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THE INITIAL RETURNS OF PROFIT-EXEMPTED IPOS 

IN TAIWAN 
Qun Wang, National Taipei University 

Po-Hsin Ho, National Central University 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
This study investigates a unique sample of firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting 
initial public offerings (IPOs) in Taiwan. From 2005–2018, 67.31% of profit-exempted IPO firms were 
concentrated in the chemical and bio-pharmaceutical industry. The underpricing of profit-exempted IPO 
firms was 5.06% lower than those of other IPO companies. Additionally, the initial returns of profit-
exempted IPO companies during the hot market were 18.82% higher than those of other IPO companies. 
In opposition to the signaling hypothesis, high-tech firms that are exempted from the profitability 
requirement may issue IPOs in the hot issue market and deliver optimistic messages about their future 
operations to mislead investors. Profit-exempted IPO companies obtain higher proceeds from IPOs by 
misleading investors about the true value of their firms. Therefore, this study suggests that firms exempted 
from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs more closely follow the market timing hypothesis. 
 
JEL: G30, G32 
 
KEYWORDS: Hot Issue, Market Timing, IPOs, Profit-Exempted, Underpricing 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

aiwan passed the Act for the Development of Biotech and Pharmaceutical Industry in 2007. In an 
attempt to replicate the semiconductor industry's success in the 1980s, the regulator of Taiwan 
exempts new biotechnology drug development firms from the profitability requirement of 

conducting initial public offerings (IPOs). Subsequently, biotech and pharmaceutical stocks have created a 
boom of IPOs in Taiwan and have attracted considerable interest from investors. This situation is consistent 
with the argument made by Ritter (1984) and Helwege and Liang (2004), when IPOs are concentrated on 
specific industries that had accounted for most of the issuance in the hot market. Their short-term abnormal 
returns of IPOs are significantly higher than those of other firms during the same period. This suggests that 
IPO returns are related to underwriters catering to market demand. 
 
The following case is an example of firms in Taiwan taking the opportunity to issue IPOs during the hot 
market. In August 2020, ASLAN-KY (6497), whose net equity value per share was less than 5 New Taiwan 
Dollars (NTD), was delisted from Taiwan’s capital market after less than three years, creating a shock for 
the market. In an interview with Business Week before the IPO, Carl Firth, CEO and former Chairman of 
ASLAN-KY (6497), stated, “Taiwan’s retail investors have shown great interest in biotech stocks. 
Therefore, ASLAN chose to list in Taiwan to raise funds after studying the Taiwan over-the-counter (OTC) 
market and the U.S. Nasdaq market” (Cai, 2016). 
 
Welch (1989) shows that high-quality issuers used the low offer price of IPOs to distinguish themselves 
from low-quality issuers, which affected their subsequent issuance and increased their capital. However, 
Demers and Joos (2007) suggest that high-tech start-ups, unlike other firms, have negative cash flows and 
large accumulated losses. They increasingly rely on intangible assets and equity financing and often post 
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significant accounting losses due to R&D failures. For profit-exempted high-tech firms, equity financing is 
extremely important for them. If the issuer uses the hot market to raise the earnings of their IPOs, there 
should be an incentive to send positive messages to reduce IPO price disagreement with investors and 
increase earnings. Zörgiebel (2016) finds that technology stocks with negative earnings give investors have 
overly optimistic expectations through marketing methods, creating market demand and increasing IPO 
gains. Regarding IPOs in the technology industry in Taiwan. Lu, Kao, and Chen (2012) also find substantial 
R&D expenditure and reveal that the greater the growth expectation, the more effective it is to reduce the 
underpricing of IPO issuance. In addition, Dittmar and Thakor (2007) and Boulton and Campbell (2016) 
suggest that lower underpricing of IPO would be observed. If issuers chose to set the underwriting period 
to a time when they and shareholders were in the least disagreement about firm value. 
 
Therefore, due to the unique features of high-tech firms, this study examines a special sample set of firms 
exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs in Taiwan. The findings indicate that such 
firms are highly dependent on equity financing when they have negative cash flow, which gives the insiders 
an advantage over informed outsiders. Firms may declare optimistic prospects of their future operations in 
an attempt to mislead investors into misjudging their true value, thereby reducing IPO price disagreement 
and obtaining lower underpricing of IPOs. In addition, we find that firms exempted from the profitability 
requirement of conducting IPOs may issue in the hot market. They used market optimism to mislead 
investors into misestimating their true value, as the initial returns of their IPOs were higher than those of 
other firms during the hot-market period. 
 
This paper has the following three contributions. First, this is the first study that focuses on the underpricing 
of IPOs for Taiwan's profit-exempted companies. Second, the results show that profit-exempted eligibility 
companies demonstrate behavior that is consistent with the market timing theory. Issuers will aggressively 
convey optimistic expectations to reduce IPO price divergence, i.e., lower first-day initial returns. 
Additionally, the profit-exempted eligibility companies may take the opportunity of hot market issuance to 
cause investors to misestimate the true value of their company to obtain IPO earnings. Third, the results of 
this paper can be used as a reference for regulatory agencies to manage profit-exempted IPO companies. 
This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature and proposes the hypotheses. 
Section 3 describes the data and research methodology. Section 4 discusses the empirical results, and 
Section 5 is the conclusion of this paper. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS 
 
Exemption from the Profitability Requirement of IPOs in Taiwan 
 
For the development of advanced technology firms that can raise funds through listing. The profit 
requirements exemption of IPO firms were approved by the Taiwan Stock Exchange (TWSE) for certain 
specialty industries in 1992 and the Taipei Exchange (TPEx) in 2008. In other words, IPO firms that meet 
specific conditions can be exempted from the profitability requirement. The profit-exempted rules are made 
by the TWSE Corporation’s Securities Listing Review Guidelines and the Republic of China Securities 
OTC Trading Center Securities Dealer Business Office Review Guidelines. The Exemption from the 
Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs was approved by the Industrial Development Bureau, 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Council of Agriculture of the Executive Yuan, the Ministry of 
Culture, respectively.  
 
In 2017, the exemption from the profitability requirement of IPOs was approved by the Ministry of 
Economic Affairs (MEA). The MEA convenes with the experts and holds a meeting to evaluate and vote 
for the permissions according to different industry types. The obtained certificate can be applied for IPOs 
within one year. 
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Initial Returns of IPOs 
 
The dot-com bubble in 2000 provided a comparison of the difference in the IPOs between high-tech stocks 
issued by firms with negative cash flows and IPOs issued by firms in general. Aggarwal, Bhagat, and 
Rangan (2009) investigated IPOs in the U.S. from 1986–2001 and found that the market-to-book ratio of 
firms with more negative earnings was higher than that of firms with low negative earnings. They suggest 
that large accumulated losses are a proxy for growth opportunities for internet firms, as investors have 
optimistic expectations for the future growth potential of companies with large accumulated losses. In 
addition to electronic technology stocks, Guo, Lev, and Zhou (2005) examine the offering price of IPOs for 
biotechnology stocks. They find that it is entirely different from discounted cash flows but relies on the 
ratio of R&D expenditures to expenses. Overall, the more R&D expenditures, the greater accumulated 
losses, which indicates greater growth strength of intangible assets of the firm. Moreover, Zörgiebel (2016) 
use a sample of U.S. IPOs from 1994–2013. He finds that technology stocks with negative earnings, venture 
capital and underwriters may use marketing methods to give investors excessively optimistic expectations, 
creating market demand and increasing their IPO revenue. Neill, Pourciau, and Schaefer (1995); Friedlan 
(1994); and DuCharme, Malatesta, and Sefcik (2001) also suggest that IPO issuers will use information 
asymmetry to mislead investors about future growth expectations to affect the underwriting price of IPOs, 
thereby increasing their IPO proceeds. In terms of Taiwanese technology stock IPOs, Lu, Kao, and Chen 
(2012) find that the higher the proportion of corporate R&D expenditures, the lower the underpricing of 
IPOs. 
 
