT HERFT AP F gl o
ARG RT AT LTS G AR GRED BEAEA AT M G A
%gpmm&;2m7ﬁﬁwmkﬂ‘ﬁéﬁmaﬁi’vuwﬁﬁﬁ$$%%-
FAfI® Fenislics fd MAEMBE S LB E2 2400 £FHERHE I FURA
ﬁ%%’gwéﬁ?apz’Hlﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬂ%mﬁﬁ BALA IS AL
ERGREZMEE AT EREMREZA ARFEHLEFL T S FTFRRE
o RT A AR M L TRSHA R T AR g
RS ERT ORET EFHOST AR FRGEL Tt AT F L
‘eob o B 2/ aFT AP Y 2 pd E}:L&fﬂbt’q\ W E 2 L RIEE £ F I
&
£

.F"

o

,,@

BHOTERBE T ERE P EFRIZFTAN Y F oRFLpIRETEZ LS
'%gii%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁxéﬁlﬁ’vgé—&%ﬁ§¥$$xﬁ’ﬁ@$vi
FH LG BT AP EFEIHFT AP S ARE I ER TR R 00 0
BT ARGEAY - bRED ERGOIP5  FREA D RETRE LI
ELRMEMFLAM > SFH3 B TRBERFIEED ERE2 27 R
BRI A o

AYBHE MW R YREARRREE SR A5 f KF
TS RETE BT RESS LRS-

oo puE g R 2

BHmt > ERALFIURAM GRS CZEY PR vd TN HHEEJE
=% (conflict of interest) - 532 & gt erd- X # i ¢ 3t P 1% - Berle and Means
(1932) 4p &1 > JIE TR AP 720975 fgv% FHE A renfm T o F i g s B ¢
l—ﬁ;f‘*’ AL FpEs T A€ AL JIE £ FI4E T - Jensen and Meckling (1976) i
—REEOM G A AL AT Y e R PR amET o b #
%%@ﬁﬂxiﬁ4(&i)ﬁﬁ%’@ﬁEA(?ﬂA)ﬁﬁbﬂ
BEL Esl4 o L A A frRam A B A I F R RITR %\q‘r]m A2 e
B ?k@%ﬁ’é”mﬁvﬁ&*‘ix éﬂmﬁ%’??‘ﬁwﬁﬁ
A2 RF) > T2 B Y2 £ AR X e Jensen (2004) =% > U
% REED Eorig P o Jensen (2004) gt 0§ 2T HEE S EARAL A F &

=

ST R S A
%ﬁ$@%%ﬂ\@
:»\

bo
w5

—

DA £BRE 72 (2009) 3 EEE D EF R P23 NEERT AR DA EH S E Sl
w“BH PR L 1999 & T 2009 # o



i LIE A2 BB 173

1:\
m
Bk

('substantial overvaluation) F# » (538 A 1 4 &} E*ﬁ“ LA AR P
LREHEGWA LT p Al E G REATES R e A2 B R
I A A o é,:@;};u; AR AR EF o AR AEEAE NE L K
PiEE B3 pE LA g HRUFNE2 2 BE-
- S REERA AT LA

Denis (2001) 325 » E@ A {3 A P A2 flERR 3 T2 24:(1) &
WAFRZREYE > 272 FEEAATEH 0 7T g P (ARG A S g
AP G A (2 NG L TR A EnA A TR (5RO
FTA) o MR GRBFZRLT S ERELARTRLZ KT REANES Q) £
A%zgdmﬁﬁﬁﬁmgﬂaﬁ’EW%ﬂﬁﬁiii%’wwp%A%%«a
BB Al BN A WIS o Pt A g fF B Y R RS
e AR AGEAG AR D] FHR -

#1245 Jensen and Meckling (1976) cha & » 4 = 7 @3 B2 G F D - 4 o545
o PR RNEAR] TR EE c FM o BB OF R NI R 5 & JE
#pA) o & 5 A # o Ang, Cole, and Lin (2000) 12 1,708 | #Rfr @ 54 » » T U E R
FHRI? T oA L g 2 50 @) $HERS B 5o 1
EERMGIEHATAVFFLEE NS AT e BEFR > T BEEY
TR SRR S i AR TR L E R F
#* o Singh and Davidson Il (2003) ¥ Fosberg and Rosenberg (2003) i* »x Ang et al.
(2000) eiEi s 4 0 gF 24+ 2 P eh Aﬂﬂ&yﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁf F LRI Az G
Apth o -y KR v ne R g 7 % (selling, general and administrative expense )
& 'Fag:uﬁﬁﬁ? F' * v m}ﬁ—'ﬁ‘ FESFHE e q_,</\m‘é‘$?1g 573’? ot L 57 3h
B KT R LR A g¢f¢A FNRENEAE LG A T ARSI A
\ﬂf‘/};?'mi\‘ﬂﬁf’”’)% SRR T ORSAEE RN Y T g R LR
BT EFaima Ao ’f'“"i'Py_ %% 22 Angetal. (2000) i3 — 5K o

