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Online Appendix for 

The Effect of Board Structure on Firm Disclosure and Behavior: A Case Study of 

Korea and a Comparison of Research Designs  

 

Abstract:  This Online Appendix contains additional discussion of the exogeneity of the legal 

shock on which we rely, as well as additional results for Black, Kim, and Nasev, The Effect of 

Board Structure on Firm Disclosure and Behavior: A Case Study of Korea and a Comparison of 

Research Designs (2020).  The underlying article is available from SSRN at 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=2133283. 

 

I. 1999 Korean Corporate Governance Reforms 

A.  Legislative History  

The impetus for the legal shock we rely on here was the East Asian Financial Crisis of 

1997-1998.  Prior to 1998, most Korean firms had no outside directors at all.  Almost none 

had 50% outside directors, except for a few banks and majority state-owned enterprises 

(SOEs); we exclude banks and SOEs from our sample.  Corporate law did not permit boards 

of directors to establish committees, such as an audit committee.  Following the crisis, Korean 

firms elected more outside directors and introduced other governance reforms, partly 

voluntarily but in large measure due to legal changes.  Legal reforms in 1998 required all 

public firms to have at least 25% outside directors.  This effectively requires firms to have at 

least two outside directors (a very small, 4-person board with one outside director was 

permissible, but not common).  The corporate law was amended in December 1999 to permit 

board committees.  These reforms applied to all firms. 

In contrast, the reforms we focus on here, adopted in the second half of 1999, applied 

only to large firms.  Large firms, defined as firms with year-end assets > 2 trillion won 

(around US$2 billion) were required to have at least 50% outside directors; an audit 

committee comprised of at least two-thirds outside directors, and an outside director 

nominating committee with at least 50% outside directors as members (to nominate the 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=2133283
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outside directors).  The two committees had to be in place beginning after each firm’s annual 

shareholder meeting in 2000.  The outside director requirement was phased in, with large 

firms required to have at least three outside directors following the 2000 shareholder 

meeting,1 and to have 50% outside directors following the 2001 shareholder meeting.2   

Table App-1 summarizes the principal legislative events in 1999.  This table is based on a 

search for relevant news articles in the KINDS (Korean Integrated News Database System) 

database, which includes all major Korean newspapers, and on the personal knowledge of 

Woochan Kim and Hasung Jang. 

In March 1999, the government formed a public-private Corporate Governance Reform 

Committee to recommend further governance reforms.  These reforms were expected to 

focus on the large Korean business groups, known as chaebol, but there was at that time little 

knowledge about what the Committee was likely to recommend or how enthusiastic the 

government would be about the Committee’s recommendations.  Core initial announcements 

on June 2-3, 1999 indicated that the government would amend Korea's corporate governance 

rules, focusing on chaebol reform.  Prior news stories made it clear that the reforms would 

focus on audit committees and on outside directors.  A June 25, 1999, announcement 

provided additional detail, but nothing significantly new.  On July 2, 1999, the government 

announced that the rules would apply to “large” firms (rather than chaebol firms as such) but 

did not specify a size threshold.  The first specification of the size threshold and the likely 

rules came on August 25, 1999, when the Ministry of Finance circulated a draft law which 

specified a 1 trillion won threshold, and required large firms to have 50% outside directors 

and an audit committee with at least 2/3 outside directors.  The major chaebol groups 

lobbied strongly against the reforms through the Federation of Korean Industry, a chaebol 

                                                        
1  A more complete list of events is available from the authors on request. 

2  A rule change in 2003 requires large firms to have a majority of outside directors beginning in 2005 (exactly 
50% is no longer allowed). 
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trade group.3   The chaebol were unsuccessful in persuading the government to alter the 

substance of the reforms, but were able to get the threshold raised to 2 trillion won and to 

delay full implementation until 2001.  There were conflicting announcements over whether 

the size threshold would be raised to 2 trillion won during Sept. 21-29; the draft legislation 

was amended to raise the threshold on October 20.  There was little doubt that the legislature 

would adopt the government's proposal and it did so, without significant change, a few weeks 

after the government bill was introduced.  This history makes clear that there was nothing 

magic about the final 2 trillion won threshold; indeed, the government proposed a lower 

threshold, and raised the threshold in response to political pressure.4 

Our panel data results rely on a Korean corporate governance index (KCGI) from 

1998-2004, described in Black, Kim, Jang, and Park (2015), and summarized in Table 2.  

