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Abstract* 

 

         This research study focuses on the investigation of the board of directors as the 

key persons in overseeing the rights of shareholders and defining the level of 

transparency for the company. According to the practices in corporate governance, the 

research uses the cross-sectional data from listed companies in the Stock Exchange of 

Thailand. Eleven years of data, from 2002-2012, of the database from SETSMART 

and SET was used to examine a statistical relationship between the structure of 

shareholders and board of director through economic models. Various tools were 

employed, descriptive analysis and the fixed-effect regression model with 

instrumental variables.   

         The study has found that the shareholder structure as an independent variable 

and board of directors in listed companies as a dependent variable have a relationship 

at a significant level. Even though not all hypotheses in the research paper were 

accepted, the study can conclude that there is a significant relationship between 

shareholder structure and board of directors. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 If the goal of all listed companies is to maximize shareholders wealth, the 

corporate governance has it goal to make sustainability to all listed companies. Many 

investors see good corporate governance as a tool to enhance transparency and protect 

them from bad investment scam. The corporate governance is a large topic to cover 

with and a widely differences measurement, categories and agenda. Researcher 

believes that the main objective of corporate governance is to solve the agency 

problem (OECD, 2002), which international standard of good corporate governance 

have five individual categories to be major guidelines. So those categories have any 

affected among each other or even conflicts in each other, there are still a debate on 

meeting about the application but no numerical evidence (SET, 2006). Corporate 

governance has been promoted in Thailand after financial crisis in 1997, which they 

believe in the truth and better govern will be explore in The Stock Exchange of 

Thailand (SET). The policy making these days are rely on literature reviews and some 

questionnaire, so it rarely seen the policy making rely on long period data evidence in 

decision making. 

 Ownership structure are consisting with a lot of properties detailing, such as 

number of shareholders to the percentage holds by major shareholders, free float 

shareholder percentage, foreigner shareholders and etc. So the ownership structure is 

a complex and complicate to report or to tell characteristics of Thai listed companies 

or even SET as a whole (SET, 2002). Each of listed companies has their own 

ownership structure, whether high intense of major shareholders, low free float 

percentage for instance. There are not many papers discussed in ownership structure, 

especially foreigner shareholders (Dharmapala, 2008). But there are news reports 

about foreigner investors or offshore trade every single day. So this variable in depth 

detail makes this paper more interesting, even in graph or numerical statistical to be 

consider, in other to understand The Stock Exchange of Thailand and there 

stakeholders. Ownership structures in the SET are the cultural and characteristic of
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 mixture of minor, major or foreigner shareholders. All stock holders have their right 

of shareholders according to laws and regulation which is important or key in good 

corporate governance (OECD, 2004). The voting right is the basic of all stockholders; 

this gives the shareholders to be elected the board member of listed firm who are the 

representatives for stockholders in manage the listed companies. This was fallen back 

to the concept of agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1974).  

The world of stock exchange is not easy and not always according to the book. 

All shareholders are free to flow and willing to move around or invest in another 

listed companies or other areas in a minute; this is counted in all minor, major and 

foreigner shareholders. Control structure is the management of the listed companies 

which are group of member of board of directors and other committee. They have 

their own character and culture difference. Audit committee had been set as a rules 

and regulation which all listed companies must have audit committee with at least 3 

members and one should specialize in accounting or finance. Therefore, these will be 

creating dual positioning in audit committee and main board of directors. Ownership 

of listed companies have right to vote or elect only board member and audit 

committee, beside that board of directors are the person who have right to assign 

management team and CEO. So the conflict of interest problem of differences goal 

could be exciting. These are the linkage and create the interesting issue between 

ownership and control to focus on.  

 A large number of studies on good corporate governance have been 

conducted, but only a few used long time frame series or long period of time data in 

SET. Some of the data track back from 1970 until now. Numerous research papers 

focus on the relationship between corporate governance and firm performance to 

analyze the value brought by good corporate governance. Thus, the aim of the present 

study is to understand more in listed company ownership structure and SET structure 

to the relationship of ownership to control structure. Another goal would be to check 

the effected in two ways from ownership to board of director and from board of 

director to ownership (OECD, 2004). 

The results from this research can show the changes that related to the 

application of rules and regulation in corporate governance. The results from 
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econometric model with time-series data can be used to examine the relationship 

between ownership structure and control structure variables. 

Research Questions 

1. Are there long-term changes in any ownership and control structure 

variables? 

2. What are the relationships between ownership structure and control 

structure components? 

3. What is foreigner ownership structures in SET affected to control 

structure? 

4. What are the appropriated models to investigate the relationship between 

ownership and control structures? 

Research Objectives 

The objectives of this research are: 

1. To explore the long-term changes in ownership structure and control 

structure variables. 

2. To investigate the real effect between good corporate governance 

categories whether ownerships structure are affected to control structure or control 

structure are affected to ownership structure. There are prediction the variables inside 

each structure effect to each other in which direction positive or negative or according 

to hypotheses or not. These are to create the numerical evidence for decision making 

in the rules and regulation in corporate governance or to further policy maker. 

3. To examine the effect from foreigner investors to the control structure in 

listed companies on the Stock Exchange of Thailand. This focuses on the corporate 

governance framework pattern. 

4. To develop the predictive models for the control structure based on 

ownership structure and other independent variables. 

Scope of the Study 

 This study examines the relationship between control and ownership 

structure using long-term data from the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET). The 

period of study is during the year 2002 to 2012, so that the daily and yearly data were 
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directly queried from SETSMART (SET Market Analysis and Reporting Tool) 

database. 

Research Contributions 

Data in this research could be useful to explore characteristic of ownership 

structure, investors and shareholders in stock exchange of Thailand. The data analysis 

can show some method of thinking or decision making in invested in SET. The data in 

this research is a time series data, so this could be explain in changes habit or 

direction, new rules and regulation applicant and period of time differences.   

If the statistical model can show the effect between those sub categories in 

corporate governance which are shareholder or ownership structure and board of 

director structure, this might explore the better way in apply corporate governance to 

the listed companies with more effectively and efficiency or new standard for SET as 

a whole. 

The research would explore the business benefit such a new guideline in good 

corporate governance. The improvement in policy maker for regulators and be more 

understanding in term of statistical in a long time frames. Shareholders, board of 

directors and stakeholders would give more attention to corporate governance and 

there components. The business senses would consider more in give voting right and 

right of shareholders. The way of judgment the board structure and shareholder 

structure would be changes, the better solution or method other than corporate 

governance report in checklist would derived. Current situation normally are using 

subjective and discuss in the meeting to set up the rules and regulation or even 

guideline, but this research would provide numerical evidence to support the direction 

of rules and regulation. 

 The paper would confirm and show direction of agency problem or conflict of 

interest issue. The data from stock exchange of Thailand show in time series and data 

itself could add something for academic. The result in graph might show a good 

prediction or some economics explanation.  

 



 
 

Chapter 2 

Literature review 

Overall Corporate Governance 

 Corporate governance widely known as the concept of acting in good faith 

while considering all perspectives, particularly these of shareholders and management 

(OECD, 2004). The concept of corporate governance encompasses many academic 

fields, including finance, accounting and management. This theory has crossed many 

areas of study and publication in many types of education journals because it is an 

ethical issue and subjective concept. So the measurement has no universal 

measurement (Cormier, 2010). Corporate governance has become the general rule and 

regulation for all companies in the world, which involves in stakeholders.  

 Many studies suggest that corporate governance matter only to countries with 

poor legal protection (Chung and Zhang, 2011 and Okapara, 2011). In 1999, the 

OECD published its Principles of Corporate Governance, the first international code 

of good corporate governance approved by governments (OECD, 1999). Corporate 

Governance have shown that no single framework is appropriate for all markets, their 

own SEC and stock regulators needed to defined and given guideline individual by 

their own concept. 

 The corporate governance for listed companies revised in 2006 and 

recommended best practices (OECD, 2012). The principles and recommended best 

practices are presented in the following five categories: 

1. Rights of shareholders. 

2. Equitable treatment of shareholders. 

3. Roles of stakeholders. 

4. Disclosure and Transparency. 

5. Responsibilities of the board. 
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The principles cover all important issues concerning good corporate 

governance, whereas the recommended best practices offer supplementary 

descriptions of means to enable companies to implement the principle (Thai SEC, 

2010). Good corporate governance is very difficult to measure, even though good 

research (Thomsen, 2004). Good corporate governance became a tool for listed 

companies to apply which believed that it will reduce or solving problems. Those 

problems are agency problem (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), conflict of interest (Said, 

2009), information asymmetry (Akerlof, 1970) and much more. 

Corporate Governance 

 Corporate governance has been developing from agency theory which is a best 

tool for govern the firm and improve transparency to maximize shareholder wealth. 

Another issue is from the global fraudulent case of Enron, WorldCom and many cases 

around the world. These two main reasons enforce good corporate governance to 

become an application for all major companies. Board of director and audit committee 

are the main tool for investor protection which is the control and ownership along 

would increase firm performance (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). Holm and Scholer 

(2010)’s research confirm that good corporate governance can enhance information 

transparency which is according to the objective of Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development: OECD in corporate governance term.  

 “The Stock Exchange of Thailand defines Corporate Governance as a set of 

structures and processes of the relationships between a company’s board of directors, 

its management and its shareholders to boost the company’s competitiveness, its 

growth and long-term shareholder value with taking into account the interests of other 

company’s stakeholders” (SET, 2006). 

 The management under good corporate governance has target to solve the 

conflict of interest problem between management and shareholders or between major 

shareholders and minor shareholders, these to reduce the agency cost. Beside that the 

management way would promote the transparency information to the stakeholders 

(Botosan, 1997). Right of shareholders are directly related to information disclosure 

in transparency which board of directors are the one who give information and access 

for investor on time and truth. 
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Agency Theory 

 Startup good corporate governance needed to understand the theory behind 

which agency theory is the most literature and citation for this theory from Jensen and 

Meckling (1973). The Theory is concerning for two parties under agreement upon 

them, one party called “principal” who hires or agreement to hires another party 

called “agent” which authorities to do or act upon principle agreement. These is 

including the decision making and managing in principle companies, by all process 

doing right and seek for the best benefit of principal. The theoretical view has seen 

some of the conflict problems; by everybody want their benefits over firm ultimate 

goal. So this can raise the issue of “Conflict of interest” between principal and agent.  

 Thus, the concept of agency theory in this research paper refers to the conflict 

or difference in objectives of principals, who are the shareholders that own the listed 

companies, and agents, who are the management of the listed companies, with regard 

to who would receive all the compensation from the listed companies. This 

description implies the fitness of agency theory to corporate governance (Robin, 

2006). Figure 2.1 shows the components and level of agency theory. 