Rock (1986) suggests that the underpricing of IPOs must be increased to enable uninformed investors to 
earn a risk-adjusted return due to high uncertainty. However, considering that IPOs of high-tech stocks with 
negative earnings are the main source of capital increases and that firm valuation focuses on expectations 
of high future growth. The managers of high-tech IPOs may proactively mislead investors by exaggerating 
their future growth potential, convincing them that their future growth uncertainty is low and thus reducing 
IPO price disagreement to increase their IPO gains. Therefore, lower initial returns of IPOs can be observed. 
Boulton and Campbell (2016); Dittmar and Thakor (2007); and Heaton (2002) suggest that when the 
disagreement between issuing firms and investors is low, the manager will issue equity to maximize the 
proceeds of IPOs, which decreases the underpricing of IPOs. 
 
For the initial returns of IPOs, the unique high-tech firms that are exempted from the profitability 
requirement of conducting IPOs in Taiwan. It provides a good sample source for the analysis of the 
difference between high-tech firms with negative cash flows and firms in general. These firms not only 
have unstable cash flows but also may continue to lose money after the issuance. As it is not easy to conduct 
debt financing, external equity financing is an important source of financing, so obtaining funds during the 
IPO stage has a significant impact on a company’s future operations. Therefore, to increase their IPO 
revenue, issuers have incentives to proactively convey optimistic messages to convince investors that their 
future growth uncertainty is quite low and reduce the offering price disagreement with investors. 
 
Hypothesis 1: The initial returns of firms that are exempted from the profitability requirement of IPOs are 
lower than other IPO firms.  
 
IPO Issuances under Hot Market 
 
Banerjee, Güçbilmez, and Pawlina (2016) propose a theoretical approach that models the dynamics of going 
public within an IPO wave. They suggest that the early leaders of IPOs receive high valuation and high 
initial returns, attracting more followers to enter the IPO market and forming a clustering phenomenon. 
Derrien (2005) suggest that investor sentiment affects value judgment when IPOs are issued during the hot 
market, and rising market demand leads to rising investor sentiment, causing IPOs to be overpriced with 
high initial returns. Ljungqvist, Nanda, and Singh (2006) reveal that during the dot-com IPO boom from 
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1999–2000, underwriters would attempt to sell stocks to maximize their own profits at the expense of 
irrational investors. Therefore, the high initial returns of IPOs are the result of limiting the stock supply and 
attempting to maintain the market price. 
 
Furthermore, it is widely assumed that high-tech firms have more fluctuating cash flows and find it difficult 
to obtain favorable terms with respect to interest conditions and repayment obligations. Therefore, it is 
imperative that they choose listed equity financing to raise funds. In addition, high-tech firms with negative 
earnings are significantly different from firms in general in terms of intangible assets, patents, R&D 
expenses, and accumulated losses (Joos and Zhdanov, 2008). Considering the differences in financial 
characteristics, the evaluation model used for the prediction of high-tech IPO results should not be the same 
as that for firms in general. Therefore, the comparison of IPOs in high-tech industries should be analyzed 
independently (Demers and Joos, 2007). 
 
Moreover, the information gap between the high-tech firms exempted from the profitability requirement of 
conducting IPOs and investors is quite large. If it is true that high-tech firms proactively send optimistic 
signals in an attempt to increase the gains of IPOs, there are incentives for them to issue in the hot market 
to attract investors. In addition, equity financing is more important for high-tech firms than other firms. 
Therefore, they use issuance in the hot market to mislead investors to misestimate the value of their 
investments and the initial returns of their IPOs would be higher than those of firms in general.  
 
Hypothesis 2: The initial returns of firms that exempted from the profitability requirement of IPOs in the 
hot market are higher than other IPO firms. 
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY  
 
Data Source 
 
This paper examines 738 IPO cases between 2005 and 2018 in Taiwan. Fifty-two of them were eligible for 
profit exemption, and 35 of these were concentrated in the chemical and bio-pharmaceutical industry, 
accounting for 67.31% of the total sample. Variables in this paper related to issuance price, listing date, the 
issue success rate of IPOs, issuance amount, listing category, and lead underwriter were obtained from the 
official announcements of the TWSE and the underwriting announcements of the Taiwan Securities 
Association. Financial information such as first-day initial returns of IPOs, market-weighted index, industry 
category, total assets, market-to-book ratio, and long-term liabilities was retrieved from the Taiwan 
Economic Journal (TEJ). The information on venture capital was obtained from the public disclosure 
statement of each firm’s IPO. This study started with the first listing exempted from the profitability 
requirement in Taiwan. 
 
Definition of Variables 
 
The definitions of independent variables and dependent variables in this study are listed below. 
 
Exemption from the Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs (FREE): The main observation 
variable in this study is profit-exempted firms. Therefore, for firms with exemption from the profitability 
requirement before conducting IPOs, FREE = 1; for firms that are not qualified, FREE = 0.  
 
IPO initial returns (UP): The definition of IPO initial return follows that of Chang, Chiang, Qian, and Ritter 
(2017). They computed the percentage change between the closing price on the first date that does not hit 
the limit price and the offering price of the IPO. In addition, we also deducted the corresponding market 
return from the initial return to obtain the risk-adjusted initial return of IPOs.   
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𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈 = (𝑃𝑃𝐶𝐶−𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆)
𝑃𝑃𝑆𝑆

− (𝐼𝐼𝐶𝐶−𝐼𝐼𝑆𝑆)
𝐼𝐼𝑆𝑆

           (1) 
 
Pc is the closing price on the first non-hit day after the issuance. Ps is the IPO issue price. Ic is the closing 
price of the market-weighted index on the first non-hit day after the issuance. Finally, Is is the closing price 
of the market-weighted index on the day before the issuance. 
 
Market-to-book value ratio (MB): This paper uses the market value at the end of the IPO year divided by 
the book value of shareholders' equity as a proxy for future growth potential. 
 
Listed or OTC (EXC): If IPOs are listed OTC, EXC = 1; otherwise, EXC = 0. 
 
Venture capital holdings (VC): If there are venture capital holdings at the time of the IPO, VC = 1; otherwise, 
VC=0. 
 
High-tech industry (TECH): If IPOs belong to high-tech industries classified by the Ministry of Science 
and Technology, R.O.C, TECH = 1; for the rest, TECH = 0. 
 
The percentage of issue success rate (OVERSUB): The percentage of issue success rate is the total number 
of shares subscribed by IPOs divided by the total number of shares subscribed by investors. 
 
Underwriter's reputation (UNDEWR): This paper uses the market share of the underwriter in the year of 
the IPO as a proxy variable for the underwriter's reputation. 
 
Leverage ratio (LEV): This paper defines the leverage ratio as the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets 
in the fiscal year before the IPO. 
 
Thirty-day Market Index Return before the IPO filing date (PRIOP30): IF is the market-weighted stock 
price index on the IPO application date, while IF30 is the market-weighted index thirty days before the IPO 
application. 
 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃30 = (𝐼𝐼𝐹𝐹−𝐼𝐼𝐹𝐹30)

𝐼𝐼𝐹𝐹30
         (2) 

 
Firm idiosyncratic risk (RMSE): Regression analysis of daily returns and market-weighted index returns 
within one year after IPOs is used to obtain the standard deviation of the residuals as a proxy variable for 
the firm idiosyncratic risk. 
 