Jensen(1986) HNFOPIRBDOAIRETEEREAIEPERF > €5
Bk Epd IFL&, EERIBFTAD ;&;‘,%E"E‘?,, FI,J—ﬁ\rmb 4 5 B gi
Iﬁ,ﬁﬁu&&} oA E A‘zi\ﬂfg:! 41 » Flam A 4 ok A A - Opler and
Titman (1993) Rldp i » F 2P S KB E 4B FREHF  FL 2T gRp I RE
ﬁ%*%iﬁéﬁﬁ%mr@§ﬂﬁ&?% ’zg¢;$msdm$ﬁ€,x%
Ao " MR IRRS R e 4 o McKnight and Weir (2009) T ig * = 3 I g A B A F

&

AR P RENMBESEPE L A RFE AT D Pl hFE AR
Ao RPI D PR IRE AT RS ﬁﬁ*ﬂkﬂ’s\ﬂ\ FE o oKHrpd REgNEESL
WEMT ER DAL A o
R R GIFE SIS E AN S X K3 AL TUE b I AR



174 % s g3t

FraciEsR | (Convergence of Interest Hypothesis ) LBl » & ¥ 3% K 45 95 vt 5 3
Se I L R L 2 B enflE gAY - & Flm A4 Y S ;“ PR e A
i F kM E 5 B 4% (Jensen and Meckling, 1976)  4pk 3 > #3 R AR E i
S e R L g I BRI R AR SRR A R UL L g
( Claessens, Djankov, Fan, and Lang, 2002 ; La Porta, Lépez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, and
Vishny, 2002 ) - Faccio and Lang (2002) ¥ La Porta et al. (2002) % % af Pt LI
MEFSRER B FH P 2P HEERS L #“47‘? "HEREER
( Entrenchment Hypothesis ) srgLBL » & #7419k & ”Lr?;a‘f FlHE - F ﬁm& i
“%ﬁ%@ﬁ&ﬁ*ﬁ’ﬁ$” W*Qé%)ﬂﬁmé%,%?ﬁwﬁ$ﬁ?@
XA IE o T g f HFF SR T o MR EEdR A B w2
hp A AR - 30 %?r( 7% A4 %)L apdF  (Shleifer and Vishny,
1997) - Lemmon and Lins (2003) SE T RS B AR L RS R
A l% (I 2F R R
Claessens et al (2002) Frtfrd PR LR RAEET S P B R 0 R
iﬁ‘%J?é?mﬁ%&i#?”$4$rﬁii&ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬂ§%*¢ﬁ
oo fagrdld o RS ERWL 4 %ﬁﬂﬁi%ﬁ¢mW@%$%ﬁﬂ(%$—
- DR A 2 F AR EEDRL AR FERETE R 2L R
ARREACF §RIEIVRAME IO EE mﬁﬁﬁ 3 0 % K o Fanand
Wong (2002) £-3t- B A I B 7y BB g 2T AL M e iR 0 &
SRETORERY SAMPRET AN T PR A BB EF RS AT
B Uk R AR R TFRDT AN BN EFORER SR E R T
BADI o BE DT A SRS F R RS ARAE R ET
RE (¢ 3 48) P2P 5 mph 2% 2 4H2P 1] RELEN S
TR B AR E S BOR A R F R 0 F oA A AR ?'fiji_‘_,i!lé» °

SEEVERRHARS L

3 =

Jensen (2004) = &1 F ® E B
Wom EF2 B EF 7§ ERT T A
éﬁ*ﬂkﬁ%ﬁiﬁgﬁm’ﬁﬁ BEHE BRI RTIRET IS
LG P REL FRFE 2 P LI HYF o d R EFP P Lt AR
TR 2 E P G "5?/5’},4&:} SRR (b BT EB DY) g
AR EFEFIAEE HEHFIRAFAFIRBZL A B HREED B2 A
A AP I A TR A S P R HIF A o A G R Hm A
FREF AP S - LI R f B R R TR S S EpE
T Sl SR

r}%“;ﬂ!&% & »3% 'L,pﬁ'@t% NS

'%;:%ﬁ* T o 2P EEFp B4

1+ F
B HILA AP JIRRA] & R P
&

>\-

é

1‘1‘!

AL AR AT AR e HAf



BED EF FE AT AR BB 175

P B RTINSt B ML B et - ko 3 R hpd § F
PFoERAZAEZ Y B E o T o EET ER AP I AT E g e S
HaopEaird Tigr ) - B RMH2ELBEFRLDET > 7y »3 HB:if
o e T FEEap g 2 L o Kothari et al. (2009) 1245 Jensen (2005) 2 % >
aﬁ%&uﬁis - P2 G A R F e PR T ML F R

od WHEF T BB B G A § X5 A F Kothari et al. (2009) EH 4% &
“%“j‘g’%gﬁ*%ﬁﬁﬁﬁh’é*“ﬂ%’wwwa£$%£ﬁﬁﬂ’
%7 32— # f299 Sloan (1996) § M i ik R R F » #2158 « ] %
R%ET NP PR YR EFELTASER TP IR
HEH B AL AR PP AL RS D FAE IR ok § BB
By o > "I EHUEFEERNF R AL KF2Z f e B AP
FEERF R T IT2LPwHE -