 

Source: Jensen and Meckling (1976) 

Figure 2.1: Agency theory 

Shareholders 

Board of Directors 

Management 

Manager 

Worker 
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Stakeholder Theory 

 The stakeholder theory has developed based on the concept of Barnard (1938) 

from the book “Function of the Executive”, which present a positive view of 

managers to support corporate social responsibility. Freeman (1984) supported that 

managers must satisfy to the party who affect outcome of the company, such as 

employees, customers, vendor, production factors, and local community 

organizations. This means that the stakeholders are individuals or group who may 

affect or be affected by the success of the company.  

According to Polonsky's model (1995) in Figure 2.2, stakeholders not only 

have a stake in the organizational behavior but they are also linked to each other. To 

make the figure easiest to read, all the links between stakeholders are not shown, but 

they are implied. Any group may have connections with each other group. It is based 

on Freeman (1984) stakeholders' selection, as it keeps the same twelve important 

groups. 

 
Source: Polonsky (1995) 

Figure 2.2: Polonsky’s model for Stakeholder Theory 
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Shareholder Structure / Ownership structure 

 Corporate governance and five main categories which are concerning on four 

important aspect, shareholders, stakeholders, information and board of director. 

Ownership structure or shareholder structures has been used as on criterion in 

corporate governance within the context of anti-takeover policies. 

 Shareholders structure normally construct on many parties in one listed 

company. The characteristic of shareholders to be considered are: 

 Number of total shareholders, these indicators is showing the actual person or 

parties holding the shares in individual listed companies. The more number of 

shareholders, its indicator the high number of investors interest in this stock or this 

listed firm. The high number of shareholders is easily interpreted that listed firm is 

eye catching in the market. So some of the listed companies might have a high 

number of shareholders compare to low one with in the some market (Rosenstein and 

Watt, 1990). Armstrong (2010) found that when the number of shareholder is low, 

companies exhibit high information asymmetry. Similarly with JieCai (2009) 

suggested that a high number of shareholders may increase the amount of information 

that the market has.  

 Major shareholders normally are the founder or the management team (SET, 

2010). The definition of major shareholder is the individual parties holding shares 

more than 0.5% of individual listed firm (Thai SEC, 2011). So if there are many 

major shareholders this mean stocks of each listed firm will stick or stay together 

within one group or party so the stock will not widely spread or available for widely 

traded. The major shareholder always play an important role in both interfere 

management and policy control (Chen, 2008). If the proportion is too high, a big 

player can sit on all the rights and voting shares in annual general meetings, including 

all appointment and assignments needed to be consideration. But the percentages 

holds by major shareholders are important which might lead to conflict of interest 

problem or even agency problem (Robins, 2006, Bozec, 2010). 

 Foreign shareholders seen to be focus or an important group, especially in the 

developing country and not perfectly efficient market like the Stock Exchange of 
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Thailand (Foo and Zain, 2010). Stock Exchange of Thailand is reporting news about 

foreign shareholders or investors in every single day. Because the trend and the 

investment decision for foreigners are based on data and information, not the news 

spread or onscreen information (Kanagaretnam et. al, 2007). The rules and regulation 

of holding shares by foreigner have a lot of exceptional due to normal listed firm can 

have foreign investors at maximum of 49%, but some listed companies can asked the 

permission to Ministry of Finance to have foreign investor as maximum as all shares 

be foreigners might be another issue to be consideration due to the international 

investment or decision making styles which are differences from local or minor 

shareholders in SET. 

 Free float percentage, which is the proportion for freely tradable shares, is a 

measure of share liquidity and anti-takeover policy. Free float excludes strategic 

shares or director’s shares that manifest sticky rules with the SET and the SEC in the 

trading of shares or stocks. According to the SET, anti-takeover policies should adopt 

a free float percentage of about 40% or higher. SEC rules indicate that a free float 

percentage lower than 25% violates anti-takeover laws (IOD, 2012). 

 Shareholders structures are the component of many parties interesting in invest 

together in particular listed company. Major, minor, total shareholders are relevant to 

be good corporate governance, together with the anti-takeover which indicate some of 

the reducing conflict of interested problem, and lead to the ultimate goal which is 

maximize shareholders wealth.  

Board of Director Characteristic / Control Structure 

 A board of director is a basic concept of corporate governance which is 

counted in the basic corporate governance category. This characteristic has widely 

used in research on the relationship between factors. Board of director is the agent of 

the listed company in concept of principal and agent. So this party is the key of 

reducing problem in conflict of interest and if board of director has a lot of problem, 

this party could cause a big problem of agency problem and conflict of interest. Board 

of director structure has to a component of corporate governance (Fama and Jensen, 

1983) can be used as a research for the following.  
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 The size of board of director or total number of board of director is one of the 

most important elements of corporate governance. The board of director is group of 

management authorized to be director of listed company be election of shareholder 

(Abor and Biekpe, 2007). Each director has his or her own responsibility or authority 

over specific tasks or objectives. Raheja (2005) revealed that communication 

problems and the ability to control management affect board size. Large board size 

suggests better monitoring capacity (Said, 2009). Therefor the board size needed to be 

consideration. The small board of director or large board of director are better has not 

been cleared. Board of director had been elected from shareholders, so this should 

have relationship among these. There is no universal agreement on the optimum size 

of a board of director. Corporate Governance Report guideline provided by the Thai 

Institute of Directors Association (IOD) has mention about this as optimal level at 5-

12 directors. According to the corporate Library’s study, the average board size is 9.2 

members. The audit committee is a must to have for all Thai listed companies, so 

there should be at least three members in board. The Basics of corporate structure has 

ideal size as 7-12 directors.  

 Independent directors are perceived as the best tools for dealing with good 

corporate governance (Rosenstein and Wyatt, 1990). Independent directors carry the 

responsible for monitoring and decide for the best interest of all shareholders. This 

concept could be an indicator of the aim or focus on chances given the transparency. 

The independent director of listed companies, Thai SEC has already drawn up a 

guideline or best practices, but many companies still do not follow or meet the 

requirement (Thai SEC, 2012). Independent directors has been given name and 

election by shareholders, so there shareholders, so there should be relation between 

these two parties.  

 The number of duality in management position, this could be a board position 

or any committee position. This duality occurs when a person simultaneously holds 

the position of board of directors and any other committee. If this happen the person 

will be more busy and took a lot of responsibility which go to the concept of bad 

internal control in segregation of duties (Lam and Lee, 2008). If one person took or sit 

in many committee and position which can be indicated the problem of power or 
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influences which is not on good corporate governance objective (Brickley et. al, 

1997). So this should be relationship with shareholder, due to all the position had been 

discloses and report in annual report and annual general meeting. 

 

 



Chapter 3 

Research Methodology 

 This research is conducted in quantitative research which is used the 

secondary data SETSMART for all listed companies. The database included all listed 

companies in Stock Exchange of Thailand. The data collected from year 2002 to 2012 

which is 11 years as total. The data collected before financial crisis and corporate 

governance apply in the Stock Exchange of Thailand, this because researcher want to 

analyze the effect of rules changes. In this research used STATA Version 12 and 

Microsoft Excel as the statistical program.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Conceptual framework 

Population and Sample Selection 

 The population conducting corporate governance in Thailand included all 

listed companies in the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET). The available data in 

SETSMART database are during the year 1994 to 2013. Researcher selects data from 

2002 to 2012 for this study due to the available of the main interesting variables. This 

study takes all listed companies that data available during 11 years (2002-2012) which 

is about 500 listed companies each year. The data conduct quite a large sample 

selected due to graph and numerical explain the behavior and trend which can 

interpreted that number never lie. All variables are collected as many as possible. The 

data collected included financial listed companies, because data collection for

Ownership structure 

 Number of shareholders 

 Percentage volume of major 

shareholders 

 Number of major shareholders 

 Percentage volume of foreigner 

shareholders 

 Percentage free float shareholders 

Control structure 

 Total number of BOD 

 Independent directors 

 Duality 
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 variables mostly are ownerships and control structures. Researcher choose to 

collected data as many as possible, due to policy are apply for all listed companies, 

researcher want to seek the average not the top cream listed companies. 

 Data collection in this research is performed only for secondary data gathered 

from government-released statistics. Secondary data refer to data available for 

research and could thus be classified and collected. The data were collected from the 

companies’ annual reports, form 56-1 and bank of Thailand database. Source of data 

was the online database called SETSMART for most of the secondary in financial 

number in this research.  

Research Analysis 

 Descriptive statistic is the basic describe data which is should show split 

among years, period of time and over all 11 years. The descriptive statistic has to be 

calculate in all variables; dependent variables, independent variables, control 

variables and instrumental variables. The graph should be present as the descriptive 

statistic method. So these would be present in both number and graph. There are 

control and analyze through splitting the industrial companies, to see the difference 

between industrial and characteristics of each sector. 

 Correlation analysis is another basic analysis which is run across all variables 

to see the correlated between each of them. All variables are combining with 

independent variables, dependent variables, control variables and instrument 

variables. This needed to be confirmed and pretest before regression model. So all 

statistical significant among each one on one variable should be present and 

explained.  

 Independent variable in this research (X): is ownership structure, consisting of 

following: (1) Number of total shareholders: this number used as head count of each 

listed companies at year-end report (Armstrong, 2010). (2) Percentage volume of 

major shareholders: this percentage used as percentage sum of volume all major 

shareholders in yearend report (Chen, 2008). (3) Percent of major shareholders: this is 

the head count number for major shareholders who hold at least 0.5% of total 

individual listed companies (Chen, 2008). (4) Percentage volume of foreigner 
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shareholders: this is sum percentage of foreigner parties in both individual or 

companies who not Thai nationality in year-end report (Foo and Zain, 2010). (5) 

Percentage of free float shareholders: this is a percentage real free float share which 

report by SET for individual listed companies at year-end (IOD, 2002).  

 Dependent variable in this research (Y): is control structure, consisting of 

following: (1) total number of board of director: this is measurement of board size 

which is head count number of board member (Abor and Biekpe, 2007). (2) Number 

of independent director: this is head count number of independent director at the 

period of annual general meeting once a year (Rosenstein and Wyatt, 1990). (3) 

Duality: this number of duality in management position, this could be a board position 

or any committee position (Lam and Lee, 2008).  

 Control variables: in this research model there are many control variables, 

consisting of following: price-to-earnings (P/E) ratio, price-to-book value(P/BV) 

ratio, earnings per share (EPS), firm age, total asset, total revenue, net profit and 

dividend.  

 Fixed effects regression model is the suitable regression method for panel data 

analysis and long period of time series analysis. The fixed effect is screen the data to 

run regression separate year effect and predict more accurate in term of time series 

change data. This should present the best number of for the regression model for this 

type of research data.   

