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3. (lev) . (Bm) .

9740 ( Turnover) .

( Beta) -
( Size) . (2012 )
( Roa) . o
( Growth) . 1 o
1
R Easton(2004)  PEG
Degree
Betweenness
Size
Roa /
Growth ( - )/
Lev /
Bm /
Turnover
Beta Beta
Industry
Year
2
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
732 771 820 991 1165 1344 1365 1522 8710
8.40% 8.85% 9.41% 11.38% 13.38% 15.43% 15.67% 17.47% 100%
3
1/4 3/4
R 8710 0.134 0.062 0.032 0.089 0.122 0.165 0.349
Degree 8710 0.067 0.048 0.021 0.038 0.048 0.075 0.262
Betweenness 8710 0.120 0.043 0 0.112 0.131 0.146 0.173
Size 8710 22.37 1.273 20.18 21.45 22.16 23.10 26.27
Roa 8710 5.571 4.710 -5.59 2.348 4.786 7.964 21.79
Growth 8710 17.46 29.64 - 38.78 0.568 12.69 27.95 148.2
Lev 8710 43.58 19.95 5.247 27.61 43.67 59.44 84.55
Bm 8710 0.902 0.899 0.103 0.349 0.585 1.081 5.056
Turnover 8710 587.8 399.1 53.46 285.8 487.6 801.9 1913
Beta 8710 1.027 0.352 0.170 0.792 1.054 1.274 1.789
() o
Bi
1 o PAJEK
( OLS) STATA o
R = B, + B,Degree( Betweenness) + f3,Size + ’
BsRoa + B,Growth + BsLev + BBm + B,Turnover + ()
BsBeta + XIndusiry + YYear + &g, (1) 2
R
Degree o 3
Betweenness B
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13. 4% 12. 2% Betweenness ( )
PEG 0.067 (0.048) . 0.12 (0.131); (
7 R 34.9% ) 0.262 (0.021) 0.173 (0)
3.2%
o Degree o
4 Pearson
R Degree Betweenness Size Roa Growth Lev Bm Turnover
R 1
Degree -0.013** 1
Betweenness - 0.137***  0.4427% ** 1
Size - 0.015  0.092*** 0.114%** 1
Roa 0.128*** 0.012 -0.026%* -0.139%** 1
Growth — 0.151*** = 0.013 - 0.046*** — 0.057*** 0.202%** 1
Lev 0.094***  0.089*** -0.013 0.271%** - 0.203*** 0.016 1
Bm 0.154***  0.053*** 0.019" 0.254*** - 0.267*** —0.090*** 0.220%** 1
Turnover - 0.146*** - 0.052%** - 0.089*** - 0.215*** - 0.107*** 0.062*** - 0.185*** - 0.216*** 1
Beta - 0.004 0.016 - 0.061*** 0.113%** —0.197*** - 0.066*** 0.143*** 0.182*** 0.0827% **
N 1%5% 10% ( ) o
5 ( R)
T Z
4355 0.131 3.179% % 0.119 2.861%**
4355 0.137 0.125
4355 0.130 5.908* * * 0.117 3.063%**
4355 0.139 0.129
t Wilcoxon B
() 0. 125 Wilcoxon
4 1% ;
2 0.117
R 5% 0.129 Wilcoxon
1% 1% o
1 °
1.
. ()
() 6 (1).(2) (1)
(
) (1)
o (2) :
5 . Degree
0. 131 Betweenness R 1%
0.137 t 1%
; 0. 130
0.139 t
1% o
H.
0.119
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6 ()
1. o
(1) (2) (3 (4
Degree - 0.0337%** - 0.0337*** (
(-2.88) (- 2.88) )
Betweenness - 0.0594%** - 0.0594%** ( 2SLS)
(-391) (-39 7 ) 2SLS
Size = 0.0041%** - 0.0040% ** — 0.0041*** - 0.0040* * *
(-581) (-572) (-58)) (-572)
Roa 0.0015%**  0.0016***  0.0015***  0.0016*** .
(10.06) (10.15) (10.06) (10.15) o i PEG
Grouth — 0.0002" 7% 0,00027 7% 000027 7 0,0002" % Gebhardt  (2001) * GLS
(9.93) (9.83) (9.93) (9.83)
Lev 0.0002%**  0.0002%**  0.0002%**  0.0002%**