Timing of IPOs (HOT, COLD): If the initial return of IPOs and the moving average of the IPOs’ monthly 
issuance volume is higher than 75% of all sample values, it is regarded as a hot issuance, and HOT = 1; the 
rest HOT = 0. Conversely, if it is lower than 25% of all sample values, it is regarded as a cold issuance, and 
COLD = 1; the rest COLD = 0. 
 
Company Size (lnASSET): This paper uses the natural logarithm of total assets in the fiscal year before the 
issuance of IPOs as a proxy variable for company size. 
 
Fundraising scale (PROSEED): In this paper, we calculated the fundraising scale as the natural logarithm 
of the total funds raised by the IPO. 
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Research Methodology 
 
For Hypothesis 1, we estimated the following ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model: 
 
𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼3𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝐵𝐵𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼4𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼5𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼6𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 + 
            𝛼𝛼7𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼8𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃30𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼9𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼10𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼11𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼12𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼13𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 + 
            𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖         (3) 
 
The dependent variable is UP, and the main explanatory variable is FREE. EXC, OVERSUB, VC, TECH, 
UNDEWR, LEV, PRIOP30, RMSE, HOT, COLD, LnASSET, and PROSEED are control variables. γ is a 
vector of year fixed effect, and δ is a vector of industry fixed effect. The standard error is a 
heteroscedasticity-consistent standard error. 
 
The control variables included follow Lu and Chen (2017). If Hypothesis 1 is supported, firms exempted 
from the profitability requirement of IPOs would tend to proactively and positively convey high future 
growth signals to reduce the offering price disagreement with investors. It suggests that UP of profit-
exempted firms would lower than other IPO firms. The coefficient α1 for FREE should be negative. 
 
For Hypothesis 2, we estimated the following OLS regression model: 
 
𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2(𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 × 𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖) + 𝛼𝛼3𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼4𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼5𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼6𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼7𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 +
            𝛼𝛼8𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼9𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃30𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼10𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼11𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼12𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼13𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼14𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 +
            𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖         (4)  
 
The dependent variable is UP, and the main explanatory variable is the interaction term of FREE and HOT. 
EXC, OVERSUB, VC, TECH, UNDEWR, LEV, PRIOP30, RMSE, HOT, COLD, LnASSET, and PROSEED 
are control variables. γ is a vector of year fixed effect, and δ is a vector of industry fixed effect. The standard 
error is a heteroscedasticity-consistent standard error. 
 
If Hypothesis 2 is supported, firms exempted from the profitability requirement would issue IPOs in the hot 
market to cause investors to misestimate the true value of firms. Therefore, the initial returns of IPOs issued 
by these firms during the hot market would be higher than other IPO firms. The coefficient α2 of the 
interaction term between FREE and the control variable of HOT should be positive. 
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Table 1: Industry Annual Distribution of Observations Companies 
 

This table shows the total number of IPO and profit-exempted firms between 2005 and 2018 by year, respectively. Profit-exempted percentage is 
the percentage value of the annual the number of profit-exempted firms over the total number of profit-exempted firms. Profit-exempted firms in 
chemical and bio-pharmaceutical industry percentage is the percentage value of the annual the number of profit-exempted firms in chemical and 
bio-pharmaceutical industry over the total number of profit-exempted firms. 
 
Sampling Distribution 
 
Table 1 shows the sample distribution of IPO firms and profit-exempted firms by year. A total of 52 firms 
were exempted from the profitability requirement of IPOs, of which, 35 were concentrated in the chemical 
and bio-pharmaceutical industry, accounting for 67.31% of the total sample. 
 
From 2012–2015, the number of profit-exempt firms was 29, which equals 55.77% of the total number of 
profit-exempted firms. Subsequently, there was a decline in these firms from 2016–2018, with only 12 
profit-exempted firms, which equals 23.08% of all profit-exempted firms. The above distribution suggests 
that firms exempted from the profitability requirement of IPOs are concentrated in the same set of industries 
and in certain years. It is consistent with the argument made by Ritter (1984) and Helwege and Liang (2004) 
that IPOs are concentrated in the same industries during both hot and cold markets. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Years Number of 
IPOs  

Number of Profit-
exempted 
Firms 

Profit-exempted 
Percentage 

Profit-exempted Firms in 
Chemical and Bio-
pharmaceutical Industry 

Profit-exempted Firms in Chemical 
and Bio-pharmaceutical Industry 
Percentage 

2005 62 2 3.85% 1 1.92% 

2006 43 1 1.92% 1 1.92% 

2007 52 1 1.92% 1 1.92% 

2008 36 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

2009 39 1 1.92% 0 0.00% 

2010 45 3 5.77% 1 1.92% 

2011 82 3 5.77% 3 5.77% 

2012 61 9 17.31% 6 11.54% 

2013 58 8 15.38% 6 11.54% 

2014 50 5 9.62% 3 5.77% 

2015 54 7 13.46% 4 7.69% 

2016 57 3 5.77% 3 5.77% 

2017 39 4 7.69% 3 5.77% 

2018 60 5 9.62% 3 5.77% 

Total 738 52 100.00% 35 67.31% 
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Figure 1: Annual Distribution of Sample Companies 
 

 
This figure shows the sample distribution of the number of total IPO firms and profit-exempted firms by year, respectively. The left axis is the 
number of total IPOs while the right axis is the number of profit-exempted firms. 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
Table 2 presents the results of summary statistics. The mean, standard deviation, 25th percentile, median, 
and 75th percentile of all variables are reported in Table 2. The results show that 7.1% of IPOs were FREE 
firms. The mean value of UP was 37.6%, and the median was 26.1%, indicating that the average initial 
returns of IPOs were affected by a small number of stocks that obtained highly positive initial returns. 
Overall, 64.23% of IPOs is listed on the OTC, which is in line with the threshold for listing requirement on 
the OTC, which is relatively lower than the TWSE. Thereby, the number of IPOs is higher than that of 
listed companies in the TWSE. The average ratio of VC was 47.97%. The average ratio of TECH was 
58.7%, which is in line with Taiwan’s IPOs firms being mainly in the electronics industry. The average 
value of OVERSUB was 4.84%, and the median was 2.04%. The subscription ratio was the reciprocal of 
the issue success rate. The subscription ratio is the total number of shares subscribed by investors divided 
by the total number of shares subscribed by IPOs. Hence, the average subscription ratio is computed from 
1/0.0484 = 20.66, and the median subscription ratio is computed from 1/0.0204 = 49.02. The average 
leverage ratio (LEV) of long-term liabilities to total assets was 6.09%. The mean value of PRIOP30 was 
0.22%. The average value of RMSE was 0.038. The HOT ratio was 1.76%, and the COLD ratio was 4.20%. 
The average of lnASSET of individual companies in the fiscal year before IPOs was 14.42. For PROSEED, 
the mean of the natural logarithm was 19.36. 
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Table 2: Summary Statistics  
 