Fixed-effect regression model is: 

        ∑           

where,    are control structure variables;    is total number of board of directors,    is 

CEO duality positions,    is number and    is percent of independent directors ,    are 

ownership structure (number of shareholders, percent of major shares, percent of 

major shareholders, percent of volume hold by foreigner shareholders, and percentage 

of free float shareholders) and other control variables (P/E ratio, P/BV ratio, EPS, 

total asset, total revenue, and net profit). 
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 Instrumental variable used in this research, so the method of two-stage least 

squares regression (2SLS) has been chosen to analyze the data and find the effect 

between them. So this analysis will see the effected in both side views from 

independent variables to dependent variables, at the same time as dependent variables 

has effected to independent variables. So the 2SLS should be focus on result and 

output of effects. This is approach in Econometric and has been developed from Theil 

(1953) and Basmann (1957).  

Model with instrumental variable is: 

 Y=               

, where Z is instrument variable, in this research the instrumental variables are 

including SET index and exchange rate. 

Statistical Models 

 In this study, the fixed effect regression model is used to controlling for time-

invariant variables that correlate to independent variables. Equations (1-1) to (3-4) 

were used to determine the relationships between ownership structure and control 

structure. 

Fixed-effect regression models for total number of board of directors (BSIZE), 

CEO duality positions (CD), number (IND) and percent (INDP) of independent 

directors are: 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (1-1) 

                                                 

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (1-2) 

                                                  

     (     )       (      )       (       )       (1-3) 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )                  (1-4) 

 

                                                  

                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-1) 
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            (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-2) 

                                                       

            (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-3) 

                                                 

                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-4) 

 

                                                       

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-1) 

                                                     

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-2) 

                                                     

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-3) 

                                                      

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-4) 

, where all variables in models are describe in Table 3.1. 

 

Model (1-1) to model (3-4) are reconstructed for instrumental variables 

regression models with exchange rate (EXCHANGE) as instrumental variable for 

percentage of foreign shares (FOREIGN), and SET index for number of shareholders 

(TOTAL). The predicted values for FOREIGN and TOTAL are estimated using the 

regression models below.  

                             (4) 

                        (5) 

The predicted values of FOREIGN’ and TOTAL’ are then plug into the 

original equations (1-1) - (1-4), equation (2-1) - (2-4), and equation (3-1) – (3-4) to 

produce equation (4-1) - (4-4), equation (5-1) – (5-4), and equation (6-1) – (6-4) 

respectively. 
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     (     )       (      )       (       )       (4-1) 

                                                 

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (4-2) 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (4-3) 

                                                    

     (     )       (      )       (       )       (4-4) 

 

                                                   

                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (5-1) 

                                                        

            (     )       (      )       (       )      (5-2) 

                                                 

                   (     )       (      )       (       )       (5-3) 

                                                  

                   (     )       (      )       (       )       (5-4) 

 

                                                        

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-1) 

                                                      

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-2) 

                                                      

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-3) 

                                                       

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-4) 
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Table 3.1: List of variables  

No. Variable name Description Duration Data type 

1 BSIZE Total number of board of directors 

2002-2012 

Company 

profile 

2 CD CEO duality positions 

3 IND Number of independent directors 

4 INDP Percent of independent directors 

5 TOTAL Number of shareholders 

Yearly 

6 FOREIGN  Percentage volume of foreigner 

shareholders 

7 MAJORVP Percentage volume of major shares 

8 MAJORP Percent of major shareholders 

9 MINOR Number of minor shareholders 

10 MINORP Percent of minor shareholders 

11 FREEP Percent of free float shareholders 

12 ASSET Total asset 

13 PROFIT Net profit 

14 REVENUE Net revenue 

15 PER Price-to-earnings ratio 

Daily 

16 PBR Price-to-book ratio 

17 EPS Earnings per share 

18 SET SET index 

19 EXCHANGE  THB/USD exchange rate 2003-2012 

 

Research Hypothesis 

 To investigate the relationship between ownership structure and control 

structure variables, the research hypothesis (H) are follow: 

H1: Ownership structure should affect to number of board of directors. 

          The board of directors is group of management authorized to be director of 

listed companies be election of shareholder (Abor and Biekpe, 2007). Thai IOD CGR 

guideline has mention about this as optimal level at 5-12 directors. According to the 

corporate Library’s study, the average board size is 9.2 members. The audit 

committee is a must to have for all Thai listed companies, so there should be at least 

three members in board. The Basics of corporate structure has ideal size of optimal 

number of board members as 7-12 directors. So if the shareholders structure more 
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transparency or met standardize of good corporate governance, this should enhance 

good or optimal control structure or number of board members (IOD, 2013). The 

effected direction should be as followed: 

H1a: If high number of total shareholders, it should affect to number of board 

of directors to the optimal level. 

H1b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to 

number of board of directors to be too high or too low. 

H1c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to number of 

board of directors to be too high or too low. 

H1d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should affect to number 

of board of directors to the optimal level. 

H1e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should affect to 

number of board of directors to the optimal level. 

H2: Ownership structure should affect to number of independent directors. 

        Independent directors are perceived as the best tools for dealing with good 

corporate governance (Rosenstein and Wyatt, 1990). Independent directors, if 

numbers of these members are high, listed companies trend to be better corporate 

governance. So if the shareholders structure more transparency or met standardize of 

good corporate governance, this should be higher in number of independent directors 

(IOD, 2013). The effected direction should be as followed: 

H2a: If high number of total shareholders, it should affect to higher number of 

independent directors. 

H2b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to 

lower number of independent directors. 

H2c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to lower 

number of independent directors. 

H2d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should affect to higher 

number of independent directors.  
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H2e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should affect to 

higher number of independent directors. 

H3: Ownership structure should affect to number of duality in management 

position. 

        The number of duality in management position, this could be a board position or 

any committee position. This occurred in every listed companies due to audit 

committee are the rules requirement for all listed companies. Audit committee 

members consisting at least 3 members, so all those 3 members should sit in position 

of board of directors also. But if the duality number is too high, this could indicate 

less transparency of manage work or overload work. So if the shareholders structure 

more transparency or met standardize of good corporate governance, this should be 

lower number of duality in management position (Brickley et. al, 1997). The effected 

direction should be as followed: 

H3a: If high number of total shareholders, it should affect to lower number of 

duality in management position. 

H3b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to 

higher number of duality in management position. 

H3c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should affect to higher 

number of duality in management position. 

H3d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should affect to lower 

number of duality in management position.  

H3e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should affect to 

lower number of duality in management position. 



Chapter 4 

Research Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

In this chapter, all variables are described using descriptive statistics and 

appropriated graphs. Because of all interested variables in this study are ratio 

measurements, so the descriptive statistics used to extract the information from 

variables are minimum, maximum, mode, median, arithmetic mean, and standard 

deviation. Line graphs are used to show trend of time series data. 

Table 4.1 shows number of companies registered in the Stock Exchange of 

Thailand (SET) and the Market Alternative Investment (MAI) during year 2002 – 

2012. These combined dataset was used as the sample of this study. 

Figure 4.1 (a) shows the number of listed companies in SET database, which 

has about 486 companies on annual average during the past 11 years (2002 – 2012). 

Although the MAI has been opened for the first trading in 2001, the number of listed 

companies in this database was rapidly increasing and up to about 81 companies in 

year 2012, as shown in Figure 4.1(b). Trend of combined number of listed companies 

in SET and MAI are shown in Figure 4.1 (c). 

Table 4.1: Number of companies registered in SET and MAI, Thailand 2002 – 2012. 

Year  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

SET 402 417 451 484 496 498 506 511 518 522 538 

MAI 9 13 24 36 42 48 49 60 66 73 81 

Total 411 430 475 520 538 546 555 571 584 595 619 

 



23 
 

 
 

 (a) 

 
(b) 

 
(c) 

 
Figure 4.1: Number of companies from SET (a), MAI (b), and combined dataset (c), 

Thailand, 2002-2012. 
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Ownership Structure 

(1) Number of total shareholders 

Total of shareholders since year 2002 are ranging from 85 to 114,183 

accounts. Average total shareholders for each year are ranging from 3,200 to 5,679 

accounts as shown in Table 4.2. 

Figure 4.2 shows that the average total shareholders were decreased during 

2005 – 2008. After year 2008 this numbers were increased steadily until year 2012. 

These high variations in number of total shareholders reflects the liquidity of 

each company. This may challenge the investors. 

Table 4.2: Number of total shareholders in Thailand during 2002 – 2012 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 3,513.54 1,044.00 1,839.00 143.00 103,027.00 8,949.70 

2003 3,333.94 1,186.00 1,728.00 159.00 106,066.00 8,326.70 

2004 4,475.94 1,619.00 3,308.00 168.00 114,183.00 9,652.53 

2005 4,154.76 1,498.00 2,937.00 167.00 109,313.00 8,849.23 

2006 3,499.93 1,279.00 2,130.00 143.00 106,016.00 8,005.02 

2007 3,613.40 1,238.00 1,904.00 85.00 108,414.00 8,509.28 

2008 3,200.86 1,248.00 2,044.00 139.00 108,614.00 7,448.84 

2009 3,552.60 1,242.00 1,999.00 142.00 108,588.00 8,252.93 

2010 3,851.80 1,441.00 2,214.00 148.00 106,115.00 7,993.53 

2011 4,267.84 1,908.00 3,289.00 160.00 106,922.00 7,795.46 

2012 5,679.27 2,463.00 5,234.00 198.00 112,659.00 8,493.27 
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Figure 4.2: Average total shareholders in Thailand during 2002-2012. 

(2) Percentage volume of major shareholders 

Average percentage volume of major shareholders since year 2002 to 2012 

was 78.87, as shown in Table 4.3. These percentages were drop anomalies in 2004 

and 2012. 

The deceasing trend in 2008 was related to the economic crisis in Thailand. 

The world economics trend to slow down since in the year 2007. In the year 2008, the 

stock market fluctuating and dropped dramatically. 

Table 4.3: Percentage volume of major shareholders, Thailand, 2002 – 2012 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 80.81 83.05 12.94 29.07 100.00 11.84 

2003 80.42 82.17 13.64 26.33 100.00 12.43 

2004 77.47 80.33 13.80 24.95 99.99 12.54 

2005 78.38 80.62 12.74 18.26 99.99 12.15 

2006 80.34 82.73 12.83 23.43 99.83 12.01 

2007 81.17 83.30 13.14 29.57 99.83 11.99 

2008 80.50 82.46 12.15 37.45 98.90 11.60 

2009 79.89 82.42 13.73 25.49 99.59 12.78 

2010 78.68 81.42 14.59 23.51 99.59 12.80 

2011 76.66 78.45 16.83 34.74 99.58 12.78 

2012 73.20 78.42 22.32 32.45 99.58 16.53 
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Figure 4.3: Average percentage volume of major shareholders, Thailand, 

2002-2012. 

(3) Number of major shareholders 

Table 4.4 shows basic statistics of number of major shareholders that the 

average was approximately 345 accounts over 11 years. Annual means were plot as 

line graph in Figure 4, indicates no trend except extremely high value in year 2012. 

The decreasing in number of major shareholders during 2005 – 2011may 

affected by the Thai economic crisis. 