(5.21) (5.21) (5.21) (5.21)
Bm 0.0090%** 00089 **  0.0090***  0.0089***
(827) (821) (827) (821) °
Turnover - 0.0000** - 0.0000** - 0.0000** - 0.0000** GLS
(-197) (-209) (-197) (-209) - GLS :
Beta - 0.0068* ** - 0.0067* ** - 0.0068* ** - 0.0067*** _ _
(-351)  (-349)  (-351)  (-349 P, = B, FROR.., rBI + FROR, . - ! "
Industry (1+1) (1 +7)
Year FROR,,, - r FROR,,, - r
_Cons  02129***  02127%** 02129***  02127*** (1+7)° 7 o (1 +r)12 B
(13.00) (13.01) (13.00) (13.01)
N 8710 8710 8320 8320 P, !
R_a 03119 0.3126 0.2519 0.2426 ; B,
T . ; FROR,,, t+1
o 6 (3). (4
7 2SLS
(M (2) 3. . (1)
L. Degree - 0.279%4 Roa Roe; (2)
(- 1.87)
L. Betweenness - 0.0845% ** 2% 5%
(- 2.95) .
Size - 0.0038% ** - 0.0046* **
(-3.71) (- 5.80) N
Roa 0.0015* ** 0.0016* **
(8.70) (8.95)
Growth 0.0002 % * * 0.0002 % * *
(7.68) (7.66)
Lev 0.0004* * * 0.0003* * * °
(6.65) (6.73)
Bm 0.0078 % * * 0.0086* * *
(5.63) (7.13)
Turnover - 0.0000* * * - 0.0000* ** ’
(-3.14) (- 3.05) ()
Beta - 0.0065* * * - 0.0069* * *
( - 2.86) (- 3.16)
Industry
Year
_Cons 0.1766* * * 0.1927%** M
(8.69) (10.43)
N 6013 6013 >
R’ _a 0.3007 0.3372 ;
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RLTED 2009 2
o N o (3). (4)
Degree
o Betweenness Risk_ o
Baron  Kenny ( 1986) * . 0 Degree
(2004) * Betweenness 0.0207  0.0452
(1) 0. 0337 0. 059%4 .
o Sobel o
Risk_ o =B, + B,Degree/Betweenness + 3,Size +
BsRoa + B,Growth + BsLev + B;Bm + B,Turnover + o
ByBeta + XIndusiry + YYear + &g, (2)
R =B, + B,Degree/Betweenness + 3, Risk_ o +
, oo ’ ) (2 (3) (4
B;Size + B,Roa + B;Growth + Bclev + B,Bm + Rish_o Rish_o R R
By Turnover + ByBeta + SIndusiry + 3Year + g, (3) Degree - 0.2665* * * - 0.0207**
Risk_ o ( Operating Risk) (2.65) (-204)
“ Betweenness - 0.3452** - 0.0452% **
(12013) A (2.24) (- 3.69)
(2014) * Risk_o 0.0010**  0.0010* *
(2.26) (2.27)
( (=2 [+ ) i Size 0.0154 0.0153 = 0.0067" " - 0.0066
(0.43) (0.42) (-741)  (-17.30)
Roa 0.0470***  0.0469* **  0.0017***  0.0017***
(4.77) (4.75) (7.70) (7.82)
. Growth 0.0007 0.0007  0.0003**  0.0003"**
(0.49) (0.50) (8.46) (8.36)
° Lev - 0.0013 = 00013  0.0002***  0.0002***
(-056)  (-056) (3.45) (3.46)
( 1) Bm = 0.2179%** - 0.2182*** 0.0099***  0.0098***
. (-538) (-535 (729 (7.21)
B ’ Turnover — 0.0003***  0.0003***  —0.0000 - 0.0000
(2) B ; (2.63) (265) (-109  (-128)
Beta 0.4030***  04030***  -00048" - 0.0047
(3) (3.95) (3.94) (-1.68) (- 165
Industry
:81 Bz °© ( 1) Year
B~ (2) B> (3) Bi~ B, _Cons 3.6585% ¥ * 3.6558*F*F 0.2621% % 0.2623%**
(3) B (1) B (3.84) (3.84) (12.39) (12.42)
. N 5823 5823 5823 5823
' R*_a 0.0970 0.0952 0.1886 0.1902
(N B (2) B (3) B
(3 B ()
8 (2) (3)
. (. (2)
Degree Betweenness o
Risk_ o 1%+ 5%
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o - () B (3) (¥
K = + ss + +