Chi and Gupta (2009) RIf&AR SIS A2 Z4p# 192 B 2 > k&P Jensen
(2005) 5+ EF RN EAAER G FTFR > FYREED B3 Geh P
AR AR (REFFR IR ) A P RED EF b RLHnd o
1E‘-f’r§$f¢?ﬂ"’k’ KRBl Fehbd 5 & ¥ § 49 M - Houmes and Skantz (2010) 4y

D RAEVERREFEPLP  RFNRLE R B TR Y
aa&%%ﬁ“t&%méﬁ’?QW%%&@ﬂﬁémmsdeﬁﬁd(D%ﬁ T ER
SEFHEATEIREOPELRI I Q BEF ER RS FEREELY
EURVEFOEAAMITIIM R Q) #27 B35 Qﬂi\ﬂﬂf&%&ﬁt *F A

\

FIH 2 Foed B R BRT 2 L ARK L3 L PR - B R F R GRS
BAyF 2730 (2009) A B AFOPL L HEA HF - EREL @%'Eg
,;?iﬁfk"gﬂpﬁﬂ’mﬁf FEREED B Gl P AR KRT RS
% & #* Jensen (2005) [ 4 ‘*;;;."—_;7- R A B SRETRED BB
B OIE NI A — P IR HEdh o FRAEEED BB G g4
BRI A A o

dRE T s R L ARSI AL R AP ERA TR M
Fa kAl E AP R AR L HVGERE 2P RS A GF 0 I
@?ﬁ%ﬁés&ﬂﬂx,kﬂzgi&p+J¢ﬂpﬂé¢ EHERY > Ap
T E B2 BGRACT

Hl: B 2 87T o 5 - EREZF D A3 222082 X
Sg’ﬁﬁi%mlkﬂ—’_%\j\o

—~



176 % % g3

AT AT A S F R B M R A L Rk
X EKBYE P AT

-~ BETA
(-) #%+% &3 % & (OVER_VALUE)

FOIMHREGTEIBFRE S A2 kypd I (2009) FEEEZD EF P
235 epEpo~ BF SRS (ABRET.) A A @9 @ (V_Py) A8 E%
TLEEEZD EF 7 %8 (OVERVALUE ) - 7 L 23 B B 4 fFp 5
(ABRETy) » 4 /57 k44 (SIZE) 24 @ (BM) 2§48 A %4 B 43
#F e & (referenceportfolio) > T35 NE B LI R FT s nTinadhs PR
FoWRBRFTREPMRADT DI ¥R c LREASTHEF DR FERPS
hate HLrigjac #)\A w Lz ﬁ;ﬂ;’ﬁma , u—\_l.s b %#‘gf;ﬁw:&: (ABRET.;) - ?«;.«Zt*l_‘j\
% @i 3+ 0 Frankel and Lee (1998) & * 4% & 43 #ic;¢ (Ohlson, 1995; Feltham
and Ohlson, 1995) & & 7 fF sg R Tk & 53+ 2 @ 2 A & @ (fundamental value) -
FRAAGEARFD B2 F (VIP) 9 A RE P2 nGwp st & d2 38
P2 VIPAR LT L BEDFEPFAR o R d LB ZAFRT
1‘ FARE o mHERE R (2009) 2 T NFEREARS E2FRFAEE

FHEm l% Bk J’f_kﬂ\l% R 15;Lfs?;\{1r'fz:

(ROE; — 1) x By 4 " (ROE;,; — 1) x By

Viea =By + 1tr, 1+ rit)z
+ (ROE;,, — ) X Biyy n (RO—EiHZ — )% By,
(1+ rit)3 r(1+ rit)3 ..................................... (1)
Hoe
Viee i 2@ 2% t# 47 30p 2R3 A+HE
Bi * i 2@ &% t&£ 127 31 p2fEitha § &
ROE; : i 2P &% t&z gz apms
ROEi, : I 2P $t2EI S 287 EF2 Tt i M FHME
et i 27 &% t&#H4 2 CAPM 2 #FZF &4 2P @heflF ik
P~p TE) 2MGAFTHE? 10 25 ¢ ifzﬁp\v = %7 F-f]5 ; Beta
EP-p TEJN F 5 Beta 2 v E P £#1%t# 47 30p 2
2 i AP RAEEERA Y S0P 2 BED B (SIZE) D p A ARz e FE ERELE
gﬂ‘ @LL (BM)('I"ﬁ)il“ 1pfEstee g fERAY 30 pREHE) 4 d KIFAS

§m e B2 3“-,‘;1 ws o



BED EF FE AT AR BB 177

4z E2 G- Betais o B R REMAIEL 5% 3.