Variables N Mean S.D. Percentile 

25 Median 75 

FREE 738 0.071 0.256 0.000 0.000 0.000 

UP 738 0.376 0.508 0.091 0.261 0.491 

MB 738 2.704 2.194 1.486 2.118 3.225 

EXC 738 0.642 0.480 0.000 1.000 1.000 

VC 738 0.480 0.500 0.000 0.000 1.000 

TECH 738 0.587 0.493 0.000 1.000 1.000 

OVERSUB (%) 738 4.839 11.805 1.070 2.040 4.048 

UNDEWR 738 0.066 0.050 0.024 0.042 0.112 

LEV 738 0.061 0.093 0.000 0.019 0.095 

PRIOP30 738 0.002 0.054 -0.029 0.007 0.036 

RMSE 738 0.038 0.028 0.025 0.032 0.042 

HOT 738 0.018 0.132 0.000 0.000 0.000 

COLD 738 0.042 0.201 0.000 0.000 0.000 

LnASSET 738 14.424 1.097 13.697 14.253 14.926 

PROSEED 738 19.364 1.009 18.625 19.272 20.005 

The table above presented the variables of Mean, Standard deviation, Median, Percentile and Skewness Coefficient. Including of Exemption from 
the Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs (Free), IPO initial returns (UP), Market-to-book value ratio (MB), Listed or OTC (EXC), 
Venture capital holdings (VC), High-tech industry (TECH), The percentage of issue success rate (OVERSUB), Underwriter's reputation 
(UNDEWR), Financial leverage (LEV), Thirty-days Market Index Return before the IPO filing date (PRIOP30), Firm idiosyncratic risk (RMSE), 
Timing of IPOs (HOT, COLD), Company Size (lnASSET), Fundraising scale (PROSEED). 
 
RESULTS 
 
Exemption from the Profitability Requirement of IPOs and Initial Returns 
 
Table 3 demonstrates the regression results of the relation between the exemption from the profitability 
requirement of IPOs and initial returns of IPOs. We first controlled the IPO characteristics and year fixed 
effect in models (1) and (3). Then, we controlled the industry and other firm characteristics in models (2) 
and (4). For all models used in Table 3, the coefficients of FREE was negative and significant at the 10% 
level at least. Specifically, in model (4) of Table 3, after all variables and fixed effects were controlled, the 
results indicate a negative relationship between FREE and UP of IPOs, with a coefficient of −0.0506 and a 
t-value of −1.67. The coefficient was significant at the 10% level, which supports Hypothesis 1. The results 
indicated that the firms exempted from the profitability requirement of IPOs had underpricing that was 
5.06% lower than that of other IPO companies. 
 
Previous studies have highlighted that due to high uncertainty, the underpricing of high-tech stocks must 
be increased to attract uninformed investors (Rock, 1986). However, the results of this study indicate that 
high-tech stocks of firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs are overpriced, 
which is consistent with previous studies by Aggarwal, Bhagat and Rangan (2009) and Zörgiebel (2016). 
This suggests that high-tech firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs with 
negative cash flows have a higher tendency to proactively convey high future growth signals than other 
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IPO firms. As investors are convinced that their future uncertainty is low and the IPO price disagreement 
is reduced to increase IPO proceeds, the underpricing of IPOs is lower than that of other IPO firms. In other 
words, the valuation of high-tech firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs is 
higher than that of firms in general. This study suggests the initial returns of IPOs issued by firms exempted 
from the profitability requirement in Taiwan are significantly lower than those of other IPO firms. 
 
For the control variables, in model (4), OVERSUB was negatively correlated with UP of IPOs with a 
coefficient of −0.0024 and was significant at the 1% level, indicating that a lower issue success rate (higher 
subscription ratio) led to higher initial returns of IPOs. The findings are consistent with those of past studies 
(Rock, 1986; Beatty and Ritter, 1986). PRIOP30 was positive and significantly correlated with UP of IPOs. 
This suggests that there is a lead–lag relationship between issuance under a hot-market period and initial 
returns of IPOs. It shows that liquid market returns before IPO pricing positively affected initial returns of 
IPOs (Lowry and Schwert, 2004). RMSE was significantly positively correlated with the UP of IPOs, which 
supported previous findings that asset risk premium is positively correlated with the stand-alone risk. When 
uncertainty increased in a firm, the degree of information asymmetry became higher, and it would need to 
increase its returns to attract investors to subscribe (Goyal and Santa-Clara, 2003). 
 
In terms of firm size, previous studies have concluded that firm size has a positive correlation with the 
initial returns of IPOs. It is argued that the larger the total assets of the firm, the higher the discount on 
IPOs. Issuers attempt to create excessive demand by suppressing the underwriting price of IPOs, which 
results in a diversification effect on equity. It reduces the monitoring of the firm by major shareholders, 
eventually separating the ownership and control of the firm (Field and Sheehan, 2004). Hanley (1993) and 
Hanley and Wilhelm (1995) find that underwriters play an important role in the equity allocation and price 
adjustment of IPOs. Generally speaking, the larger the amount of capital raised, the lower the initial returns 
of IPOs. The results of this paper are consistent with previous literature: the larger the amount of capital 
raised, the lower the initial returns of IPOs. 
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Table 3: Exemption from the Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs and Initial Returns 
 

The table above conducts a multivariate analysis of profit-exempted eligibility (FREE) and initial returns for IPOs (UP) ,estimates the initial return 
of IPOs using ordinary least squares regression (OLS) with the main observation variable being the exemption from profit conditions (FREE). 
𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼3𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼4𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼5𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 +  𝛼𝛼6𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼7𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 +  𝛼𝛼8𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃30𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼9𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 +
𝛼𝛼10𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖+ 𝛼𝛼11𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼12𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼13𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 + 𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 +  𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 (3).  The control variables: If IPOs are listed for the 
OTC, set EXC = 1; otherwise, set EXC = 0. If IPOs belong to the high-tech industry, let TECH = 1, and the rest, TECH = 0. PRIOP30 is thirty-
days Market Index Return before the IPO filing date. RMSE is firm idiosyncratic risk. If there are venture capital holdings at the time of the IPO, 
let VC=1; otherwise, no venture capital holdings, let VC=0. OVERSUB, the issue success rate. UNDEWR, Underwriters reputation. LEV, financial 
leverage. Hot issuance, set HOT = 1; the rest HOT = 0. Cold issuance, set COLD = 1; the rest COLD = 0. MB is Market-to-book value ratio. 
LnASSET, Asset size, the natural logarithm of the total assets of IPOs in the previous fiscal year. PROSEED, the scale of funds raised by IPOs, the 
natural logarithm of the total funds raised by IPO. Year and Industry fixed effects are included. Year and Industry fixed effects are included. t-
value is reported in parentheses, and the standard error is adjusted by heteroscedasticity.  *, **, and *** refer to the 10%, 5%, and 1% significance 
level, respectively.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Intercept -0.2235*** 
(-12.98) 

-0.1297 
(-1.041) 

-0.2472*** 
(-5.205) 

-0.1357 
(-0.984) 

FREE -0.0687** 
(-2.474) 

-0.0546** 
(-1.965) 

-0.0581* 
(-1.904) 

-0.0506* 
(-1.669) 

EXC -0.0115 
(-1.162) 

-0.0107 
(-0.789) 

-0.0086 
(-0.832) 

-0.0111 
(-0.780) 

OVERSUB -0.0023*** 
(-3.336) 

-0.0023*** 
(-3.325) 

-0.0024*** 
(-3.474) 

-0.0024*** 
(-3.445) 

TECH -0.0122 
(-1.167) 

-0.0069 
(-0.631) 

0.0088 
(0.474) 

0.0112 
(0.591) 

UNDEWR 0.1002 
(1.039) 

0.1283 
(1.347) 

0.0948 
(0.947) 

0.1045 
(1.071) 