Risk_ i =B, + B,Degree/Betweenness + f3,Size Risk.i Risk.i R R
BsRoa + B,Growth + Bs;Lev + B¢Bm + B;Turnover + Degree —0.6245" * — 0.0185* *

ByBeta + XIndusiry + YYear + &g, (4) (225) (-213)

.R = B, + B,Degree/Betweenness + B, Risk_ i + Betweenness ) (()213249) _(0;012.9035;
B;Size + B,Roa + B;Growth + B¢lev + B,Bm + Risk i 0.0185* * 0.0163"
BsTurnover + ByBeta + Sindustry + 3Year + g, (5) (2.18) (1.86)

Risk_ i ( Information Risk) . Size 0.0254 0.0257 0.0154**  0.0163**
(0.54) (0.69) (2.41) (232)
L 46
Francis (2005) Roa 0.0452%*  0.0448%*  0.0017***  0.0016***
(2.37) (2.35) (4.53) (4.85)
Growth 0.0012" 0.0012" 0.0026***  0.0028***
(1.79) (1.83) (5.42) (5.31)
° Lev 0.0025 0.0027 0.0012**  0.0016* *
(1.26) (1.41) (2.45) (2.46)
. Bm —0.5234% %% —05287% %% 0.0279%%  0.0238**
(-418)  (-335) (2.25) (2.23)
Turnover 0.0052* * 0.0047** - 0.0023 - 0.0035
(2.03) (215 (-139) (- 148
@ Beta 0.8532%**  08412%**  — 004" - 0.0247"
. (3.95) (3.94) (-173)  (-167)
Industry
Jones :
Year
49
Roychowdhury (2006) _Cons 2.8624%* % 2.0085%**  (0.5364* **  0.5628% **
. (2.81) (2.8) (10.35) (10.41)
. N 7531 7531 7531 7531
' R a 0.1237 0.1281 0.2154 0.2285
9 (4) (5)
o (. (2)
Degree .
Betweenness Risk_ i 5% 2009-2016 A
o (3). (4
Degree .
Betweenness Risk_ 1
0 o

Degree Betweenness

0.0185 0.0193 (1) .

0.0337 0.059%4., o

Sobel
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Interlocking Director Network and Cost of Equity Capital: Influence Effect and Path Test

WANG Yong—ging'
( 1. School of Business

Tianjin University of Finance and Economics

SHAN Wen—tao' PENG Zheng-yin'”’

Tianjin 300222 China;

2. Beijing Philosophy and Social Science Research Center for Capital Commercial Industry

Beijing Technology and Business University Beijing 100048 China)

Abstract: As an informal institutional arrangement that is embedded in the enterprise for a long time whether the inter—

locking director network can reduce the cost of equity capital through resource acquisition and information transfer needs

to be further studied. The specific effect and impact path of the interlocking directors” network on the cost of equity cap—

ital are examined by the social network analysis method through the data of A—Share listed companies in 2009-2016

years. The results show that the higher network location of the interlocking directors can significantly reduce the cost of

equity capital of the enterprise; after the endogeneity test and a series of robustness tests the above conclusions are still

established. Further impact mechanism analysis and intermediary effect test show that operating risk and information risk

play a significant intermediary role in the impact of the cost of equity capital on the interlocking director network that is

the higher network location of the chain directors can reduce the cost of equity capital by reducing operating risk and in—

formation risk. The conclusion provides empirical evidence for in—depth understanding of the internal mechanism of inter—

locking director network affecting the cost of equity capital.

Key words: interlocking director network; cost of equity capital; operating risk; information risk
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