Observations of KCGI are at year-end, except for 2001, when we also have mid-year data.  KCGI 

(0 ~ 100) consists of five equally weighted indices:  Board Structure; Board Procedure; 

Shareholder Rights; Disclosure; and Ownership Parity. 

Board Structure Index is composed of Board Independence Subindex (2 elements, 0 

~ 10), and Board Committee Subindex (3 elements, 0 ~ 10), defined as: 

Board Independence Subindex = 10*(b1 + b2)/2 

b1 = 1 if firm has 50% outside directors; 0 otherwise 

b2 = 1 if firm has > 50% outside directors; 0 otherwise 

Board Committee Subindex = 10*(b3 + b4 + b5)/3 

b3 = 1 if firm has outside director nominating committee, 0 otherwise  

b4 = 1 if firm has audit director committee, 0 otherwise  

b5 = 1 if firm has compensation committee, 0 otherwise  

                                                        
3  See, for example, Ikwon Lee, FKI Asks Government to Repeal Outside Director Ratio, Korean Economic Daily 
(Sept. 7, 1999). 

4  The government also announced some less significant reforms, limited to chaebol firms, during August 1999.  
Black and Kim (2012), in their event study of the 1999 reforms these reforms, confirm in horserace regressions 
that a dummy variable for firms with assets > 1 trillion won (the expected threshold at the time) is significant, 
and a chaebol dummy is not, for periods that include these announcements.  We are not aware of other 
regulatory changes during this period that differentially affected large and small firms.  Dewenter, Kim, Lim, 
and Novaes (2006) discuss changes in Korean stock exchange listing rules during 1999-2002.  The only relevant 
change in 1999 simply requires firms to comply with the new legal rules. 
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The 1999 law requires large firms to have elements b1, b3 and b4.  For a firm which 

previously had none of these elements, Board Structure Index will rise from 0 to 11.67, out 

of 20 possible points.  The large firm mean in fact rises from 0.20 in 1998 (one large firm had 

50% outside directors, none had audit or other committees) to 12.47 in spring 2001.  Figure 

1 shows the mean Board Independence and Board Committee subindex values over time for 

balanced panels of large and small Korean public firms, respectively. 

B.  Graphical Overview of Share Returns During Legislative Period 

Black and Kim (2012) conduct an event study of the principal legislative events during 

June-August 1999), as well as the entire legislative period, in which they compare cumulative 

abnormal returns (CARs) to “large-plus” firms (assets from 1-4 trillion won at year-end 1998) 

to CARs for slightly smaller, “mid-sized firms” (assets from 0.5-1 trillion won).  They use 1 

trillion won as the size threshold because this is the threshold that market participants 

expected at the time.  We present selected graphical results from this study here, and refer 

readers to the full article for regression results. 

Figure 2 provides a graphical overview of returns to an equally weighted index of 

large-plus versus a similar index of mid-sized firms during 1999.  Each index is set to 100 at 

year-end 1997.  The two indices move together through 1998 and the first five months of 

1999.  They diverge in June 1999, at the beginning of the legislative period, and remain 

separated thereafter.  Thus, large plus firms gain relative to mid-sized firms when they should, 

if investors believed that the governance changes were good news for the affected firms.  The 

divergence is not related to overall market movements.  There is little divergence in late 1998 

and early 1999, when prices rise strongly.  The divergence appears instead during a period 

when an equally weighted index of all firms' share prices (dominated by smaller firms) is 

slightly declining. 