Table 4.4: Number of major shareholders, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 248.94 245 - - 980 134.41 

2003 381.19 247 - - 2,572 540.10 

2004 429.15 245 - - 2,446 620.17 

2005 313.54 245 - - 2,079 377.48 

2006 277.08 243 - - 2,084 246.83 

2007 359.67 245 - - 1,985 399.33 

2008 299.71 247 - - 1,346 262.85 

2009 279.33 243 - - 1,099 224.95 

2010 253.75 242 - - 856 184.67 

2011 212.58 244 244 - 823 177.15 

2012 737.22 245 245 - 10,107 2,260.86 
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Figure 4.4: Average number of major shareholders, Thailand, 2002-2012. 

(4) Percentage volume of foreigner shareholders 

The average of percentage volume shares hold by foreigner was 18.46 with 0 

minimum and 99.98 for maximum as shown in Table 4.5. 

The anomalies dropping in foreigner shares in 2005 possible related to the 

political crisis in Thailand during that period. The decreasing proportion of foreigner 

shares during the last ten years may effected by the continuously weaken of the Thai 

baht. 

Table 4.5: Percentage volume of foreigner shareholders, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 21.83 15.67 33.35 - 95.78 21.37 

2003 21.09 14.43 35.62 - 95.58 21.34 

2004 20.69 12.50 32.05 - 94.43 21.87 

2005 18.28 10.65 28.04 - 99.98 20.89 

2006 20.00 11.32 30.69 - 99.83 23.54 

2007 18.98 9.90 29.88 - 99.83 22.93 

2008 18.38 9.39 31.54 - 91.91 21.13 

2009 17.54 6.90 28.95 - 97.16 21.14 

2010 16.51 6.23 27.34 - 97.16 20.74 

2011 15.68 6.29 24.45 - 97.19 20.35 

2012 20.52 7.84 36.96 - 97.54 24.98 
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Figure 4.5: Average percentage volume of foreigner shareholders, Thailand, 

2002-2012. 

(5) Percentage of free float shareholders 

The annual average proportion of free float shareholders is about 39 percent 

with the highest of 44 percent in year 2012, as shown in Figure 4.6. There were high 

variations in this proportion, as the standard deviations were about half of the mean. 

Higher proportions of free float shareholders in the listed firms make higher 

liquidity of the shares.  However, the proportion of free float shareholders as 40 

percent is acceptable by the Stock Exchange of Thailand (Thai Institute of Directors, 

2013) 
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Table 4.6: Percentage of free float shareholders, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 38.11 35.64 25.22 - 99.79 20.20 

2003 36.77 35.26 24.72 - 99.76 20.45 

2004 40.09 37.57 24.62 0.01 100.00 19.27 

2005 38.70 35.49 22.55 0.01 99.39 18.90 

2006 37.96 34.25 20.38 0.17 98.72 19.80 

2007 37.10 33.70 23.89 0.17 99.06 20.46 

2008 39.72 35.78 23.23 2.20 99.83 19.21 

2009 38.66 34.56 22.68 1.42 100.00 19.28 

2010 39.83 35.55 25.73 2.21 100.00 19.38 

2011 41.41 38.03 22.80 2.21 99.91 18.41 

2012 43.92 42.34 38.12 2.17 100.00 20.76 

 

 

Figure 4.6: Average percentage of free float shareholders, Thailand, 2002-

2012. 
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Control Structure Variables 

(1) Total number of board of director 

The number of board of directors or board sizes were ranging from 1 to 31 

persons as shown in minimum and maximum values in Table 4.7, with annual mean 

around 12 persons.  Figure 4.7 shows that the average board sizes decrease steadily 

during 2000 to 2013. It’s very clear decreasing in the board size during the past 11 

years that was 12 persons in 2003 and drop to 11 in 2013. This trend may cause by the 

Thai IOD CGR guideline, which mentions that the optimal level of board size is 5-12 

directors (Thai Institute of Directors, 2013). 

Table 4.7: Total number of board of director, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 12.43 12.00 6.00 1.00 27.00 4.20 

2003 11.98 11.00 5.00 1.00 27.00 3.71 

2004 12.06 11.00 5.00 1.00 29.00 3.88 

2005 11.91 12.00 5.00 1.00 27.00 3.42 

2006 11.89 11.00 5.00 1.00 28.00 3.61 

2007 11.64 11.00 5.00 1.00 29.00 3.37 

2008 11.46 11.00 4.00 1.00 29.00 3.55 

2009 11.31 11.00 4.00 1.00 29.00 3.27 

2010 11.41 11.00 4.00 1.00 31.00 3.49 

2011 11.25 11.00 4.00 1.00 29.00 3.13 

2012 10.95 11.00 3.00 1.00 23.00 2.78 
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Figure 4.7: Average number of board of directors, Thailand, 2002-2012. 

(2) Number and percentage of independent directors 

The average number of independent directors during 2002 to 2012 was about 4 

persons with minimum of 1 and maximum of 19, as shown in Table 4.8(a). The 

average number of independent directors trend to increase from about 2.9 in year 

2002 to 4 in year 2009 (Figure 4.8(a)). 

It’s clear from the Table 4.8(b) that is most of listed companies (median is 

33.33) follow the Thai IOD CGR guideline (SET, 2006) by maintaining the 

proportion of independent directors at least one-thirds of total directors since the first 

year after introduce the guideline. These proportion rapidly increasing from about 33 

percent in year 2008 up to 38 percent in year 2012, as shown in Figure 4.8(b). 
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Table 4.8(a): Number independent directors, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 2.88 3.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 1.08 

2003 3.10 3.00 2.00 1.00 7.00 1.12 

2004 3.17 3.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 1.25 

2005 3.28 3.00 1.00 1.00 9.00 1.33 

2006 3.47 3.00 1.00 1.00 13.00 1.47 

2007 3.63 3.00 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.46 

2008 3.71 3.00 1.00 1.00 15.00 1.67 

2009 4.03 4.00 2.00 1.00 17.00 1.69 

2010 4.27 4.00 2.00 1.00 13.00 1.67 

2011 4.29 4.00 2.00 1.00 19.00 1.82 

2012 4.13 4.00 1.00 1.00 14.00 1.47 

 

Table 4.8(b): Percentage of independent directors, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 24.88 22.22 12.35 5.26 66.67 10.57 

2003 27.30 27.27 13.33 5.56 66.67 10.76 

2004 27.41 27.27 13.33 4.55 100.00 10.84 

2005 28.66 28.57 14.94 5.56 100.00 11.27 

2006 30.11 30.00 15.76 3.57 68.75 11.88 

2007 32.05 33.33 15.36 6.25 75.00 11.67 

2008 32.95 33.33 15.00 4.55 73.68 11.73 

2009 35.89 35.29 12.86 6.67 100.00 10.99 

2010 37.36 36.36 9.52 5.88 75.00 10.03 

2011 37.89 37.50 8.33 5.88 78.26 9.87 

2012 37.93 37.50 11.11 5.88 83.33 9.74 
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Figure 4.8(a): Average number of independent directors, Thailand, 2002 - 

2012. 

 

Figure 4.8(b): Average percentage of independent directors, Thailand, 2002 - 

2012. 
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(3) Number of CEO Duality 

Although every listed firm has to have CEO duality positions at least 3 

members due to audit committee, but if the duality number is too high, this could 

indicate less transparency of manage work or overload work.  

Figure 4.9 shows the average number of CEO duality positions annually. This 

numbers was moving around 3.5 and 4.3 during the last 11 years. These stable 

number of CEO duality positions indicate that the listed firms in SET and MAI are 

follow the best practice of the Thai IOD CGR guideline (Thai Institute of Directors, 

2013). 

Table 4.9: Number of CEO duality positions, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 3.51 3.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 1.41 

2003 3.59 3.00 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.46 

2004 3.60 4.00 1.00 1.00 9.00 1.43 

2005 3.74 4.00 2.00 1.00 12.00 1.52 

2006 3.93 4.00 2.00 1.00 16.00 1.56 

2007 4.01 4.00 2.00 1.00 10.00 1.42 

2008 4.10 4.00 2.00 1.00 17.00 1.67 

2009 4.31 4.00 1.00 1.00 16.00 1.57 

2010 4.37 4.00 2.00 1.00 11.00 1.58 

2011 4.30 4.00 2.00 1.00 13.00 1.53 

2012 4.39 4.00 1.00 1.00 13.00 1.33 
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Figure 4.9: Average number of CEO duality positions, Thailand, 2002 - 2012. 

Control and Instrumental Variables 

The Price-to-Earnings Ratio (P/E ratio) 

 Table 4.10 shows summary statistics for the price-to-earnings ratios. The 

average of price-to-earnings ratios were ranged from 12 to 21 as shown in Figure 

4.10, indicate no trend in this ratios.  

Table 4.10: Summary statistics for price-to-earnings ratio, Thailand, 2002 – 2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 12.51 4.87 10.18 0.00 2153.52 72.35 

2003 18.92 6.10 11.14 0.00 9075.00 188.07 

2004 17.49 7.69 12.62 0.00 8793.75 198.84 

2005 13.20 7.73 11.14 0.00 7645.72 127.64 

2006 12.04 7.57 12.88 0.00 1674.67 42.84 

2007 15.10 7.92 13.25 0.00 1532.18 54.00 

2008 13.69 6.62 12.99 0.00 830.69 39.30 

2009 13.60 4.27 9.78 0.00 3806.90 99.13 

2010 20.80 7.38 12.84 0.00 24664.80 420.50 

2011 14.96 6.68 11.97 0.00 14400.00 175.02 

2012 13.33 0.00 12.76 0.00 4076.17 82.58 
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Figure 4.10: Average price-to-earnings ratio, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

The price-to-book value ratio (P/B ratio) 

 The price-to-book value ratio is around 1 to 1.8 since year 2002 to 2012, with 

average of 1.5 for 11 years period (Table 4.11). 

Table 4.11: Summary statistics for price-to-book ratios, Thailand, 2002 – 2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 1.48 0.80 1.38 0.00 320.48 7.00 

2003 1.60 0.89 1.71 0.00 277.02 5.31 

2004 1.71 1.07 1.89 0.00 324.55 5.12 

2005 1.63 0.97 1.36 0.00 918.30 16.36 

2006 1.50 0.95 1.19 0.00 567.80 9.32 

2007 1.38 0.99 1.32 0.00 79.53 1.89 

2008 1.26 0.82 1.17 0.00 143.15 2.68 

2009 0.99 0.68 0.93 0.00 124.60 2.02 

2010 1.45 0.91 1.09 0.00 304.97 4.54 

2011 1.75 0.83 1.64 0.00 400.91 10.83 

2012 1.77 0.68 1.69 0.00 438.32 12.96 
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Figure 4.11: Average price-to-book value ratio, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Earnings Per Share (EPS) 

 The annual earnings per share trend to decrease from 1.2 in year 2003 to 0.5 in 

2012, as shown in Figure 4.12. The average earning per share was 0.8 with 0 for 

minimum and 50 for maximum values. 