PRIOP30 0.3944*** 
(4.434) 

0.3971*** 
(4.468) 

0.3767*** 
(4.218) 

0.3780*** 
(4.231) 

RMSE 17.0620*** 
(69.00) 

17.0700*** 
(63.75) 

17.1393*** 
(62.09) 

17.1157*** 
(59.86) 

HOT -0.0386 
(-1.124) 

-0.0386 
(-1.143) 

-0.0472 
(-1.639) 

-0.0507* 
(-1.768) 

COLD -0.0332 
(-1.412) 

-0.0361 
(-1.520) 

-0.0193 
(-0.858) 

-0.0211 
(-0.933) 

VC  -0.0136 
(-1.312) 

 -0.0069 
(-0.647) 

LEV  -0.0325 
(-0.695) 

 -0.0655 
(-1.339) 

LnASSET  0.0131** 
(2.099) 

 0.0093 
(1.298) 

PROSEED  -0.0145** 
(-2.188) 

 -0.0118* 
(-1.670) 

INDUSTRY NO NO YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES 

Observations 738 738 738 738 

Adjusted R2 0.9294 0.9297 0.9316 0.9315 
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Exemption from the Profitability Requirement of IPOs and Issuance under a Hot Market 
 
Table 4: Exemption from the Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs and Issuance under Hot 
Market 
 

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

Intercept -0.2237*** 
(-12.98) 

-0.1417 
(-1.141) 

-0.2481*** 
(-5.200) 

-0.1493 
(-1.085) 

FREE -0.0728*** 
(-2.587) 

-0.0590** 
(-2.091) 

-0.0619** 
(-2.005) 

-0.0545* 
(-1.773) 

FREE×HOT 0.1927*** 
(4.706) 

0.1917*** 
(4.414) 

0.1974*** 
(5.126) 

0.1882*** 
(4.701) 

EXC -0.0109 
(-1.098) 

-0.0093 
(-0.685) 

-0.0078 
(-0.752) 

-0.0095 
(-0.670) 

OVERSUB -0.0022*** 
(-3.323) 

-0.0023*** 
(-3.314) 

-0.0024*** 
(-3.467) 

-0.0024*** 
(-3.437) 

TECH -0.0121 
(-1.157) 

-0.0067 
(-0.615) 

0.0090 
(0.4812) 

0.0113 
(0.601) 

UNDEWR 0.0974 
(1.010) 

0.1237 
(1.300) 

0.0924 
(0.950) 

0.1003 
(1.027) 

PRIOP30 0.3930*** 
(4.414) 

0.3954*** 
(4.444) 

0.3748*** 
(4.194) 

0.3757*** 
(4.203) 

RMSE 17.0724*** 
(68.73) 

17.0823*** 
(63.47) 

17.1508*** 
(61.89) 

17.1287*** 
(59.66) 

HOT -0.0528 
(-1.608) 

-0.0526 
(-1.595) 

-0.0619** 
(-2.325) 

-0.6453** 
(-2.400) 

COLD -0.0331 
(-1.406) 

-0.0359 
(-1.514) 

-0.0191 
(-0.850) 

-0.0209 
(-0.923) 

VC  -0.0139 
(-1.342) 

 -0.0073 
(-0.677) 

LEV  -0.0303 
(-0.644) 

 -0.0629 
(-1.285) 

LnASSET  0.0132** 
(2.123) 

 0.0093 
(1.303) 

PROSEED  -0.0140** 
(-2.115) 

 -0.0111 
(-1.589) 

INDUSTRY NO NO YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES 

Observations 738 738 738 738 

Adjusted R2 0.9295 0.9298 0.9317 0.9316 

The table above conducts a multivariate analysis of profit-exempted eligibility (FREE) and initial returns for IPOs (UP), estimates the initial return 
of IPOs using ordinary least squares regression (OLS) with the main observation variable being the exemption from profit conditions (FREE) 
interaction with the Hot Market (HOT) issue (FREE×HOT).𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2(𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 × 𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖) + 𝛼𝛼3𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼4𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼5𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 +
𝛼𝛼6𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼7𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 +  𝛼𝛼8𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼9𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃30𝑖𝑖 +              𝛼𝛼10𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼11𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼12𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼13𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼14𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 +
 𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 (4).  The control variables: If IPOs are listed for the OTC, set EXC = 1; otherwise, set EXC = 0. If IPOs belong to 
the high-tech industry, let TECH = 1, and the rest, TECH = 0. PRIOP30 is thirty-days Market Index Return before the IPO filing date. RMSE is 
firm idiosyncratic risk. If there are venture capital holdings at the time of the IPO, let VC=1; otherwise, no venture capital holdings, let VC=0. 
OVERSUB, the issue success rate. UNDEWR, Underwriters reputation. LEV, financial leverage. Hot issuance, set HOT = 1; the rest HOT = 0. 
Cold issuance season, set COLD = 1; the rest COLD = 0. MB is Market-to-book value ratio. LnASSET, Asset size, the natural logarithm of the 
total assets of IPOs in the previous fiscal year. PROSEED, the scale of funds raised by IPOs, the natural logarithm of the total funds raised by 
IPO. Year and Industry fixed effects are included. t-value is reported in parentheses, and the standard error is adjusted by heteroscedasticity.  *, 
**, and *** refer to the 10%, 5%, and 1% significance level, respectively. 
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Table 4 shows the empirical regression results on the relations between the exemption from the profitability 
requirement of IPOs and the issuance under a hot market. As with Table 3, we estimated different models 
to control for different control variables and fixed effects. For all models controlled in Table 4, there was a 
positive relationship between the interaction term of FREE×HOT and initial returns of IPOs with a 1% 
significance level. Specially, after all variables and fixed effects were controlled, model (4) of Table 4 
showed that the coefficient of the interaction term, FREE×HOT, was 0.1882 and that it was significant at a 
1% level, which supports Hypothesis 2.  
 
This study suggests that IPOs issued in a hot market by firms exempted from the profitability requirement 
had significantly higher initial returns. These results are consistent with those of previous studies conducted 
by Allen and Faulhaber (1989); Ljungqvist, Nanda, and Singh (2006); and Stambaugh, Yu, and Yuan 
(2012). They indicate that high-tech firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs 
with negative cash flows may take advantage of issuance in a hot market to cause investors to misestimate 
the true value of their investments. Therefore, the initial returns of IPOs would be significantly higher than 
those of other IPO firms. In terms of the economic significance, this study finds that the average UP of 
IPOs issued by profit-exempted firms in the hot market was significantly higher than that by other IPO 
firms in general by approximately 18.82%. Driven by the clustering of IPOs issued by firms exempted from 
the profitability requirement in the hot market, the overall average UP of IPOs are higher than those of 
other IPO firms. 
 
Additional Test: Exemption from the Profitability Requirement of IPOs and Market-to-book Ratio  
 
So far, we have examined how the profit-exempted requirement of IPO affects the underpricing of IPOs 
and how the joint effect of profit-exempted requirement of IPO and hot issue market affects the initial 
returns of IPOs. Next, we determined whether the exemption from the profitability requirement of IPOs 
increases the company's valuation and reduces the underpricing issuance by affecting investors' optimistic 
expectations. 
 
Aggarwal, Bhagat, and Rangan (2009); Guo, Lev, and Zhou (2005); and Zörgiebel (2016) find that the MB 
of IPOs of high-tech stocks with higher negative earnings is greater than that of high-tech stocks with lower 
negative earnings. They indicate that accumulated losses for intangible asset investments represented future 
growth potential and has a significant impact on investors’ IPO valuation. If it is true that firms exempted 
from the profitability requirement before conducting IPOs have high growth potential in the future. Their 
corporations’ value should be evaluated higher than that of other IPO firms; in other words, they should 
have a higher MB. 
 