WP EAN (1) R A AR E Vi S FE R 4 30 p 2 FED
Foo @V Py FV P 100 RAFEFAEL A T V Py g0 AP E
w2 ARR A o

Bt L% ABRET , #V Py fd MkAA LT % ABRET, <2202
WIEAHAL R VP 10 P BRI Y G B E EF B Rk
(OVER_VALUEj ) 3%k % 1> R &5 #ED EF G AKX 0 2 BHEEF &
Bt ooy 2 F E R (2009) A HEEF COE M B o2 BB %K
UNDER_VALUE;; » % ABRET.y [ 0 & 7 &9 147 %2> M2 V Py 4 1.0
TR e A e A EED EMGE T, B UNDER_VALUE;, % 1> %
R]4 UNDER_VALUE;, %3 0 -

s
|

R

() A&

RIS AT ) 4P FEF 2P R EIE AL G 27 A Y
FAETEFFF2 48 - KPRV FLBLRFIFE > AELUF A F2
':L‘]ﬁt‘ B d 5&?1*‘2"}’%\3 Fﬁﬁg_\@:‘;{\ﬁ' SRR FNZ £ -‘"‘,.L,E’{_].E—ﬁ NIE A k2
RIS TR HL B G S SR 4T

A 52 5 dc (AssetsU )

T3 n‘>"

»L

Singh and Davidson 11 (2003) % Angetal. (2000) 2z 2 > 325 F A fI*

fﬁ‘;&_ﬁj{_iﬁ‘«l’\n—\?}avi'—?ka ”Ff“_]f:»é}\:’f,' 3 ?’;-”]I)‘"l“ 411517:&"5"\%
Singh and Davidson 11l (2003) e » F A1 * 3? & RGP EPERT A -
b mﬁg%ﬁfgﬁgyﬁmw%zagéimgmﬁgﬁ»’amgmﬁg
Jor B BR-G o %lﬁhwsmxifmg’*ﬁ% FAF FEBARL FRA G %
AL AR B EVR LS EL R A B $“W*mﬁma<2
‘:”5‘_5‘17’\‘35‘53,& T AP FTALLINY D R ARBRFTARY A PR
ﬁ,ﬁﬂjgﬁa '»xAL )y 1 ﬁ'm/\&aar‘g‘\]ﬁ& ? F#ER AN 0 4\;'—%/§_*flj?3lﬁ
MPE e AR A P2 R A A fF o TR AssetsU pFo w4 yigﬁ“,f BT AR 2

a R B0 i AssetsU f £ 0 RIZAAFF -
2.pd MENELE SR E 2 2 %kE (Free_Tobin)

Jensen (1986) # 11§ & 7 F MFhp d MATEHRMNDIEPEF > 7 R
BRI A A RE mgdiﬁ,$m’§§ ’%w%ﬂ’gg/,ﬂ%mmw’ B
Iﬁ;%‘]ﬁ’aﬁg’ﬁz\»?/—‘*ﬁ%\é’fg’;ﬁ ) %;?;_4@1:1’:;% ¥ = & o Opler and
Titman (1993) Rlap > F 2@ S AP E A% P FRE[EF - Flo 2P gMHpd M E

(1) ¢ & iE2 K 2tk 4% Frankel and Lee (1998) 2 77 % > K ¥ t+3 £ (S 2 FlAR T AR IF T
MI #2 TIHROE kG AR 2L A ROE © FROEw /' *r> A4 H¥ES 00



178§ % g3

MR KA G S EERMY B AT T A A 6T SAhpd AR o ;Ia
EMRAEPEOE L c LA AN R E S E P E L AR AR A
( Doukas, Kim, and Pantzalis, 2000 ) - McKnight and Weir (2009) #p| 2 @ 532 22 91
PRSI AL AR P SR S FE o BT RS A A e
R AR BT AULTARY F - pd RAFEEAEPE2Z 1 FHE D
A Plce AT A D RANBEE AL PE L AL RFREARE A 3
TEAMIEBET o F A ;g,zg,,,LLJf AR FH S ER BT AR
H Aok pd REME L E kg Lehn and Poulsen (1989) s v 5 4e4 47
Bt w2 FEHE > TRERT Y CJIAT Y ERERT] (¢ 7 REEy
%) £ ‘f AR T A o 2 K 8 ¢ 2 Tobin’s Q i& {7 7€ » Tobins’Q A & Chung and
Pruitt (1994) shieid » vof &5 o f FiEG § & B ID A RTAFE S %
Sz Tobin’s Q- *§ #FRZAFY H AL RMZAEPERE 10 TR
% 0o

3 £F R (Pyramiding ) ¥ % = # 3% (Cross-holding )