Figure 3 narrows the time period and shows the cumulative difference between the 

large-plus and mid-sized indices from April 30, 1999 (roughly one month before event 1) to 

the end of 1999.  Each index is normalized to 100 at April 30, 1999.  There is an overall rise, 
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consistent with gradual release of information, or gradual investor assessment of the 

implications of the governance reform, during June-August, covering the period from event 

1 through event 3, and no significant trend thereafter.  If one focuses on the principal discrete 

event dates, shown with vertical lines in the figure, there is a rise prior to event 1, consistent 

with potential leakage of information (though event 1 is better understood as being about 

chaebol firms, rather than large-plus firms as such), and a rise around events 2 and 3. 
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Table 1. Key Announcement Dates for 1999 Korean Governance Reforms 

Key events for 1999 legal reforms to rules governing outside directors, audit committees, 
and nominating committees for listed Korean firms, based on search of KINDS (Korean 
Integrated News Database System) database, which includes all major Korean newspapers.   

Dates Information 
1998: 

various 
1998 reforms, effective starting with 1999 annual meetings, require all listed 
firms to have a minimum of 25% outside directors 

March 18, 
1999 

Corporate Governance Reform Committee created to recommend reforms 

May 24-26, 
1999 

President appoints new Minister of Finance and Economy and other economic 
ministers; instructs them to focus on chaebol reform, they so report to the 
press. 

June 2, 1999 
News articles:  government economic policy will shift from "lower leverage" 
to "corporate governance reform" (understood to include independent 
directors and audit committees). 

June 3, 1999 
Speech by new Minister of Finance and Economy: chaebol reform will focus 
on corporate governance reform 

June 25, 
1999 

Ministry of Finance and Economy says some provisions in the Korean 
Corporate Governance Code will be mandated by law, mentions higher outside 
director ratio, audit committees, and minority shareholders’ rights. 

July 2, 1999 
Government announces that audit committee, dominated by outside directors, 
will be mandated for large firms (size threshold is not specified). 

Aug. 25, 
1999 

Government announces plans to require large firms (news stories speculate 
that threshold will be 1 trillion won) to have 50% outside directors and a 
director nomination committee, dominated by outside directors.  Ministry of 
Justice announces a reform bill to allow companies to adopt board 
committees, including an audit committee with at least three members, 
including at least 2/3 outside directors, instead of an internal auditor.  
Proposal also includes more details on previously announced chaebol reforms, 
of which the most significant were limits on investments by one chaebol 
member in another and board approval and disclosure of large related party 
transactions. 

Aug. 26, 
1999 

Corporate Governance Reform Committee releases first draft of proposed 
Corporate Governance Code.  For large firms (over 1 trillion won), the Code 
recommends 50% outside directors.  For all firms, it recommends (i) an audit 
committee, with at least one member having expertise in auditing; (ii) an 
outside director nominating committee; (iii) a board with at least 8 directors; 
(iv) cumulative voting for directors. 

Sept. 21-29, 
1999 

Government announces that it is considering raising the size threshold to 2 
trillion won. 

Nov. 22, 
1999 

Government submits a bill to require large firms to have:  (i) at least 50% 
outside directors; (ii) at least three outside directors; (iii) an audit committee 
composed of at least 2/3 outside directors; (iv) an outside director 
nomination committee composed of at least 50% outside directors. 
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Dates Information 

Dec. 16, 
1999 

National Assembly passes a bill to revise the Securities Transaction Act to 
require large firms to have 50% outside directors, an audit committee, and an 
outside director nomination committee. The supplementary provisions clarify 
effective dates. Audit committee and outside director nomination committee 
will be effective on the first AGM after January 21, 2000.  A minimum of three 
outside directors should be met before the first AGM after fiscal year 2000.  
The 50% outside director ratio should be met on the first AGM after fiscal year 
2000. 
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Figure 1. Change in Board Independence and Board Committees over Time 

Figures show mean values of Board Independence Subindex (0~10) and Board Committees 
Subindex (0~10) from year-end 1998 through year-end 2004, for balanced panels of large 
Korean public firms (assets > 2 trillion won) and mid-sized Korean public firms (0.25 trillion 
won < assets < 2 trillion won), respectively. 
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Figure 2. Cumulative Returns for Large Plus and Mid-Sized Firms, 1998-1999 

Cumulative returns to "large plus" Korean firms (1 trillion won < assets < 4 trillion won at 
year-end 1998, and mid-sized firms (0.5 trillion won < assets < 1 trillion won) during 1998 
and 1999.  Base level for each group is set to 100 at Dec. 31, 1997. 
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Figure 3. Cumulative Market-Adjusted Returns for Large Plus Firms 