Moreover, Zörgiebel (2016) point out that technology stocks with negative earnings may create market 
demand through marketing tools, giving investors overly optimistic expectations, thereby increasing IPO 
proceeds. Lu, Kao, and Chen (2012) also indicate that the higher the ratio of R&D expenses of a technology 
company, the more attractive the growth potential to investors, and the better the effect of reducing Taiwan 
IPO underpricing. De Bondt and Thaler (1987); Daniel, Hirshleifer, and Subrahmanyam (1998, 2001); and 
Lakonishok, Shleifer, and Vishny (1994) find that high market-to-book ratios are associated with the 
overreaction of investors' perceptions of company performance, leading to investors' misjudgment of 
enterprise value. Therefore, if investors have high growth expectations for profit-exempted firms with 
negative cash flow, higher market-to-book value ratios and lower IPO underpricing would be observed 
concurrently.  
 
Based on the above discussion, in this subsection, we conducted the following OLS regression model to 
analyze the relation between MB and firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting 
IPOs. 
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𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼3(𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 × 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖) + 𝛼𝛼4𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼6𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼7𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼8𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 +  𝛼𝛼9𝐻𝐻𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑖𝑖 +
              𝛼𝛼10𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼11𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼12𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 + 𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 +  𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖    (5) 
 
The dependent variable is MB at the end of the IPO year. The main explanatory variables are FREE and the 
interaction term of FREE and UP of IPOs. EXC, OVERSUB, VC, TECH, UNDEWR, LEV, PRIOP30, 
RMSE, HOT, COLD, LnASSET, and PROSEED are control variables. γ is a vector of year fixed effect, and 
δ is a vector of industry fixed effect. The standard error is a heteroscedasticity-consistent standard error.  
 
If the predictions are consistent with previous discussions, the firms that are exempted from the profitability 
requirement of IPOs should have high growth potential in the future. Hence, their market-to-book value 
ratio should be evaluated higher than other IPO firms. We should observe the coefficient α1 for exemption 
from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs is positive. In particular, if investors have high 
growth expectations for profit-exempted firms and lower initial returns of IPO are associated with the 
reduced price disagreement between investors and underwriters. We should observe that firms exempted 
from the profitability requirement of IPOs have lower initial returns of IPOs and higher market-to-book 
ratios, suggesting that the coefficient α3 should be negative. 
 
Table 5 presents the regression results of the exemption from the profitability requirement of IPOs and the 
market-to-book ratio at the end of the IPO year. In models (1) and (2) of Table 5, we included all control 
variables but only controlled for year fixed effect. In models (3) and (4), we additionally controlled for 
industry fixed effects. In model (3) of Table 5, after all variables and fixed effects were controlled, the 
regression results suggested that firms exempted from the profitability requirement of conducting IPOs and 
MB were positively correlated; moreover, the MB ratio of firms exempted from the profitability 
requirement of conducting IPOs was 1.13 times higher than those of other IPO firms.  
 
In model (4) of Table 5, we added an interaction term between FREE and UP to further examine the joint 
effect of profit-exempted firms and initial return of IPO on market-to-book ratios. The coefficient of 
interaction term FREE×UP was −0.6748 and was significant at a 5% level. That is also consistent with the 
expectation that if investors have high growth expectations for profit-exempted firms, higher market-to-
book value ratios and lower IPO underpricing would be observed concurrently.  
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Table 5: Exemption from the Profitability Requirement before Conducting IPOs and Market-to-book Ratio 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Intercept -16.1234*** 

(-8.038) 
-16.0710*** 
(-8.068) 

-15.2038** 
(-6.887) 

-15.1515*** 
(-6.905) 

UP 0.6732*** 
(3.376) 

0.8920*** 
(5.592) 

0.6575*** 
(3.212) 

0.8729*** 
(5.483) 

FREE 1.3692*** 
(2.588) 

1.7055*** 
(2.843) 

1.1396** 
(2.491) 

1.4737*** 
(2.780) 

UP×FREE  -0.6955*** 
(-2.601) 

 -0.6748** 
(-2.480) 

EXC 0.6941*** 
(4.179) 

0.6774*** 
(4.120) 

0.5663*** 
(3.299) 

0.5518*** 
(3.240) 

VC -0.0069 
(-0.088) 

-0.0203 
(-0.188) 

-0.0037 
(-0.031) 

-0.0161 
(-0.136) 

TECH 0.0416 
(0.409) 

0.0187 
(0.186) 

0.0393 
(0.272) 

0.0103 
(0.072) 

LEV -0.2927 
(-0.402) 

-0.3745 
(-0.516) 

-0.0708 
(-0.095) 

0.1336 
(0.180) 

HOT -0.3214 
(-1.111) 

-0.3153 
(-1.033) 

-0.4148 
(-1.313) 

-0.4070 
(-1.240) 

COLD -0.1646 
(-0.628) 

-0.1553 
(-0.599) 

-0.2181 
(-0.833) 

-0.2080 
(-0.801) 

LnASSET -0.8071*** 
(-7.159) 

-0.7896*** 
(-7.209) 

-0.8422*** 
(-7.543) 

-0.8245*** 
(-7.608) 

PROSEED 1.5174*** 
(11.090) 

1.4987 
(11.210) 

1.5054*** 
(10.150) 

1.4871*** 
(10.250) 

INDUSTRY NO NO YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES 

Observations 738 738 738 738 

Adjusted R2 0.4435 0.4477 0.4394 0.4436 
The table above conducts a multivariate analysis of Market-to-book value ratio (MB) and profit-exempted eligibility (FREE), estimates the Market-
to-book value ratio (MB) using ordinary least squares regression (OLS) with the main observation variable being the exemption from profit 
conditions (FREE) and Exemption from Profit Condition Eligibility (FREE) interaction IPOs initial return (UP). 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛼𝛼1𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 +
𝛼𝛼3(𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 × 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖) + 𝛼𝛼4𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼5𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼6𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼7𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼8𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼9𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼10𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 +  𝛼𝛼11𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 + 𝛿𝛿𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑖𝑖 +
𝛾𝛾𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 (5). The control variables: If IPOs are listed for the OTC, set EXC = 1; otherwise, set EXC = 0. If IPOs belong to the high-tech 
industry, let TECH = 1, and the rest, TECH = 0. PRIOP30 is thirty-days Market Index Return before the IPO filing date. RMSE is firm idiosyncratic 
risk. If there are venture capital holdings at the time of the IPO, let VC=1; otherwise, no venture capital holdings, let VC=0. OVERSUB, the issue 
success rate. UNDEWR, Underwriters reputation. LEV, financial leverage. Hot issuance season, set HOT = 1; the rest HOT = 0. Cold issuance 
season, set COLD = 1; the rest COLD = 0. MB is Market-to-book value ratio. LnASSET, Asset size, the natural logarithm of the total assets of 
IPOs in the previous fiscal year. PROSEED, the scale of funds raised by IPOs, the natural logarithm of the total funds raised by IPO. Year and 
Industry fixed effects are included. t-value is reported in parentheses, and the standard error is adjusted by heteroscedasticity.  *, **, and *** refer 
to the 10%, 5%, and 1% significance level, respectively. 
 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS  
 