Table 4.12: Summary statistics for percentage of earning per share, Thailand, 2002 – 

2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 1.12 0.00 1.00 0.00 31.00 2.66 

2003 1.25 0.00 1.00 0.00 30.00 3.04 

2004 0.93 0.00 0.86 0.00 17.22 2.04 

2005 1.15 0.10 0.90 0.00 17.22 2.78 

2006 0.74 0.08 0.50 0.00 20.00 1.82 

2007 0.70 0.06 0.50 0.00 50.00 2.09 

2008 0.73 0.07 0.50 0.00 50.00 1.90 

2009 0.54 0.04 0.40 0.00 20.00 1.42 

2010 0.61 0.05 0.36 0.00 21.25 1.73 

2011 0.58 0.01 0.30 0.00 23.70 1.87 

2012 0.46 0.00 0.20 0.00 43.00 1.92 
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Figure 4.12: Average % of earning per share, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

Firm age 

 Table 4.13 shows basic statistics for firm age in years.  

Table 4.13: Summary statistics for company age (years), Thailand, 2002 – 2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2003 11.00 13.00 1.00 -1.00 18.00 6.35 

2004 12.00 14.00 1.00 0.00 19.00 6.35 

2005 12.68 15.00 1.00 1.00 20.00 6.79 

2006 14.43 15.00 0.00 2.00 21.00 4.38 

2007 14.01 17.00 19.00 3.00 22.00 8.03 

2008 15.01 18.00 19.00 4.00 23.00 8.03 

2009 16.01 19.00 19.00 5.00 24.00 8.03 

2010 17.01 20.00 19.00 6.00 25.00 8.03 

2011 18.01 21.00 19.00 7.00 26.00 8.03 

2012 19.01 22.00 19.00 8.00 27.00 8.03 
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Figure 4.13: Average firm age (years), Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 

The logarithm transformation is used with the total assets, total revenue, and 

net profit, before taking these variables into regression model. The transformation is 

not only for handle the non-linear relationship between independent and dependent 

variables, but also help transforming a highly skewed distribution into one that is 

more approximately normal. 

Total assets 

 The total assets of firms in natural logarithm scale are summarized in Table 

4.14. There was no trend during the last 11 years, as shown in Figure 4.14. 
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Table 4.14: Summary statistics for natural logarithm of total assets, Thailand, 2002 – 

2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 15.10 14.84 1.95 10.45 20.96 1.67 

2003 15.02 14.72 1.97 9.84 21.03 1.72 

2004 15.24 14.90 2.06 9.74 21.06 1.81 

2005 15.20 14.87 2.09 10.95 21.08 1.74 

2006 15.19 14.87 2.15 11.37 21.13 1.78 

2007 15.24 14.86 2.15 11.00 21.19 1.80 

2008 15.07 14.76 1.84 10.99 21.24 1.66 

2009 14.98 14.69 2.00 9.44 21.30 1.70 

2010 15.06 14.69 2.11 7.61 21.39 1.75 

2011 15.16 15.09 1.72 7.90 21.47 1.65 

2012 15.38 15.34 2.12 9.67 21.61 1.66 

 

 

Figure 4.14: Average ln (total assets), Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 
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Total revenue 

The average of total revenue increased since 2003 to 2006-2007, and drop in 

2008-2009. This value was increasing again after 2009 until the recent year of study 

(2012), as shown in Figure 4.15. 

Table 4.15: Summary statistics for natural logarithm of total revenues, Thailand, 

2002– 2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 13.06 13.09 1.79 1.18 18.56 1.56 

2003 13.06 13.18 1.91 3.47 18.70 1.73 

2004 13.28 13.23 1.79 5.51 19.10 1.57 

2005 13.35 13.26 2.01 2.77 19.44 1.68 

2006 13.38 13.30 2.09 7.43 19.71 1.67 

2007 13.36 13.21 2.03 5.15 19.94 1.79 

2008 13.25 13.13 1.97 5.83 20.22 1.75 

2009 13.15 13.00 2.13 4.06 19.94 1.73 

2010 13.27 13.14 2.16 1.08 20.04 1.77 

2011 13.28 13.15 1.68 4.93 20.31 1.64 

2012 13.36 13.26 1.62 4.98 20.43 1.64 

 

 

Figure 4.15: Average ln (total revenue), Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 
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Net profit 

 The 11 years average of net profit in natural logarithm scale is about 11 with 

minimum of 0.7 and maximum of 17.8, as shown in Table 4.16. 

Table 4.16: Summary statistics for natural logarithm of net profits, Thailand, 2002 – 

2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 10.74 10.83 2.42 4.77 16.51 1.99 

2003 11.07 11.12 2.29 3.74 16.88 1.86 

2004 11.14 11.09 2.40 3.78 16.84 1.93 

2005 11.05 10.80 2.50 4.16 17.82 1.92 

2006 11.13 10.91 2.28 5.25 17.27 1.82 

2007 10.91 10.82 2.50 1.79 17.08 2.01 

2008 10.84 10.72 2.42 3.69 17.21 1.95 

2009 10.82 10.61 2.24 0.69 16.81 1.86 

2010 11.02 10.98 2.20 4.29 16.95 1.83 

2011 11.02 11.23 1.78 4.13 17.36 1.75 

2012 11.31 11.60 1.95 1.79 17.44 1.64 

 

 

Figure 4.16: Average ln (net profits), Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 
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Dividend yield 

 There was no trend in average dividend over 11 years, 2002 – 2012. The 

summary statistics of annual dividend are shown in Table 4.17. 

Table 4.17: Summary statistics for dividend, Thailand, 1997 – 2013.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 0.0050 - - - 26.0000 0.1778 

2003 0.0059 - - - 30.0000 0.2049 

2004 0.0114 - - - 75.0000 0.2961 

2005 0.0046 - - - 15.5000 0.1542 

2006 0.0044 - - - 20.0000 0.1481 

2007 0.0032 - - - 50.0000 0.1735 

2008 0.0037 - - - 18.0000 0.1235 

2009 0.0034 - - - 20.0000 0.1310 

2010 0.0050 - - - 107.5000 0.3302 

2011 0.0038 - - - 23.7000 0.1523 

2012 0.0031 - - - 43.0000 0.1759 

 

 
Figure 4.17: Average dividend, Thailand, 2002 – 2012. 
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Exchange rates 

 The average daily exchange rate in Thai baht per US dollar (THB/USD) was 

continuously decreasing since the year 2003 to 2012, as shown in Figure 4.18. 

Summary statistics for exchange rates are shown in Table 4.18 with the range of 32 to 

41.5 over the 10 years period. 

This decreasing in exchange rates over the past ten years could be the effects 

of Thailand and Asian financial crisis in 1997-98. 

Table 4.18: Summary statistics for the exchange rates (THB/USD), Thailand, 2003 – 

2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2003 41.46 41.77 2.77 39.17 43.26 1.27 

2004 39.32 39.31 0.36 38.98 39.67 0.20 

2005 40.45 40.74 1.05 39.18 41.09 0.63 

2006 38.27 37.98 0.72 36.85 41.75 1.14 

2007 35.42 34.52 0.44 33.39 41.55 2.17 

2008 34.67 34.16 1.51 31.54 39.50 2.15 

2009 35.19 34.73 1.46 33.45 42.14 1.75 

2010 33.04 32.50 2.29 29.71 42.16 3.17 

2011 31.87 30.71 0.93 29.84 41.46 3.30 

2012 32.02 31.48 0.94 30.39 39.98 2.28 
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Figure 4.18: Average exchange rates (THB/USD), 2003 – 2012. 

SET index 

 The variations of daily SET index are shown in Table 4.19. SET index was 

increase since year 2002 to 2007, and dropping in 2 years later (Figure 4.19). These 

index rapidly increasing after year 2009 until 2012. 

Table 4.19: Summary statistics for SET index, 2002 – 2012.  

Year Mean Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Standard 

deviation 

2002 364.80 364.29 26.73 305.19 426.45 22.64 

2003 501.39 487.44 217.11 350.98 772.15 122.68 

2004 661.80 652.46 48.41 581.61 794.01 43.97 

2005 692.14 692.14 29.28 638.31 741.55 21.08 

2006 720.53 727.21 50.34 622.14 785.38 32.46 

2007 770.13 777.10 150.78 616.75 915.03 77.57 

2008 680.62 740.65 291.12 384.15 884.19 159.53 

2009 582.88 597.48 250.80 411.27 751.86 113.49 

2010 850.61 815.52 226.65 685.89 1,049.79 114.60 

2011 1,026.71 1,028.19 82.84 855.45 1,144.14 53.73 

2012 1,199.63 1,185.11 118.32 1,036.21 1,397.19 78.21 

 

25.00

27.00

29.00

31.00

33.00

35.00

37.00

39.00

41.00

43.00

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

 T
H

B
/U

SD
 

year 



46 
 

 
 

 

Figure 4.19: Average SET index, 2002 – 2012. 
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Correlation Analysis 

Correlations among the ownership structure variables and control structure 

variables. 

Pearson's correlation coefficient (r) is a measure of the strength of linear 

association between the two variables. Table 4.20 shows the Pearson’s correlation 

coefficient for each pair of variables in ownership structure and control structure. 

Number of total shareholders (TOTAL), number of major shareholders (LARGE) and 

percentage of free float shares (FREEP) are weak positive linear relationship with 

number of board of director (BSIZE). Number of total shareholders (TOTAL), major 

shareholders (LARGE) and percentage of free float shares (FREEP) are weak positive 

linear relationship with number of CEO duality (CD). Total shareholders (TOTAL), 

major shareholders (LARGE) and proportion of free float (FREEP) are very weak 

positive relationship with INDP. However, percentage volume of major shares 

(LARGEP) and percentage volume of foreign shares (FOREIGN) are very weak 

negative related to board size (BSIZE), number of CEO duality (CD), and 

independent director (IND).   

There was strong positive linear relationship between TOTAL and LARGE, 

Pearson’s r is 0.8850. There was strong negative linear relationship between 

LARGEP and FREEP, as r equal to -0.8087. 

Table 4.20: Pearson’s correlation coefficients for pair-wise control structure variables 

and ownership structure variables. 

Pearson's r BSIZE CD IND INDP TOTAL LARGE LARGEP FOREIGN FREEP 

BSIZE 

         
CD 0.2819* 

        
IND 0.3158* 0.6234* 

       
INDP -0.3828* 0.4132* 0.6993* 

      
TOTAL 0.2903* 0.2184* 0.3775* 0.1357* 

     
LARGE 0.2246* 0.1680* 0.3014* 0.1248* 0.8850* 

    
LARGEP -0.0074* -0.0999* -0.1018* -0.1133* -0.3080* -0.5182* 

   
FOREIGN -0.0873* -0.0120* -0.0941* -0.0187* -0.0298* -0.0249* 0.0022* 

  
FREEP 0.0253* 0.1124* 0.1518* 0.1401* 0.2525* 0.4001* -0.8087* -0.0559* 

 
*p < 0.05          
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Correlations between the control structure variables and other control variables. 