Percentage cumulative market-adjusted returns (CMAR) to equally weighted portfolio of 47 
"large plus" Korean firms (1 < assets < 4 trillion won at year-end 1998), relative to Mid-sized 
Index (equally weighted index of 54 firms with 0.5 trillion won < assets < 1 trillion won), from 
April 30-Dec. 31, 1999 (in percentage terms).  CMAR is set to zero at April 30, 1999.  Vertical 
lines show day 0 for event 1 (June 3), event 2 (July 2) and event 3 (Aug. 25). 
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Figure 4.  Annual Means for Large and Small Firms, Overall and Within RD Bandwidth 

Figures present mean annual values of outcome variables for large (treated) firms (assets > 2T) 
and small (control) firms (assets < 2T) over 1994-2005. Left figure uses whole sample; middle 
figure uses broad bandwidth (firms with assets  [0.5T, 8T]); right figure uses narrow 
bandwidth (firms with assets  [1T, 4T]).  Treatment (assets > 2T won) and control (assets < 
2T won) groups are defined at year-end 1999 for ln(Tobin’s q) and linear(non-logged) q, and at 
year-end 2000 for other outcomes.  We show annual means over 1994-2005 except for KCGI 
subindices and MD&A word count, for which we have data only for 1998-2005. 
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Figure 5.  Annual DiD for Selected Outcomes 

Figure present annual DiD results for selected, less important outcomes, using the same format 
as text Figure 2.  Figures present coefficients on large firm dummy from annual DiD regressions, 
with firm and industry*year FE, following eqn. (5), with limited covariates (ln(assets) and 
ln(years listed).  Point estimates are relative to May 1999 for Tobin’s q, and 2000 for other 
outcomes.  Vertical lines show 95% confidence interval, using standard errors clustered on 
firms. We use full sample for left-hand figures, broad bandwidth ([0.5T, 8T]) for middle figures, 
and narrow bandwidth ([1T, 4T]) for right-hand figures.  Treatment and control groups are 
defined at May 1999 for share-price-related outcomes and at year-end 2000 for other outcomes.   
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Figure 6.  This figure replicates text Figure 3 (Annual DiD Results, Overall and within RD 

Bandwidth) in the main manuscript including all covariates 
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Figure 7.  Replication of text Figure 3 (Annual DiD Results, Overall and within RD 

Bandwidth), which uses limited covariates, using finer 6 industry classification for 

industry*year FE, for ln(Tobin’s q), sales growth, and disclosure subindex 
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II. First Difference (FD) Results 

In the main text we present three classic panel data designs: pooled OLS, RE and FE. We extend 

these findings here by reporting FD results. 

The FD model is similar to the FE model (and identical with only two time periods).  Let δxi,t 

= xi,t – xi,t-1 and similarly for other variables.  The FD model is: 

𝛿𝑦𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛽1 ∗ 𝛿𝐾𝐶𝐺𝐼𝑖,𝑡 + 𝜷2 ∗ 𝜹𝒙𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛿𝑔𝑡 + 𝜂𝑖,𝑡 

Grieser and Hadlock (2018) observe that if there is feedback from the outcome variable to 

future KCGI or future x’s, this can show up as a difference between FE and FD coefficients.  

Relying on Wooldridge (2010), Ch. 10, they propose several ways to test whether feedback from 

the outcome to the variable of interest (here, KCGI) is important.  The simplest is to assess 

whether FE and FD coefficients are similar.  The second involves adding a lead of KCGI (KCGIt+1) 

to the FE model; an insignificant coefficient on the KCGIlead variable is evidence against feedback 

from the outcome variable to KCGI.  The third involves adding the level of KCGI (KCGIt) to the 

FD model; an insignificant coefficient on the KCGIlevel variable is evidence against feedback. 

We present results in tables 2 and 3 below. There is a tendency, across most outcome 

measures, for FE results to be stronger than FD results.  As noted in Section 3 of the main paper, 

this is a worry sign for whether the (technical) strict exogeneity assumption is reasonable.  