AL A f1* & F 5 %4 (Pyramiding) = 2 2 453 (Cross-holding) % ¥
#=+#14# (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, and Shleifer, 1999 ) - 3% > 4=+]4# (control right)
,@%;g ) i}u@’ﬁ A BEESFTEA adey A2 EITE# (cash flow right)
gL Bk ﬁww*ﬁbﬁ%mﬁﬁqr’ﬂ““%%ﬁﬁ&ﬁwﬂJ g S
g e ( La Porta et al., 1999; Claessens, Djankov, and Lang, 2000) - = ;IA{#“#'
Ekiﬂkf;}ﬁ#l W2 A B OGASA 4 < ] % L A S JE R 4T - La Porta et all.
(1999) $25 » & F R R IR BRAVEFBHF A RE TP 2
TaFlem &AL ERER 1‘# T ek LA A& (Claessens et al., 2000; & #F -7 &%
Liz2002) > FFEE SRR AT RN ETESHEIIRFRLE
REE O FELFP VA 5 AL REFE - IRYFRET EFH TP G
EFERPAIRAEUP S I RFLAEA A A2 EFEBHHAIPFRLE
WA FOTEYTER- FREET2ZH B ST 4p T FR ’ﬂlw‘\#‘»“ﬁ%ﬁ
%% (Cross-holding) = 1> Z A3 0 Fh S FSEFEMT H5 () 2
FiREBMETE TR M EFESHERRYE (Pyramldmg) 21> FR500
(2) #HdlRE

AT UENF CEFRE FER I F AL F 2 2P RFET A
Fafrdl%f L grg > N Ep o7 (1) EA1F (Profitability) © #% %% Lundstrum
(2003) 2 iFi% » 1 2LH S P W KR AT EE TR g e Rk
g o (2) #F ¥ € (PEratio) : ##7 3 ™ 1 .4+ @ 4+ (price to earnings > PEratio )
FRHRFWE2r s  LEEFIZZVIUPIE P H L oS- 877
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WO anEf gtk — o (3) A 7 * vt & (RDratio) : %% lJindra (2000) z i¥i% o
B2FEEREAF L o L g B AgE A NE T ARSEE T 1t ahpd o
(Kole, 1991; Gaver and Gaver, 1993) » @ A kX &L ¢ R ¢HRFTH E - (4) F
Asdpt & (PPE) @ A#7F 4% Jindra (2000) 277 F » #-2 @ B EF A% AT
A m$%**w*o&%%ﬁp%%%w%ww,ﬂ EHIPA LT EHE

e F A Fhko (5) o7 Rt (FirmSize) @ 3@ A4 Q@W&{ﬁgi W UER
# AL 73 &0 Hand, Lond, and Rogow (1982) ~ Pettit and Singer (1985) % Arrondo
and Gomez-Anson (2003) % 4p 41 > 2 F AR K] BT AR FHLS A2z RIB A Ay
Moo AT HY P RAT AP Rz 2 5% LR S PR Mgk
= S R EEA

RELOUFANY Sl p MENE RS LG LRI £FHRH
Z2 QR #iﬂkim1§f¥ﬁ$%%ﬁz’ pEED ER RO NEEED BEMREDDh
R ARG o o F o BB i R A Y (2) 0 d F A T

AGC, = a, + 4,OVER _VALUE, , + o,UNDER _VALUE, , + a,Profitability,

+ a,PRratio, + azRDratio, + a;PPE; + o FirmSize, + & - (2)

Ao AuE AP F2 FHc (AssetU) ~ pd R4
i ig‘if—au ﬁ‘—&§7 % 3% 3% (Free_Tobin) ~ & 5 5 L1¥7A&(Pyram|d|ng)

212 2 #%9% (Cross-holding) #7& o FAfI* F i d i /izﬁ,f
RENY S AN 2 L 3N dm!ffﬂ*’%”ﬁﬁé* 2

O ST S ¥ o E i N SR IES S U} = /ﬁ‘“”*w
ﬁp IR am g f (& g HamagFein) » Lz
A RJF A SR g Toblnstif—r@rg ) ug,&ﬁ A
e G 1 I.E_’_r"?“l'ﬁtvauﬁpio A 2T F o2 Tobin’s Q /] *

ERZAEY PN AT m@a&%ﬁ&%g:@ﬁ 1-%R 50
$4bg SHEAIRPFRORRFRETE 7 £FFEHEER
FUR A 1 EFR S0
OVER_VALUE : @ﬁ%& WED BB HE % ABRET,, + 3 0 2 Bt ks i
PAT B HA L AV Py 3102 BiEg KPEAT B
fed e PlRe 1l FAG0e
UNDER VALUE : B %#c 53 ™G E » % ABRET | * 0 & B &3 K
PRI E? 58> 1E VP, A3 1028 B3ig MEERT X
P e ks 1 BRSO
Profitability @ |5 > w2y g p w2 §F EZ 4 P TR ETERE * {205 1

"ﬂ

T

\rn

Rt}
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G piEgE e
PEratio : 78 ¢ » T§ & R 50D Brr AR P e o
RDratio @ #74 % * 5 » W & B2 g L Ak o dh priEgg o
PPE @ FAL IS THEF ALY AT AR -
FirmSize : 2 P45 TP A F AR (E i <) Bop Rt