 Total number of board of director (BSIZE) is weak positive relationship with 

earnings per share (EPS), price to book (P/B) ratio, price to earnings (P/E) ratio, total 

asset (ASSET), net profit (PROFIT) and total revenue (REVENUE). Firm age (AGE) 

has strong negative linear relationship to the board size (BSIZE), as shown on 

Pearson’s r of -0.6161 in Table 4.21. 

The CEO duality (CD) is very weak positive linear relationship to all control 

variables except earnings per share (EPS). 

Company age (AGE) has moderate negative relationship to the number of 

independent directors (IND), as indicated by the value of Pearson’s r equal to -0.4910. 

Table 4.21: Pearson’s correlation coefficients for pair-wise control structure variables 

and other control variables. 

Pearson's r BSIZE CD IND INDP EPS P/B P/E AGE ASSET PROFIT 

BSIZE 

          CD 0.2819* 
         IND 0.3158* 0.6234* 

        INDP -0.3828* 0.4132* 0.6993* 

       EPS 0.0683* -0.0566* -0.0255* -0.0912* 
      P/B 0.0046* 0.0054* -0.0014* -0.0048* 0.0060* 

     P/E 0.0068* 0.0128* 0.0042* -0.0006 -0.0067* 0.0058* 

    AGE -0.6161* 0.0422* -0.4910* 0.2071* -0.6340* 0.0441* -0.0723* 
   ASSET 0.3067* 0.1662* 0.2898* 0.0486* 0.0504* 0.0021* -0.0061* 0.0295* 

  PROFIT 0.2141* 0.1435* 0.2730* 0.0875* 0.1147* 0.0330* -0.0341* 0.0957* 0.7751* 

 REVENUE 0.2873* 0.1494* 0.2742* 0.0481* 0.1379* 0.0154* -0.0132* -0.1543* 0.7913* 0.7749* 

*p < 0.05           

  

Exchange rate (THB/USD) was positively significant related to the board size, 

Pearson’r equal to 0.0849 as shown in Table 4.22a. CD, IND and INDP were negative 

related to the exchange rates. The SET index was negative related to BSIZE, and 

positively significant related to CD, IND and INDP. 
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Table 4.22b shows the Pearson’s correlation coefficients for measuring the 

linear relationship between control structure variables and instrumental variables 

(exchange rate and SET index). Exchange rates is positively significant (95%) related 

to (FOREIGN). The SET index is positively significant relate to number of 

shareholders (TOTAL). 

Table 4.22a: Pearson’s correlation coefficients for pair-wise between the ownership 

structure variables and instrumental variables. 

Pearson's r BSIZE CD IND INDP EXCHANGE SET 

BSIZE 

      CD 0.2819* 

     IND 0.3158* 0.6234* 

    INDP -0.3828* 0.4132* 0.6993* 

   EXCHANGE 0.0849* -0.1215* -0.1849* -0.2685* 

  SET -0.1103* 0.1498* 0.2291* 0.3098* -0.6658* 

 *p < 0.05       

 

Table 4.22b: Pearson’s correlation coefficients for pair-wise between the control 

structure variables and instrumental variables. 

Pearson's r TOTAL LARGE LARGEP FOREIGN FREEP EXCHANGE SET 

TOTAL 

       LARGE 0.8850* 

      LARGEP -0.3080* -0.5182* 

     FOREIGN -0.0298* -0.0249* 0.0022* 

    FREEP 0.2525* 0.4001* -0.8087* -0.0559* 

   EXCHANGE -0.0506* -0.0643* 0.1005* 0.0321* -0.0679* 

  SET 0.0658* 0.0847* -0.1228* 0.0005 0.0684* -0.6658* 

 *p < 0.05        
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Statistical Models 

 The pooled linear regression model estimable by Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) procedure is not appropriate for the situation that data were collected in cross 

section and time series mixed. 

 In this study, the fixed effect regression model is used to controlling for time-

invariant variables that correlate to independent variables. Equations (1-1) to (3-4) 

were used to determine the relationships between ownership structure and control 

structure. 

 The heteroscedasticity was found because of the percentage volume of 

foreigner shareholders and the percent of major shareholders. So that, the robust 

standard errors were used for the models.  

Fixed-effect regression models for total number of board of directors (BSIZE), 

CEO duality positions (CD), number (IND) and percent (INDP) of independent 

directors are: 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (1-1) 

                                                 

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (1-2) 

                                                  

     (     )       (      )       (       )       (1-3) 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )                  (1-4) 

 

                                                  

                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-1) 

                                                       

            (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-2) 

                                                       

            (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-3) 
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                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (2-4) 

 

                                                       

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-1) 

                                                     

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-2) 

                                                     

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-3) 

                                                      

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (3-4) 

, where FREEP is percent of free float shareholders, 

FOREIGN is percentage volume of foreigner shareholders, 

TOTAL is number of shareholders, 

MAJORVP is percentage volume of major shares, 

MAJORP is percent of major shareholders, 

MINOR is number of minor shareholders, 

MINORP is percent of minor shareholders, 

PER is price-to-earnings ratio, 

PBR is price-to-book ratio, 

EPS is earning per share, 

ASSET is natural logarithm of total asset, 

PROFIT is natural logarithm of net profit, 

REVENUE is natural logarithm of net revenue. 

Model (1-1) to model (3-4) are reconstructed for instrumental variables 

regression models with exchange rate (EXCHANGE) as instrumental variable for 

percentage of foreign shares (FOREIGN), and SET index for number of shareholders 
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(TOTAL). The predicted values for FOREIGN and TOTAL are estimated using the 

regression models below.  

                             (4) 

                        (5) 

The predicted values of FOREIGN’ and TOTAL’ are then plug into the 

original equations (1-1) - (1-4), equation (2-1) - (2-4), and equation (3-1) – (3-4) to 

produce equation (4-1) - (4-4), equation (5-1) – (5-4), and equation (6-1) – (6-4) 

respectively. 

                                                     

     (     )       (      )       (       )       (4-1) 

                                                 

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (4-2) 

                                                   

     (     )       (      )       (       )      (4-3) 

                                                    

     (     )       (      )       (       )       (4-4) 

 

                                                   

                   (     )       (      )       (       )      (5-1) 

                                                        

            (     )       (      )       (       )      (5-2) 

                                                 

                   (     )       (      )       (       )       (5-3) 

                                                  

                   (     )       (      )       (       )       (5-4) 

 

                                                        

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-1) 
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                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-2) 

                                                      

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-3) 

                                                       

                          (     )       (      )  

     (       )      (6-4) 

The regression coefficients from fixed-effect models for total number of board 

of directors (BSIZE), CEO duality positions (CD), number (IND) and percent (INDP) 

of independent directors in equation (1-1) to (1-4) are shown in Table 4.5-1. 

 The percentage of free float shareholders and percentage volume of foreign 

shareholders have negatively significant effect to total number of board of directors 

(BSIZE) as shown in column (1-1) of Table 4.23(a). 

For increasing total number of board of directors, the PER, PBR, and PROFIT 

were decreased, while EPS, ASSET, and REVENUE were increasing as board size. 

 The regression coefficients in column (1-2) indicate that the CEO duality 

position mostly came from the free float share and not the foreigner shareholders. The 

PER, PBR, ASSET, and REVENUE were trend to increase when the proportion of 

CEO duality positions was bigger. This increasing size of CEO duality has negative 

effect to the EPS and PROFIT. 

The independent directors were mostly come from non-foreigner and free float 

shareholders. The number of independent directors is significant positive related to 

PER, EPS, ASSET, and REVENUE, as shown in column (1-3) of Table 4.23(a). 

The PER, ASSET, PROFIT, and REVENUE were increasing as the increase 

of percentage of independent directors, while PBR and EPS were negative related to 

these proportion. 

The price-to-earnings ratio (PER), price-to-book ratio (PBR), earnings per 

share (EPS), SET index, and exchange rate were obtained from daily database. So 
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that, we get a huge number of observations as shown in regression tables (Table 

4.23(a), Table 4.23(b), Table 4.24(a), Table 4.24(b), Table 4.25(a), Table 4.25(b), 

Table 4.26(a), and Table 4.26(b)).   

Table 4.23(a): Fixed-effect model for control structure variables with free float and 

foreigner shares as the predictors. 

  (1-1) (1-2) (1-3) (1-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

          

FREEP -0.00205*** 0.00215*** 0.00757*** 0.0670*** 

 

(0.000163) (7.42e-05) (7.46e-05) (0.000561) 

FOREIGN -0.0107*** -0.00558*** -0.00808*** -0.0311*** 

 

(0.000143) (6.52e-05) (6.54e-05) (0.000492) 

PER -4.27e-05*** 9.49e-05*** 3.89e-05*** 0.000369*** 

 

(1.46e-05) (6.61e-06) (6.60e-06) (4.96e-05) 

PBR -0.00416*** 0.000446 -0.000959*** -0.000270 

 

(0.000797) (0.000361) (0.000361) (0.00271) 

EPS 0.114*** -0.0155*** 0.0176*** -0.229*** 

 

(0.00132) (0.000601) (0.000601) (0.00452) 

ln(ASSET) 0.547*** 0.210*** 0.276*** 0.350*** 

 

(0.00357) (0.00165) (0.00167) (0.0126) 

ln(PROFIT) -0.0813*** -0.0482*** -0.0120*** 0.197*** 

 

(0.00305) (0.00140) (0.00141) (0.0106) 

ln(REVENUE) 0.341*** 0.0621*** 0.142*** 0.236*** 

 

(0.00371) (0.00169) (0.00172) (0.0129) 

Constant -0.0538* 0.570*** -2.364*** 20.40*** 

 

(0.0303) (0.0139) (0.0140) (0.106) 

     Observations 1,109,099 1,091,429 1,071,158 1,071,158 

R-squared 0.139 0.061 0.177 0.036 

Number of year 11 11 11 11 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 The result from Durbin-Wu-Hausman test for endogeneity indicates 

relationship between percentage of foreign shareholders and the error term in fixed-

effect model. The exchange rate was chosen as instrumental variable for estimating 

percent of foreign shareholders. The results of this 2SLS regression model are shown 

in Table 4.23(b). 
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 It’s appearing to decrease in percentage of foreign shareholders when the 

exchange rate was increase, compare with the fixed-effect model in Table 4.23(a). 

 The P/E ratio, earning per share, total asset, and total revenue are positive 

related to the number of board of directors.  

 The P/E ratio, P/B ratio, total asset, and total revenue are positive related to 

the CEO duality positions. 