What might explain the differences between FE and FD results?  Consider Tobin’s q.  Suppose 

that an increase in KCGI broadly – and causally -- predicts an increase in Tobin’s q, but with an 

uncertain lag, that may vary across firms.  In the Korean case, there is strong evidence from 

Black and Kim (2012) that Tobin’s q increases when the board structure reforms are adopted 

in the second half of 1999.  The legally mandated changes, and thus the increase in KCGI – occur 

later, principally in 2000 and 2001.  Investor anticipation that better governance will improve 

firm performance and thus cause higher Tobin’s q, but the timing is reversed – the increase in 

Tobin’s q precedes the increase in KCGI.  FE still picks up the effect, but FD does not, because it 

requires a more precise match between the timing of changes in the predictor variable (KCGI) 

and the outcome (Tobin’s q)  

More generally, FD assumes a strict correspondence in time between changes in the outcome 

variable, and changes in the predictor variable, here KCGI.  FE is more flexible. If the predictor 

and the outcome generally move together, but with a variable lag (or for Tobin’s q) a lead), FE 

will still find a strong association between the two, but FD may not.  If the time correspondence 

were known (for example, if we knew there was a one-year lag), the FD model could be adapted 
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for that.  But if the lag is unknown and variable, the FD model may fail to pick up an effect that 

is really there. 

Taken together, with this section, we give guidance on the choice between FE and FD 

estimates. If the FE assumptions are met, FE and FD should provide similar estimates.  However, 

Grieser and Hadlock (2018) provide evidence that FE and FD estimates using corporate finance 

panel datasets often differ, implying that these assumptions are not met.  We find that FD 

estimates are consistently weaker than FE estimates.  This may reflect limitations in the FD 

design, when the timing of a firm’s response to a governance change is uncertain and variable. 

The advice for panel data designs is: use both FE and FD designs and assess which is likely to 

be more reliable.  

Finally, Table 4 extends the overview of results using different methods for FD. 
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Table 2.  Panel Regressions FE, FD and comparison:  Does KCGI predict Tobin’s q and 

Disclosure Subindex 

Panel A.  Tobin’s q   

Regressions (1)-(2) report coefficients from firm fixed effects (FE), and first differences (FD) 
regressions of ln(Tobin’s q) on KCGI, indicated covariates, and year dummies, over 1998-2004 
(for dependent variable).  Regressions (3)-(4) report FE-based and FD-based tests for feedback 
between ln(q) and KCGI; respectively.  Variables are defined in Table 3.  All regressions include 
year dummies; OLS and RE include industry dummies.  t-statistics, with standard errors 
clustered on firm, are in parentheses.  No. of observations (firms) = 2,691 (647).  *, **, *** 
indicate significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level; significant results (at 5% or better) are in 
boldface.  R2 is adjusted R2 for FD and within R2 for FE.    

Dep. variable ln(q) ln(qt)-ln(qt-

1) 
ln(q) ln(qt)-

ln(qt-1) 
Regression (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Method FE FD FE + lead FD + level 
KCGIt 0.0034**

* 
 0.0028**

* 
0.0011*

** 
(4.84)  (3.85) (4.58) 

KCGIt+1   0.0008  
  (1.12)  

KCGIt-KCGIt-1  0.0010  -0.0000 
 (1.39)  (0.06) 

ln(assets) -
0.0643*** 

0.0091 0.0091 0.0079 

(2.73) (0.31) (0.31) (0.27) 
ln(years listed) -

0.1030*** 
-0.0454 -0.0454 -0.0474 

(3.19) (1.17) (1.17) (1.25) 
debt/mvce 0.0013** 0.0011** 0.0011** 0.0012*

* 
 (2.41) (2.46) (2.46) (2.53) 

sales growth 0.0533 -0.0400 -0.0400 -0.0224 
 (1.13) (0.91) (0.91) (0.50) 

rR&D/sales 0.0255**
* 

0.0168**
* 

0.0168**
* 

0.0167*
** 

 (4.22) (3.16) (3.16) (3.16) 
advertising/sales 0.8044 0.7589 0.7589 0.6994 
 (1.33) (1.36) (1.36) (1.25) 
exports/sales -