This study studied Taiwan's unique profit-exempted IPO conditions to distinguish whether profit-exempted 
IPO firms conform to signal theory or market timing through observation of their initial returns. Since the 
insiders of the firms have more information than outside investors, they attempt to convey information to 
participants during the process of IPOs. However, the outcome of issuers’ messages and IPOs depend on 
when or how issuers choose to express their faith about the firm. The market timing hypothesis states that 
issuers set the underwriting period at the time when the disagreement between issuers and investors on firm 
value is at its lowest. If the issuers indeed time the market to issue equities when disagreement on firm 
value is minimal, we should observe higher firm valuations and lower underpricing of IPOs. Alternatively, 
the signaling hypothesis expects issuers to use higher discounts on IPOs to convey their firm quality to 
investors. Under this assumption, higher underpricing of IPOs should be observed. 
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This study used a cross-sectional OLS regression model to examine 738 IPO cases between 2005 and 2018 
in Taiwan. Fifty-two of them were eligible for profit-exemption, of which 35 were concentrated in the 
chemical and bio-pharmaceutical industry, accounting for 67.31% of the total sample. This report find that 
the underpricing of profit-exempted IPO firms is 5.06% lower than that of other IPO companies. The initial 
returns of profit-exempted IPO companies during the hot market are 18.82% higher than those of other IPO 
companies. It is deduced that, consistent with the market timing hypothesis, firms exempted from the 
profitability requirement of conducting IPOs exploited opportunism to mislead investors in an attempt to 
achieve higher proceeds. This caused lower first-day market returns (lower discount levels) to be observed.  
This view differed from the traditional signaling hypothesis (e.g., Welch, 1989), in which issuers using 
signaling strategies would have higher initial returns (discount level) of IPOs. In addition, there is a 
clustering phenomenon of IPOs issued by firms exempted from the profitability requirement in the hot-
market periods. They take advantage of the high market sentiment to obtain high initial returns of IPOs, 
making the average initial returns of IPOs of such firms higher than that of other IPO firms. This clearly 
showed that issuers take advantage of issuance under a hot-market period to cause investors to misestimate 
firm value to obtain the proceed of IPOs. It shows that managers of profit-exempted high-tech IPO 
companies tried to use information asymmetry and optimistic messages to mislead investors, which may 
affect the fundraising of IPOs and may be harmful to shareholders' interests as a whole. The findings of this 
study can provide a reference for government agencies to consider the post-listing management of high-
tech companies exempt from profit conditions. 
 
In terms of research restrictions, Taiwan's unique profit-free IPO conditions only existed after 2005. In the 
future, this article will provide a basis for discussion on the IPO value of negative-earnings high-tech 
companies, which can include dialogue about equity allocation, agency conflict, and irrational behavior. 
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IMPACT OF CANADIAN SOX ON DETERMINANTS OF 
EQUITY ISSUANCE COSTS FOR BOUGHT DEALS AND 

MARKETED UNDERWRITTEN OFFERS 
Arturo Rubalcava, University of Regina 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
This manuscript explores the effect of Canadian SOX (CSOX) on determinants of equity issuance costs (underwriting 
fees and offer price discount) for Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten equity offers. CSOX is a crucial 
piece of legislation equivalent to the U.S. Sarbanes-Oxley Act. Bought deals and marketed underwritten offers are 
two methods of choice for issuing common stock by exchange-traded companies. Are the determinants of underwriting 
fees and price discount for both underwriting methods the same before and after the passage of Canadian law? From 
eleven expected determinants of underwriting fees, findings show gross offer proceeds is the only determinant 
significant in the pre-and post-CSOX periods for both bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. The 
determinant associated with stock return volatility is significant during the pre- and post-CSOX periods for bought 
deals only. On the other hand, from fourteen expected determinants of offer price discount, volatility of stock returns 
and stock spread are the only common determinant for the pre- and post-CSOX periods for bought deals only. In 
general, the results reveal the Canadian legislation had a different effect on determinants of issuance costs for both 
underwriting methods. 
 
JEL: G24, G32 
 
KEYWORDS: Underwriting Fees, Price Discount, Bought Deals, Marketed Underwritten Offers, 

Canadian SOX, Sarbanes Oxley, Seasoned Equity Offerings  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

he purpose of this study is to provide evidence on whether expected determinants of underwriting 
fees and price discount are the same before and after the passage of Canadian SOX (CSOX) for 
seasoned equity offerings of bought deals and marketed underwritten offers, respectively. CSOX is 

legislation equivalent to the U.S. Sarbanes-Oxley Act (USSOX). After the passage of USSOX in 2002, 
many countries passed similar legislation, including Canada, which became effective in 2005 (Rubalcava, 
2012). The main goal of both laws is to protect investors against corporate wrongdoing through rules and 
provisions for improving corporate governance for publicly listed companies and the quality of financial 
information. Seasoned equity offerings (SEO) are company shares of common stock sold to investors after 
an initial public offering. Underwritten fees (also called gross spread) and price discount (also called 
underpricing) are major issuance costs for public companies that sell shares in the stock market. These costs 
are not trivial for issuing companies. For example, underwriting fees of Canadian issuers are around five 
percent of gross offering revenues paid to the investment bank, which helps sell the shares to investors 
(Rubalcava, 2018). By comparison, the underwriting fees for U.S. firms are in the range of 3 to 8 percent 
(Butler, Grullon, and Weston 2005). On the other hand, the price discount on issued shares offered to 
selected investors is on average around 3 to 5 percent of the market share price for Canadian firms 
(Rubalcava, 2020). For U.S. firms is around 2.4 percent (Autore, 2011), and for global offers around 4.6 
percent (Bortolotti, Megginson, and Smart, 2008). Bought deals and marketed underwritten offers are 
alternative methods of choice of stock offers by company issuers.   
 

T 
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This manuscript extends the work of Rubalcava (2018) on the impact of Canadian SOX on underwriting 
fees for Canadian firms listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange.  Also, it extends the work of Rubalcava 
(2020) on the impact of CSOX on price discount of Canadian equity offers.  However, unlike those studies, 
this study goes further by finding out whether determinants of underwriting fees (and offer price discount) 
are the same before and after the Canadian SOX for Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten 
offers, respectively. Specifically, the main contribution is to corroborate whether the significant 
determinants in the period before CSOX (1999-2005) are also significant afterwards (2006-2011). These 
two periods include similar number of years and enough data to get reliable comparative results. The post-
CSOX period also incorporates as determinants the years of the financial crisis (2007-2009), a period that 
significantly affected financial markets worldwide. Did these years have an impact on equity issuance 
costs? (Note: The term significant refers to statistically significant.) The determinants are from research 
studies, which account for offer and firm size, stock and market volatility, systematic risk, liquidity, 
underwriting reputation, intended use of funds and others.  
 