Table 4.23(b): Fixed-effect 2SLS regression coefficients for control structure 

variables with free float and foreigner shares as the predictors. 

  (4-1) (4-2) (4-3) (4-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

          

FREEP -0.00434*** 0.00283*** 0.00390*** 0.0396*** 

 

(0.00138) (0.000641) (0.000682) (0.00486) 

FOREIGN’ -0.0331*** -0.00555* -0.0344*** -0.220*** 

 

(0.00693) (0.00316) (0.00344) (0.0246) 

PER 4.27e-05** 9.50e-05*** 0.000100*** 0.000734*** 

 

(2.04e-05) (9.39e-06) (1.02e-05) (7.28e-05) 

PBR -0.00481*** 0.00223*** -0.00203*** -0.00606 

 

(0.00117) (0.000525) (0.000566) (0.00404) 

EPS 0.123*** -0.00758*** 0.0259*** -0.196*** 

 

(0.00163) (0.000745) (0.000825) (0.00589) 

ln(ASSET) 0.714*** 0.191*** 0.395*** 1.000*** 

 

(0.0326) (0.0149) (0.0162) (0.115) 

ln(PROFIT) -0.0781*** -0.0261*** 0.0429*** 0.661*** 

 

(0.0113) (0.00533) (0.00606) (0.0433) 

ln(REVENUE) 0.308*** 0.0839*** 0.142*** 0.191*** 

 

(0.00798) (0.00374) (0.00428) (0.0306) 

Constant -1.876*** 0.393** -4.006*** 12.24*** 

 

(0.336) (0.154) (0.167) (1.190) 

     Observations 803,287 792,994 779,634 779,634 

Number of year 10 10 10 10 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 4.24(a) shows the results of fixed-effect regression model as equation 

(2-1) to equation (2-4), for examine the relationship between control structure 

variables and total shareholders, percentage volume of major shares, and number of 

minor shareholders. 
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The total shareholders and percentage volume of major shares are significant 

positive effect to number of board of directors, while number of minor shareholders 

has negative effects to the board size. 

The total shareholders and percentage volume of major shares are also having 

positive relationship with CEO duality positions. 

Number of independent directors is depended on total shareholders and 

percentage volume of major shares. 

Table 4.24(a): Fixed-effect models for control structure variables with total 

shareholders, percentage volume of major shares, and number of minor shareholders 

as the predictors. 

  (2-1) (2-2) (2-3) (2-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

          

TOTAL 0.0515*** 0.00539*** 0.0231*** 0.0299*** 

 

(0.000332) (0.000154) (0.000151) (0.00117) 

MAJORVP 0.0202*** 0.000878*** 0.00532*** -0.0409*** 

 

(0.000261) (0.000121) (0.000118) (0.000917) 

MINOR -0.0514*** -0.00536*** -0.0230*** -0.0297*** 

 

(0.000332) (0.000154) (0.000151) (0.00117) 

PER -4.13e-05*** 8.63e-05*** 2.53e-05*** 0.000281*** 

 

(1.43e-05) (6.59e-06) (6.42e-06) (4.98e-05) 

PBR -0.00573*** 0.000887** -0.00133*** 0.00363 

 

(0.000783) (0.000360) (0.000351) (0.00272) 

EPS 0.120*** -0.0142*** 0.0165*** -0.255*** 

 

(0.00130) (0.000599) (0.000583) (0.00453) 

ln(ASSET) 0.322*** 0.120*** 0.119*** -0.0290** 

 

(0.00365) (0.00171) (0.00170) (0.0132) 

ln(PROFIT) -0.0656*** -0.0500*** -0.00526*** 0.183*** 

 

(0.00299) (0.00140) (0.00137) (0.0106) 

ln(REVENUE) 0.267*** 0.0501*** 0.0982*** 0.140*** 

 

(0.00367) (0.00170) (0.00168) (0.0131) 

Constant 0.969*** 1.807*** -0.423*** 31.71*** 

 

(0.0403) (0.0186) (0.0183) (0.142) 

     Observations 1,109,099 1,091,429 1,071,158 1,071,158 

R-squared 0.170 0.068 0.223 0.031 

Number of year 11 11 11 11 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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The results of fixed-effect 2SLS regression with SET index as instrumental 

variable for total number of shareholders are shown in Table 4.24(b). The effect of 

total shareholders as in column (5-1) is increase from model (2-1) in Table 4.24(a). 

These positive effects of total shareholders are also increase in the model for CEO 

duality positions, number and percent of independent directors. 

The numbers of minor shareholders have significant negative effect to board 

size, CEO duality, and number/percent of independent directors. 

Table 4.24(b): Fixed-effect 2SLS models for control structure variables with total 

shareholders (instrumented by SET index), percentage volume of major shares, and 

number of minor shareholders as the predictors. 

  (5-1) (5-2) (5-3) (5-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

          

TOTAL’ 0.225*** 0.136*** 0.125*** 0.435*** 

 

(0.0199) (0.0104) (0.00946) (0.0648) 

MAJORVP 0.0555*** 0.0276*** 0.0261*** 0.0413*** 

 

(0.00406) (0.00213) (0.00193) (0.0132) 

MINOR -0.225*** -0.136*** -0.125*** -0.435*** 

 

(0.0199) (0.0104) (0.00946) (0.0647) 

PER 3.42e-05* 0.000142*** 6.67e-05*** 0.000445*** 

 

(1.82e-05) (9.58e-06) (8.57e-06) (5.87e-05) 

PBR -0.0146*** -0.00590*** -0.00684*** -0.0182*** 

 

(0.00134) (0.000712) (0.000660) (0.00452) 

EPS 0.116*** -0.0177*** 0.0143*** -0.264*** 

 

(0.00155) (0.000820) (0.000727) (0.00497) 

ln(ASSET) 0.368*** 0.152*** 0.146*** 0.0771*** 

 

(0.00667) (0.00336) (0.00321) (0.0219) 

ln(PROFIT) 0.00270 0.00467 0.0383*** 0.355*** 

 

(0.00852) (0.00470) (0.00435) (0.0297) 

ln(REVENUE) 0.0766*** -0.0961*** -0.0196* -0.326*** 

 

(0.0222) (0.0118) (0.0111) (0.0758) 

Constant -4.293*** -2.116*** -3.464*** 19.66*** 

 

(0.605) (0.312) (0.282) (1.931) 

     Observations 1,109,099 1,091,429 1,071,158 1,071,158 

Number of year 11 11 11 11 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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The results shown in Table 4.25(a) are the fixed-effect regression coefficients 

of models for investigating the relationship between control structure and total 

shareholders, percent of major shares, percent of major and minor shareholders. 

It’s quiet clear that there are positive relationship between all control structure 

variables and total number of shareholders. The percentage volume of major shares 

has positive related to the board size and CEO duality positions, while it has negative 

effect to number and percent of independent directors. 

The proportion of major shareholders has significant positive relationship with 

CEO duality positions, number and percent of independent directors, while it effects 

to the board size in opposite direction. 

The percent of minor shareholders has significant negative relationship to the 

number of board of directors and the number of independent directors, while positive 

related to CEO duality positions. 
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Table 4.25(a): Fixed-effect models for control structure variables with total 

shareholders, percentage volume of major shares, percent of major shareholders, and 

percent of minor shareholders as the predictors. 

  (3-1) (3-2) (3-3) (3-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

TOTAL 6.78e-05*** 2.47e-05*** 5.04e-05*** 0.000132*** 

 

(4.44e-07) (2.03e-07) (2.01e-07) (1.54e-06) 

MAJORVP 0.0102*** 0.000317** -0.00143*** -0.0581*** 

 

(0.000285) (0.000130) (0.000128) (0.000986) 

MAJORP -0.0176*** 0.00274*** 0.000693*** 0.0466*** 

 

(0.000578) (0.000263) (0.000261) (0.00201) 

MINORP -0.0977*** 0.0284*** -0.0417*** 0.0398*** 

 

(0.00227) (0.00104) (0.00103) (0.00791) 

PER -5.64e-05*** 8.17e-05*** 1.96e-05*** 0.000268*** 

 

(1.45e-05) (6.59e-06) (6.48e-06) (4.98e-05) 

PBR -0.00309*** 0.00109*** 0.000149 0.00639** 

 

(0.000790) (0.000360) (0.000354) (0.00272) 

EPS 0.119*** -0.0126*** 0.0133*** -0.265*** 

 

(0.00132) (0.000603) (0.000593) (0.00456) 

Ln(ASSET) 0.321*** 0.112*** 0.131*** 0.0219 

 

(0.00378) (0.00175) (0.00176) (0.0135) 

Ln(PROFIT) -0.0784*** -0.0552*** -0.00943*** 0.179*** 

 

(0.00302) (0.00140) (0.00138) (0.0106) 

Ln(REVENUE) 0.320*** 0.0556*** 0.128*** 0.200*** 

 

(0.00370) (0.00169) (0.00170) (0.0130) 

Constant 12.00*** -0.733*** 4.129*** 27.89*** 

 

(0.223) (0.102) (0.101) (0.776) 

Observations 1,109,099 1,091,429 1,071,158 1,071,158 

R-squared 0.154 0.068 0.208 0.031 

Number of year 11 11 11 11 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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The improvement of those fixed-effect regression models in Table 4.25(a) 

using SET index as instrumental variable for the total number of shareholders are 

shown in Table 4.25(b). There are appear stronger positive effects of total 

shareholders (TOTAL’) to board size, CEO duality positions, and number/percent of 

independent directors. 

However, the number of board of directors also got positive affected by 

percentage volume of major shares, negative affected by percent of major and minor 

shareholders. The P/E ratio, P/B ratio, and total asset have significantly negative 

relationship to the board size, while earning per share and is significant positive 

related to the board size. 

The other positive related factors of the CEO duality position are percent of 

major shares and percent of minor shareholders. The percent of major shareholders is 

significant negative related to the CEO duality positions. The CEO duality also has 

positive relationship with P/E Ratio and earning per share. 

Number of independent directors is positive related to percent volume of 

major shares. Percent of major shareholders, percent of minor shareholders, P/B ratio, 

total asset, and total revenue are significant negative related to the number of 

independent directors. 

These effects have changed when the number was changed to percent of 

independent directors. Effect of percent of major shareholders changed from negative 

to positive, but not significant. Effect of earning per shares has changed from positive 

significant to negative, but not significant.  
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Table 4.25(b): Fixed-effect 2SLS models for control structure variables with total 

shareholders (instrumented by SET index), percentage volume of major shares, 

percent of major shareholders, and percent of minor shareholders as the predictors. 