0.0885** 
-

0.0670** 
-

0.0670** 
-

0.0680** 
 (2.47) (2.02) (2.02) (2.05) 
ppe/sales -0.0246 -0.0472* -0.0472* -0.0446* 
 (1.20) (1.81) (1.81) (1.72) 
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(ppe/sales)2 0.0005 0.0029** 0.0029** 0.0028* 
 (0.78) (2.02) (2.02) (1.93) 
capex/ppe 0.0494* 0.0269 0.0269 0.0265 
 (1.72) (0.93) (0.93) (0.92) 
ebit/sales 0.0053 -0.0455 -0.0455 -0.0502 
 (0.12) (1.04) (1.04) (1.15) 
market share 0.2514**

* 
0.0514 0.0514 0.0606 

 (3.17) (0.84) (0.84) (0.98) 
turnover 0.0036**

* 
0.0016**

* 
0.0016**

* 
0.0017*

** 
 (5.40) (2.68) (2.68) (2.73) 
foreign ownership 0.0031**

* 
0.0021**

* 
0.0021**

* 
0.0020*

** 
 (4.40) (3.55) (3.55) (3.28) 
sole ownership -0.0011 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 
 (0.60) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) 
sole ownership2 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 
 (0.12) (0.69) (0.69) (0.70) 
     
constant 0.382*** -

0.070*** 
-

0.0700*** 
-

0.0633*** 
 (2.63) (7.21) (7.21) (5.23) 
year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 
industry dummies Absorbed Absorbed Absorbed Absorbed 
No of firms 635 624 624 624 
No of observations 3,756 2,819 2,819 2,819 
R2 0.216 0.187 0.187 0.191 
Breusch Pagan p-
value 

    

CRE z-stat (RE vs. 
FE) 

3.59    

(FE vs. FD)     
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Panel B.  Disclosure Subindex 

Regressions (1)-(2) report coefficients from FE and FD regressions of disclosure subindex (DI) 
on lagged (KCGI less disclosure), indicated covariates, and year dummies, over 1999-2004 (for 
dependent variable).  Regressions (3)-(4) report FE-based and FD-based tests for feedback 
between DI and (KCGI less DI); respectively.  Variables and specification are otherwise the same 
as in Panel A*, coefficients on covariates are suppressed.   

Dependent variable DIt DIt – DIt-1 DIt DIt – DIt-1 
Regression (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Method FE FD FE + lead 
FD + 
level 

(KCGI less DI)t-1 0.088*** 0.033** 0.069*** 0.026*** 
(4.44) (2.16) (3.85) (2.94) 

(KCGI less DI)t   0.044**  
  (2.54)  

(KCGI less DI)t-1 - (KCGI less 
DI)t-2 

   0.011 
   (0.64) 

No of firms 647 468 647 557 
No of observations 2,691 1,327 2689 1913 
R2 0.4269 0.108 

 

  
Breusch Pagan      
CRE z-stat (RE vs. FE) 1.08    
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Table 3.  Panel Regressions FE, FD and comparison:  Does KCGI Predict Other Outcome 

Variables? 

Panels A-D.  First four columns report coefficients from FE and FD regressions of indicated 
outcome variables on indicated governance variable and covariates.  The second two colums 
report FE-based and FD-based tests for feedback between outcome and KCGI; respectively.  
Dependent variables are, respectively, [Abs(AA)*100], MD&A word count, one-year sales 
growth, and [capex/assets*100].  Sample and covariates are same as Table 6 except:  Panel A* 
(covariates are cash flow/lagged assets; (cash flow/lagged assets)2, btm, ln(mvce)); Panel C* 
(drop five-year sales growth); Panel D* (drop financial firms, drop capex/ppe, add Tobin’s q).  
Coefficients on covariates are suppressed.  R2 is adjusted R2 for FD and within R2 for FE.  Sample 
period for outcome variable is 1999-2004 (1999-2005 for abs(AA)).  Number of observations 
(firms) is 2,307 (592) in Panel A; 2,767 (551) in Panel B; 2,684 (645) in Panel C; 2,524 (628) in 
Panel D.  t-statistics, with standard errors clustered on firm, in parentheses. *, **, *** indicate 
significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% level; significant results (at 5% or better) are in boldface. 