Z FEIPFIHAER

d 3010971998 # 4 4 TV EFR ko S E AR P AEARR L L QB BY
% h PP REFi7 E3 R EpRY v EHEA E2 TR @ 2001
# 3 2007 # %Eﬂ’“ﬁﬁﬁoﬁd\;i;?ﬁé* SRR § Y e OB ¢
P aR o T d BB R R TR HAR R B - AR L RA
C 'f#“ff A FORGE CHBEARTIRAATHEE AP
FRBELFTAT DF o e Pg o BT 43T LEEE

d4 1 EAAT AT R T35 X% 4875% £ 5 ’—,’E!:*f%.fé*w?ﬁ‘;%;:é’a_ié

6.36% > % F £ hff Aot FELE A RA2001 # T 2007 & F iF i A 4 2 AEBH o
21 EALTF A

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 &3 s F (%)
kiE 3 3 4 5 5 6 6 2 073
55 18 20 20 20 20 19 19 13 311
g9 18 20 20 2 21 25 23 149 341
Pk 30 39 40 42 38 43 46 278 636
% 23 28 3% 39 40 47 5L 260 595
rar® 7 8 10 9 10 10 10 64 146
g 23 27 3 38 4 50 5 266 609
wHHEL 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 3% 0.82
3B A 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 49 1.12
W& 22 24 30 3L 32 32 32 203 464
Bgwes 7 8 9 9 9 10 10 62 142
o 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 26 059
T+ 118 167 220 304 379 445 498 2,131 48.75
§ 22 32 3 36 42 43 41 249 570
iE 797 0o 7 9 9 57 1.30
Bk 3 4 3 4 5 6 7 2 073
T 7 7 7 9 11 12 13 66 1.51
me% 6 6 6 76 6 5 42 0.96
ER 17 28 32 34 37 42 43 233 533
L3 348 446 520 634 718 820 885 4371  100.00

3
(%) 796 1020 1190 1450 16.43 1876 20.25 100.00
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BEEL SR
g R AR B TR A 1T
i@;ﬁﬂﬁ%@?ﬁﬁpz%%ﬁﬁi%$’ﬁﬁ;ﬁesa
(OVER VALUE) ~4# % # @™ (UNDER_VALUE) -~ % F 35! FH ( Pyramiding )
% 2 $#% (Cross-holding) % 7 B S #c > % 4pd A $Hd LR B 1
(Wlnsorlzed) 2.7 N EE e 1% £275 99% 2 fmihiE o 4 2 A 4kit it g 03 E
BED B Ge B2 BFHEMI 55 10304% - 4 ¢ 315% 2 2 é“”ﬁ &%
BRI Y TG 241% 2 29 F LR FRZR % EAIF 2 Tk
16.505% > T3z 3 Bt F R G 31.4% -
%2 g st (N=4,371)
Mean SD Q1 Median Q3
ABRET 10.304 49.611 -21.581 -0.258 28.783
OVER_VALUE 0.135 0.342 0.000 0.000 0.000
UNDER_VALUE 0.121 0.326 0.000 0.000 0.000
AssetU 1.693 1.616 0.906 1.303 1.863
Free_Tobin 0.018 0.039 0.000 0.000 0.035
Pyramiding 0.315 0.464 0.000 0.000 1.000
Cross-holding 0.241 0.428 0.000 0.000 0.000
Profitability 16.505 59.102 4.073 8.339 14.760
PEratio 0.024 0.042 0.000 0.011 0.029
RDratio 0.314 0.177 0.176 0.302 0.438
PPE 15.471 1.327 14.527 15.288 16.209
FirmSize 10.304 49.611 -21.581 -0.258 28.783
R R AT
ABRET : £ ¥ 4Fppig » 355 3 SV 3anif o
OVER_VALUE : A#%#c  #Z 7 E8 5> EABRET A3 00 Bitiag MEAT 29 %d 2> UZ
VP %102 B ieg MR 2? $a e > PR L 1 FR50-
UNDER_VALUE : E# %% 57 @Xfs E > 5 ABRETw />0 & B> g MPEAET 29 48 2> 112
VP10 B g MPpEsri ed oid 2 PIRE 1> FR5 00
AssetU : 7 Z 41 # ::.'é«uﬁg;;:gﬁn%u BE A3 L8225 F R B ¥ o
Free_Tobin : p d mfﬁﬂ AR ErAfE AP pdmESE a:}r’fa“r%%‘“’ *wmz2 FENE R
e SIS IR ST T LS NEN S P T T TS #“uww%?é:$%
¥ ¢ Tobins’Q 7 » M F £ B Fika § xﬁg**@:fuﬁﬂ% RFA o oFoFLAE
We P FER2ZAE? P E 1 BRSO
Pyramiding : B4 % > 27 %7 £FEHHEREE 1> 20500
Cross-holding : & #%#c > & ﬂ;g‘; TRFRIRG G 1 FRA O
Profitability © 415 » T2 4 58 p 5 2 F £E e FITEE A E P Skl iRy
PEratio : L7486 - % & R & L ok kgL Fa o
RDratio : &= % THEFWFERZAG RO p Y -;32 :g;f o
PPE @ il PAXFAR D AFTAR
FirmSize : 2 P4 TH A FT AR (FiniF ) B’~5 ’*'}“d’jﬁ'f,