  (6-1) (6-2) (6-3) (6-4) 

VARIABLES BSIZE CD IND INDP 

          

TOTAL’ 0.000860*** 0.000509*** 0.000565*** 0.00196*** 

 

(0.000124) (7.31e-05) (8.09e-05) (0.000354) 

MAJORVP 0.160*** 0.0919*** 0.0960*** 0.287*** 

 

(0.0235) (0.0138) (0.0153) (0.0669) 

MAJORP -0.0984*** -0.0467*** -0.0495*** -0.131*** 

 

(0.0127) (0.00749) (0.00792) (0.0346) 

MINORP -0.116*** 0.0147*** -0.0526*** 0.00134 

 

(0.00528) (0.00333) (0.00323) (0.0141) 

PER -0.000119*** 4.68e-05*** 3.30e-08 0.000199*** 

 

(3.01e-05) (1.73e-05) (1.76e-05) (7.67e-05) 

PBR -0.00728*** -0.00221** -0.00160 0.000182 

 

(0.00169) (0.00103) (0.000985) (0.00430) 

EPS 0.237*** 0.0582*** 0.0867*** -0.00463 

 

(0.0187) (0.0108) (0.0116) (0.0509) 

Ln(ASSET) -1.995*** -1.332*** -1.430*** -5.512*** 

 

(0.363) (0.218) (0.245) (1.072) 

Ln(PROFIT) 0.00551 0.00994 0.0628*** 0.434*** 

 

(0.0144) (0.0104) (0.0119) (0.0521) 

Ln(REVENUE) -0.00135 -0.126*** -0.0377 -0.388*** 

 

(0.0508) (0.0277) (0.0265) (0.116) 

Constant 37.91*** 15.46*** 20.97*** 87.56*** 

 

(4.081) (2.458) (2.660) (11.62) 

     Observations 1,109,099 1,091,429 1,071,158 1,071,158 

Number of year 11 11 11 11 

Probability of F 0 0 0 0 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Hypothesis testing 

Hypothesis 1: Ownership structure should effect to number of board of directors. 

H1a: If high number of total shareholders, it should effect to number of board 

of directors to the optimal level. 

          

          

The coefficient from fixed-effect regression indicates positive relationship 

between number of shareholders and number of board of directors with statistical 

significant at 99%. This effect appears to increase from 0.051 to 0.225 when SET 

index is used as instrument for number of shareholders. 

H1b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to 

number of board of directors to be too high or too low. 

         0 

          

Regression coefficient for percentage volume of major shareholders in 

equation (2-1), (3-1), (5-1) and equation (6-1) indicate significantly positive 

relationship between volume of major shares and board size. 

H1c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to number of 

board of directors to be too high or too low. 

         0 

          

According to the p-values in column (3-1) of Table 5-5 and column (6-1) of 

Table 4.5-6, are less than 0.01, so that the null hypothesis of there are no relationship 

between percent of major shareholders and the board size is rejected.  
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H1d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should effect to number 

of board of directors to the optimal level. 

        0 

         

The null hypothesis is rejected as the p-values are less than 0.01 (column (1-1) 

of Table 4.5-1 and column (4-1) of Table 4.5-2). This means that there are 

relationship between the percentage of free float shareholders and the number of 

board of directors. 

H1e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should effect to 

number of board of directors to the optimal level. 

        0 

         

 This null hypothesis is rejected, so there are linear relationship between 

percentage volume of foreign shareholders and the board size. 

Hypothesis 2: Ownership structure should effect to number of independent directors. 

H2a: If high number of total shareholders, it should effect to higher number of 

independent directors. 

          

          

H2b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to 

lower number of independent directors. 

          

          

H2c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to lower 

number of independent directors. 
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H2d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should effect to higher 

number of independent directors.  

         

         

H2e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should effect to 

higher number of independent directors. 

         

         

The null hypothesis of H2a and H2d are rejected at 1 percent significant level. 

The number of total shareholders and percentage of free float shareholders are 

positive related to the number of independent directors.  

We could not reject the null hypothesis of H2b and H2e. There was positive 

relationship between percentage volume of major shareholders and number of 

independent directors, while negative relationship between percentage volume of 

foreign shareholders and number of independent directors. 

Hypothesis 3: Ownership structure should effect to number of duality in management 

positions. 

H3a: If high number of total shareholders, it should effect to lower number of 

duality in management position. 

          

          

H3b: If high volume percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to 

higher number of duality in management position. 
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H3c: If high percentage of major shareholders, it should effect to higher 

number of duality in management position. 

          

          

H3d: If high percentages of free float shareholders, it should effect to lower 

number of duality in management position.  

         

         

H3e: If high volume percentage of foreign shareholders, it should effect to 

lower number of duality in management position. 

         

         

 The null hypothesis of H3a and H3d are not rejected, while we rejected the 

null hypothesis of H3b and H3e. This means that the number of total shareholders, 

percentage volume of major shares, and percent of free float shareholders are positive 

affected to the CEO duality positions. There are negative relationship between 

percentage volume of foreign shareholders and the CEO duality positions. 

 

 



Chapter 5 

Conclusion and Discussion 

Conclusion and Discussion 

 The findings of study on relationship between ownership structure and control 

structure based on cross-sectional time series data of registered companies in SET and 

MAI since 2002 to 2012 are concluded in this chapter. 

 This study found clear trend of decreasing in the average number of board of 

directors during the past 11 years, that is 12 persons in 2003 and drop to 11 in 2013. 

This trend may cause by the Thai IOD CGR guideline, which mentions that the 

optimal level of board size is 5-12 directors (Thai Institute of Directors, 2013). 

 Companies listed on the Stock Exchange of Thailand compliance with good 

corporate governance principles that the CEO duality of 3-5 positions. This study 

found that there were at least 3 members in duality positions during year 2002 to 

2012. 

The deceasing trend of percent volume hold by major shareholders in 2008 

was related to the economic crisis in Thailand. The world economics trend to slow 

down since in the year 2007. In the year 2008, the stock market fluctuating and 

dropped dramatically. 

The Stock Exchange of Thailand has defined good corporate governance for 

listed companies in 2006 include the principles and best practices on corporate 

governance. The committee should include independent directors for at least one-

thirds of the board of directors but shall not be less than three persons (Stock 

Exchange of Thailand, 2012). In this study, companies listed on the Stock Exchange 

of Thailand comply the good corporate governance principles in shaping the 

proportion of independent directors as at least 33 percent. 
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The 2SLS fixed-effect regression results described in Chapter 5 are then 

shown as predictive equations for the control structure, equation (4-1a) to (6-4a). 

                                                      

                           (     )          (      )  

       (       )  (4-1a) 

                                                              

                  (     )          (      )          (       )  (4-2a) 

                                                             

                 (     )          (      )         (       ) (4-3a) 

                                                             

                 (     )         (      )         (       )  (4-4a) 

 

                                                     
                                                   (     )  

         (      )           (       ) (6-1a) 

                                                    

                                               

       (     )           (      )          (       ) (6-2a) 

                                                   

                                                    (     )  

        (      )          (       ) (6-3a) 

     

                                                           

                                          (     )  

       (      )         (       ) (6-4a) 

The regression coefficients from set of models above are summarized in Table 

5.1, with the -/+ signs for negative and positive relationship. 

The number of total shareholders and proportion in volume of the major 

shareholders are statistically significant positive effect to the number of board of 

directors. The proportion of free float, foreigner, major, and minor shareholders are 

negative related to the board size. 
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The ownership structure variables that have positive effect to the number of 

independent directors are percent of free float shareholders, number of total 

shareholders, and percent volume of major shares.  The positive relationship between 

independent director and percent of free float shareholders is according to the theory, 

which is higher proportion of free float shareholders in the listed firms make higher 

liquidity of the shares, increase the independency of the directors, and leads the good 

corporate governance. These findings are corresponding to the literature reviews, 

which is higher proportion of free float shareholders affect higher number of 

independent directors (Armstrong et al., 2011), increasing in number of total 

shareholders related to increasing percentage of independent directors (Chung et al., 

2010), more transparency in the company’s management. 

However, this study found that the higher proportion of major shares related to 

higher number/percent independent directors, which is contradict to the theory but can 

be explained by the study of the Thai Securities and Exchange Commission (2013), 

that is most companies in SET are family’s business. The positive relationship may cause 

by the major shareholders, who are in family’s business try to create the transparency of their 

company by increasing percentage independent directors to achieve the standard of good 

corporate governance. 

The percent volume of foreigner shares, percent of major and minor 

shareholders are negative related to the number of independent directors. This pattern 

of relationships appears to be the same when changing number to percent of 

independent directors except for the relationship between percent of minor 

shareholders and percent of independent directors. The finding on negative 

relationship between proportion of foreigner shareholders and independent directors is 

difference from the finding of Rosenstein and Wyatt (1990).  

The percent volume of foreigner shares, percent of major and minor 

shareholders are negative related to the number of independent directors. This pattern 

of relationships appear to be the same when changing number to percent of 

independent directors except for the relationship between percent of minor 

shareholders and percent of independent directors. 
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The CEO duality positions was significant positive effected by the percentage 

of free float shareholders, total number of shareholders, percentage volume of major 

shareholders, and percentage of minor shareholders. The percentage volume of 

foreigner shareholders and percent of major shareholders are significantly negative 

related to the CEO duality positions. 

Table 5.1: Summarized relationships between ownership structure and control 

structure variables. 

VARIABLES Number of 

board of 

directors 

(BSIZE) 

CEO duality 

positions  

(CD) 

Number of 

independent 

directors (IND) 

Percent of 

independent 

directors 

(INDP) 

Percentage of 

free float 

shareholders 

(FREEP) 

- *** + *** + *** + *** 

Percentage 

volume of 

foreign 

shareholders 

(FOREIGN) 

- *** - *** - *** - *** 

Total number of 

shareholders 

(TOTAL) 

+ *** + *** + *** + *** 

Percentage 

volume of 

major 

shareholders 

(MAJORVP) 

+ *** + *** + *** + *** 

Percentage of 

major 

shareholders 

(MAJORP) 

- *** - *** - *** - *** 

Percentage of 

minor 

shareholders 

(MINORP) 

- *** + *** - *** + *** 

- negative linear relationship     

+ positive linear relationship     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Policy Implications 

This research results provide statistical evidence for The Stock Exchange of 

Thailand and the Securities and Exchange Commission to understanding the effects of 

existing corporate governance’s guideline. The findings on relationship between 

ownership and control structure are useful for regulators to review and improve the 

rules and regulations in corporate governance.  

Limitations 

 All categories of companies are mixed in this study. The relation between 

ownership structure and control structure may be explained using different models for 

different type of business. 

 In this study, a series of models for investigate the relationship between 

ownership and control structure variables were construct from each single variable, no 

combined index for them. 

Suggestions for further study 

 This study can be extended to include more variables associated with 

corporate governance, such as the proportion of shares held by financial institutions or 

funds, the stock holdings of short, medium and long-term investors, and duration of 

the tenure of independent directors and executive director. 

 More other control variables may include in the next study, for example, 

business risk, characteristics of the business, and fluctuations in product cost. 

The composite index for ownership structure, control structure, and corporate 

governance, could be used in the regression model to examine the relationship 

between them. 
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