 

Method FE FD FE+lead FD+level 
Panel A.  Dependent variable = abs(AA)*100 
KCGIt-1 -

0.035** 
-0.027 

-
0.0226 

-
0.0044 

(2.20) (1.03) (1.15) (0.55) 

KCGIt   
-

0.0045 
 

  (0.20)  

KCGI)t-1 - KCGIt-2   
 -

0.0231 
   (0.76) 

Panel B.  Dependent variable = ln(MD&A word count) 
KCGIt-1 0.0017** 0.0003 0.0015* 0.0009** 

(2.09) (0.34) (1.83) (2.25) 
KCGIt   0.0047  

  (0.67)  
KCGI)t-1 - KCGIt-2    -0.0006 

   (0.59) 
Panel C.  Dependent variable = one-year sales growth 
KCGIt-1 -

0.0017* 
-

0.0016 
-

0.0020* 
-

0.0002 
(1.74) (1.43) (1.71) (0.56) 

KCGIt   0.0006  
  (0.41)  

KCGI)t-1 - KCGIt-2    -
0.0014 

   (1.20) 
Panel D.  Dependent variable = (capex/assets)*100 
KCGIt-1 -

0.0002 
-

0.0094 
0.0030 0.0124

* 
(0.02) (0.64) (0.20) (1.86) 
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KCGIt   0.0028  
  (0.19)  

KCGI)t-1 - KCGIt-2    -
0.0210 

   (1.27) 
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Table 4. Replication of Table 6 (Panel Regressions) Panel B in the main manuscript using 6 industry classification for 

ln(Tobin’s q), sales growth, and disclosure subindex 

regression (1) (2) (3) (4) 
firm RE or FE RE FE RE FE 
covariates limited limited full full 
outcome predictor variable     

ln(Tobin’s q) KCGIt 
0.0055*** 0.0037*** 0.0044*** 0.0032*** 

(6.64) (4.13) (5.45) (3.48) 

Disclosure Subindex KCGIt-1 less Disclosure 
0.0889*** 0.0765*** 0.0720*** 0.0775*** 

(5.38) (3.97) (4.60) (4.07) 

One-Year Sales Growth KCGIt-1 
-0.0019*** -0.0019 -0.0024*** -0.0027** 

(-2.64) (-1.44) (-2.77) (-2.06) 

 

Table 5. Replication of Table 7 (DiD Regressions) in the main manuscript using 6 industry classification for ln(Tobin’s 

q), sales growth, and disclosure subindex 

regression (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
sample full  broad  narrow  full broad  narrow 
covariates limited limited limited full full full 

ln(Tobin’s q) 
0.2212*** 0.0983*** 0.1306*** 0.1379*** 0.0793** 0.0698 

(6.11) (2.69) (2.78) (4.70) (2.14) (1.58) 

Disclosure Subindex 
5.1985*** 3.3920*** 2.5069*** 4.3385*** 2.6450*** 1.9157* 

(8.98) (4.97) (2.80) (7.40) (3.74) (1.95) 

One-Year Sales Growth 
-0.0967** -0.1017** -0.0840 -0.0863** -0.1287** -0.1338 

(-2.47) (-2.06) (-1.17) (-2.13) (-2.29) (-1.61) 
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Table 6. Replication of Table 9 (IV Regressions) in the main manuscript using 6 industry classification for ln(Tobin’s q), 

sales growth, and disclosure subindex 

sample full  broad  narrow  full broad  narrow 
covariates limited limited limited full full full 

Second stage outcome coefficient on instrumented board structure  coefficient on instrumented board structure  

ln(Tobin’s q) 
0.0254*** 0.0095 0.0110 0.0214*** 0.0069 0.0016 

(5.03) (1.52) (0.97) (3.83) (1.05) (0.16) 

Disclosure Subindex 
0.5430*** 0.4331*** 0.3375** 0.4826*** 0.3711*** 0.3780** 

(7.50) (4.48) (2.27) (6.66) (3.95) (2.34) 

One-Year Sales Growth 
-0.0070* -0.0125** -0.0073 -0.0108*** -0.0191*** -0.0160** 
(-1.70) (-1.96) (-0.94) (-2.70) (-3.23) (-1.98) 

 

 