% 3 5 Pearson #pRf iAo I B IRIEET EB o F (OVER VALUE )
1 F 2 5 d (AssetU) %2 & 5 35 % 1 (Pyramiding) % J_ifﬁll’a;? ’&ﬁ—r*}ﬁ
ETERFOTRAEZ T FTANE G AFER Tﬁiﬁl%&» K S Sl IR
SETEZ EF o (OVER. VALUE) i 2 g ) (Profltablllty) A
F 2P y# B 5" (RDratio) 4.8 2 £ F ¥ ¢ (PEratio) 2 ¥ 4

2ALSARFRE VA FELE] T 2w FR (55 6F 5 probit i jFE % o
U 1?,&,@:@% LR R AEAYHL D 4¢P RE Vi gD
| *  ip|dc(AssetU ) & &g F i ApRf ( %% 0.285 p & % 0.001) ~
2 g d ;&4?,,, ¥ ‘m;kg?\ 2 %3 (Free_Tobin) T & % 4pkf ( #0.004>p &
5 0031) 1% 22 4 F 5 %4 (Pyramiding) & &8 % & 4 b ( %2 0.043-p & 5 0.033) >
feer 2 R F (Cross-holding) % it Aphf e AEREF KR T EZ D B3 o
PEFTRMZFAN F RFL A RN B ILPE2 1My L3NS
o v P& RS (2009) I Pkt £ 3 B M5 = ¢ (UNDER_VALUE) 3 » & R] -
FEFRELH @22 (UNDER_VALUE) £ 3 & 1% Z ifj#c (AssetU) &2 ¥
foApRE (il -0.228 > p e i 0.000) ~ £ & 3 ¥ %4 (Pyramiding) ( :d#k -0.077
piE % 0.000) ® 222 = #3% (Cross-holding) ( ## -0.037>p &% 0.045) » % %
BE LM el @EiKis 27 (UNDER.VALUE) 2 pd REGEZ S £ 8¢ 2
2 %% (Free Tobin) R4 F 1 4pM » B3pH A5 -

\

el %s 6 o EPS (Profitability) 22 F A 41% F2 il £ FEEHER
CERREFI AN i WA R S KNI TN BA T
PR 4@@%; T D SIE N J—v]:#r}i REFREG T 2P EZ A
oosaplAp R AL #E R Y (RDratio) F o HFIREF A F2 mHE R
URMEFLIRM 2 Ad AN BRI EBEIRTNE £F %i%ﬁ%é\ il
AFE AL g (PPE) + s PUERFTANY Fnmlics o RAMEL AL
2RI E EFHERBNIFEFIRF DT AL FMA T > pREF L VIF
BF KA 100 B7 p REF2 ERBHEBH 202 L FHAEE $29% o
Fo AWM RE B LAY IR -



% 3 18 M h#cA 45 (N=4,371)

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.
1.ABRET 1.000
2.0VER VALUE 0.396  1.000
(0.000)
3.UNDER VALUE -0.273"" -0.147"" 1.000
(0.000)  (0.000)
4.AssetU 0.009 0.099™ -0.095""  1.000
(0.533)  (0.000)  (0.000)
5.Free_Tobin -0.010 0.009 0.0477"  -0.1377"  1.000
(0.517)  (0.536)  (0.002)  (0.000)
6.Pyramiding -0.001 0.0307 -0.053"" 0.158"" -0.012 1.000
(0.943)  (0.045) (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.446)
7.Cross-holding  -0.033™  -0.015  -0.010 0.0817"  0.032”  0.319""  1.000
(0.028)  (0.332) (0.501)  (0.000)  (0.037)  (0.000)
8.Profitability 0.102” -0.125"" 0.126"" -0.283""  0.258"" -0.011 0.025°  1.000
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.458)  (0.094)
9.PEratio -0.011 0.048™ -0.032”  -0.001 0.051™  0.003 -0.012 0.064™  1.000
(0.471)  (0.002) (0.033)  (0.964)  (0.001)  (0.843)  (0.422)  (0.000)
10.RDratio -0.053™  -0.027°  0.002 0.064™ -0.113™ -0.095"" 0.033" -0.073"" -0.006  1.000
(0.000)  (0.075) (0.907)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.029)  (0.000)  (0.672)
11.PPE -0.055""  0.0477" -0.088"" 0.0777" 0.1967" 0.095""  0.008 0.120™ -0.003 -0.170"" 1.000
(0.000)  (0.002) (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.589)  (0.000)  (0.866) (0.000)
12.FirmSize -0.078™ -0.070"" 0.064™ 0.060"" 0.078"" 0.314™" 0.316" 0.1917" -0.003 -0.187"" 0.072"" 1.000
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.862) (0.000) (0.000)
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AGC,, = o, +,OVER _VALUE, , + o,UNDER _VALUE;_, + a,Profitability, + «,PRratio,

+agRDratio, + a;PPE;, + o, FirmSize, + ¢, = (2)
AssetU  VIF Free_Tobin VIF Pyramiding VIF Cross-holdin VIF
INTERCEPT  -1.014™" -0.002 -1.472" -1.4727
(0.000) (0.765) (0.000) (0.000)
OVER VALUE 0.285" 1.043 0.004" 1.043  0.0437 1.043 0.006 1.043
(0.001) (0.031) (0.033) (0.752)
UNDER VALUE -0.228™" 1.047 0.004” 1.047 -0.077 1.047 -0.037" 1.047
(0.000) (0.011) (0.000) (0.045)
Profitability =~ -2.708™" 1.086 0.049”" 1.086 -0.187 1.086 -0.066  1.086
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.072)
PEratio 0.000 1.009 0.0007° 1.009  0.000 1.009  -0.000 1.009
(0.440) (0.003) (0.722) (0.452)
RDratio 3.362™" 1.065 -0.061"" 1.065 -0.294" 1.065 0.959™" 1.065
(0.000) (0.000) (0.075) (0.000)
PPE 1.021" 1.057 0.035"" 1.057  0.183"" 1.057 0.001 1.057
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.982)
FirmSize 0.163" 1.077 0000 1.077 0.1137 1.077 0.110™ 1.077
(0.000) (0.485) (0.000) (0.000)
Wald test — — 448.470 413.430
F value 31.870 56.550 — —
N 4,371 4,371 4,371 4,371
Adj. R? 0.117 0.101 — —
Pseudo R? — — 0.094 0.096

T4z 5 L White (1980) PR FRE G pE ™ ™ 2 42 u 2~ E 1% 5% 2 10% 2 fk
BERE - i %4 20

z A

McKnight and Weir (2009) #% 2 & ¥ € #2275 BHF L3 2 70 2980 B
F2 @A r-tﬂ\?‘“ AL pr p S (Lev) ~iTZ EBIFE R
(Rl (& FEFE RG24+ F ) (Top_Change) £ 55 A #ax
Man_Share) #* ~1§ EHSE AR ERZGEHN T SRS A2
PR A E R AR E > PR HEHBU P R EFS AR
2T RE R IR AL SN BRI F o
PR Bdo et I A ML F i8> A 51 B R EFE L 470
IRBETITRT

)\-%&Dl,&;‘:y_m@
dm@/\@?,»

=L

-
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25 A FES
AGC;, = oy + o, OVER _VALUE; _; + o,UNDER _VALUE, , + a,Profitability;
+ a,PRratio, + a;RDratio; + oz PPE; + a;FirmSize; + agleyv;
+agTop_Change, + oqoMan_Share, + YEAR _Dummy +&;; e (3)

AssetU  VIF Free_Tobin VIF Pyramiding VIF Cross-holding VIF

INTERCEPT  -0.406 -0.005 -1.3757 15277
(0.449) (0.656) (0.000) (0.000)

OVER VALUE 0.2917" 1.090  0.004™ 1.054 0.055  1.090 0.010  1.090
(0.003) (0.024) (0.011) (0.604)

UNDER VALUE -0.161" 1.077  0.004~ 1.052 -0.071"" 1.077  -0.037"  1.077
(0.013) (0.016) (0.001) (0.082)

Profitability -2.86977 1.294  0.0497 1276 -0.21177 1.294  -0.158"  1.294
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.015)

PEratio 0.000 1.011  0.000™" 1.009 0.000 1.011  -0.000 1.011
(0.582) (0.006) (0.783) (0.401)

RDratio 2592 1199 -0.0607" 1.194 -0.406  1.199 0.567 1.199
(0.112) (0.001) (0.198) (0.117)

PPE 0.7877 1.100  0.036" 1.083 0.1527 1.100 0.005 1.100
(0.020) (0.000) (0.038) (0.947)

FirmSize 0.1807" 1.202  0.000 1.192 0.1157 1.202 0.122"" 1.202
(0.000) (0.654) (0.000) (0.000)

LEV -1.168™" 1.373  0.004 1.364 -0.144" 1.373  -0.334 1.373
(0.005) (0.530) (0.087) (0.000)

Top_Change 0.0717 1.047 -0.000 1.046 -0.004 1.047 0.0167  1.047
(0.025) (0.580) (0.532) (0.011)

Man_Share -0.059™ 1.080 0.001° 1.078 -0.003 1.080 0.003 1.080
(0.000) (0.086) (0.508) (0.599)

YEAR S &I &3 A

Wald test — — 176.210 124.940

F value 11.760 21.480 — —

N 4,371 4,371 4,371 4,371

Adj. R? 0.147 0.102 — —

Pseudo R? — — 0.102 0.110

3L 4EFR N 5 %5 White (1980) #2cluster standard deviation # B BB & 7 R Hcis 2 p (E; FRR KR 2 X,

HE7E 1%-5% % 10% 2 FEEFRE - Z&45m 24 (YEAR) ﬁ?ﬂ’{ﬁi%ﬁiﬂzﬁﬁﬁ%gx

AT AT o R EFL 2087 LEV Z o d 2P E R gy
FRMERA (s EEL

A ; Top_Change

SRR PSR F ) 3TZ & B # S Man_Share F S A Rt oo
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