Findings show gross offer proceeds (LnGProceeds) – a proxy for offer economies of scale- is the only 
significant determinant of underwriting fees for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers for both the 
pre- and post-CSOX periods. Stock return volatility (RetVol) is a significant determinant for the pre-and 
post-CSOX periods for bought deals only. On the other hand, the year 2007 is significant determinant for 
marketed underwritten offers (higher fees), and for bought deals, the year 2009 was significant determinant 
(lower fees). On determinants of offer price discount, stock return volatility and stock spread are the only 
significant determinant for the pre- and post-CSOX periods for bought deals only. On the other hand, I did 
not find consistent determinants for the pre- and post-CSOX periods for offer price discount of marketed 
underwritten offers. Also, none of the financial crisis years had an effect on price discount.  Overall, the 
results show that most significant (nonsignificant) determinants in the pre-CSOX period are not significant 
(significant) after the post-CSOX period. This implies the Canadian SOX had a different effect on 
determinants of issuance costs for each underwriting method. The paper is organized as follows. Next 
section includes the literature review. Followed by the section of data and methodology. Next section 
reports and discusses the results. Last section shows the summary and conclusion. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This section examines the main features of bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. Then follows a 
review of relevant research on underwriting fees and price discount for seasoned equity offerings. Finally, 
it closes with research questions. Bought deals and marketed underwritten offers are two methods of choice 
for seasoned equity offerings by issuing companies. Both methods are mainly underwritten by an 
investment bank or bank syndicate, which markets the issue among potential investors (typically 
institutional investors, such as mutual funds, pension funds, hedge funds, and insurance companies). 
Usually, the investment bank commits to buying the shares from the issuing company and selling them to 
investors. Investment banks also help to comply with government and stock exchange rules. They charge 
an underwriting fee to the issuing company for these services, typically a percent of gross offer revenue. 
 
A quick review of distinguishing features of Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten offers from 
Pandes (2010) and Gunay and Ursel (2015) is as follows. Bought deals are equity offers immediately at or 
shortly after the announcement date. On the other hand, marketed underwritten offers are issued several 
days after the offer announcement. This allows investment banks the opportunity to promote the offering 
to potential investors through roadshows. These are presentations about the characteristics of the issue, its 
intended use of funds and other relevant information. The interest shown by investors provides valuable 
information about the offer demand, offer size and price. Marketed underwritten offers also include a 
market-out clause, meaning that if market conditions are unfavorable for the stock offer, the investment 
bank can cancel it. Bought deals do not have a market-out class and roadshow, which makes bought deals 
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seemingly riskier. However, investment banks mitigate the risk because they previously certify bought deals 
(Pandes, 2010), unlike marketed underwritten offers, which are not. 
 
Research on underwriting fees and price discount of seasoned equity offerings is extensive. Eckbo, Masulis 
and Norli (2007) and Papaioannou and Karagozoglu (2017) provide an excellent review on these issuance 
costs. Evidence on whether bought deals or marketed underwritten offers incur low underwritten fees is 
overwhelming in favor of the former. These studies include Bortolotti, Megginson, and Smart (2008), Gao 
and Ritter (2010), Calomiris and Tsoutsoura (2010), Pandes (2010), Karpavicius and Suchard (2012), 
Koerniadi et al. (2015), and Rubalcava (2018, for Canadian non-cross-listed offers). On the other hand, 
studies finding no difference in fees are Denis (1993), Sherman (1999), and Rubalcava (2018, for Canadian 
cross-listed offers).  Those studies control for a different set of determinants.  
 
The determinants of underwritten fees for Canadian firms examined here are from the above studies and 
others. These determinants account for economies of scale (Smith, 1977; Altinkilic and Hansen, 2000), 
distribution risk (Butler, Grullon, and Weston (2005), firm size (Hansen and Torregrosa, 1992), systematic 
risk (Bhagat, Marr, and Thompson, 1985), stock volatility (Bae and Levy, 1990; Hansen and Torregrosa, 
1992; Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003), underwriter reputation and prestige (Chemmanur and Fulghieri, 1994; 
Calomiris and Tsoutsoura, 2010; Jeon and Ligon, 2011; Fermando et al., 2015),  stock liquidity (Butler, 
Grullon, and Weston, 2005), and intended use of funds (Rubalcava, 2018).  
 
Another essential issuance cost for seasoned equity offerings is the share price discount or underpricing. 
Price discount usually occurs when the price offered to investors (typically institutional investors) is below 
the market price (i.e., closing share price before the issue date).  An exciting review of why underpricing 
of stock offers occurs is by Papaioannou and Karagozoglu (2017).   Research evidence on whether bought 
deals or marketed underwritten offers incur low underpricing is inconclusive. Studies reporting little 
underpricing for bought deals compared to marketed underwritten offers are Bortolotti, Megginson, and 
Smart (2008) and Gustafson (2018). In contrast, Autore (2011) finds bought deals incur higher 
underpricing. On the other hand, in a more recent study Rubalcava (2020) did not find a significant 
difference in underpricing between bought deals and marketed underwritten offers for Canadian cross-listed 
and non-cross-listed firms. All these studies also control for expected determinants. 
 
Similar to underwriting fees, this study includes determinants of price discount for Canadian stock offers 
from relevant research studies. Specifically, the determinants of price discount considered here account for 
return volatility (Bae and Levy, 1990; Corwin, 2003; Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003; Kim and Shin, 2004; 
Pandes, 2010; Autore, 2011; Huang and Zhang, 2011; Kim and Masulis, 2012), gross offer revenues 
(Bhagat, Marr, and Thompson, 1985; Mola and Loughran, 2004), offer size (Corwin, 2003; Altinkilic and 
Hansen, 2003; Autore, 2011; Huang and Zhang, 2011; Kim and Masulis, 2012), firm size (Corwin, 2003; 
Huang and Zhang, 2011), pre-offer share price (Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003), share price run-up (Corwin, 
2003; Pandes, 2010; Rubalcava, 2020),  underwriter prestige (Safieddine and Wilhelm, 1996; Kim and 
Shin, 2004; Mola and Loughran, 2004; Kim, Palia and Saunders, 2010; Kim and Masulis, 2012), market 
volatility (Bhagat, Marr, and Thompson, 1985), information asymmetry (Corwin, 2003), inclusion of 
overallotment option (Lee, Lochhead, and Ritter, 1996), and intended use of offer proceeds (Rubalcava, 
2016). Major determinants included here, and their relation with underwriting fees and price discount are 
from previous research. This study includes limited number of determinants because of data availability. 
However, unlike most studies, this research distinguishes stock offers by underwriting method (bought deal, 
marketed underwritten offer). Thus, whether similar relation holds for each underwriting method for the 
pre- and post-CSOX periods is a topic worth exploring further.  (The methodology section examines in 
detail the expected determinants included here.) 
 
The purpose of this study is to answer the following research question. Are the determinants of equity 
issuance costs -underwriting fees and stock price discount - for Canadian bought deals (and marketed 
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underwritten offers) the same before and after Canadian SOX? Specifically, what are the determinants of 
each equity issuance cost for bought deals (and marketed underwritten offers), that are significant before 
and after the Canadian SOX? Findings will reveal the effect of CSOX on determinants of issuance costs for 
bought deals and marketed underwritten offers by Canadian firms.   
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The sample data for the analysis of determinants of underwritten fees and price discount includes 656 stock 
offers of Canadian firms listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange and not listed in other countries. The overall 
sample period is from 1999 to 2011 (pre-CSOX period: 1999-2005; post-CSOX period: 2006-2011). For 
comparative purposes, the overall sample includes similar subsample periods (pre-CSOX: 7 years, and post-
CSOX: 6 years) with enough observations on each period to get reliable results. Due to data constraints, it 
covers up to the year 2011. The sample for both issuance costs -underwriting fees and offer price discount- 
is the same and its distribution is as follows: Bought deals are 120 and 450 for the pre- and post-CSOX 
periods, respectively. On the other hand, marketed underwritten offers are 55 and 31 for the pre- and post-
CSOX periods, respectively.  The source of data for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers is FP 
Advisor (https://fpadvisor.financialpost.com) and cross-checked on the System for Electronic Documents 
Analysis and Retrieval (SEDAR Canada). The data include underwriting fees of equity offerings, 
underwriting type (bought deal, marketed underwritten offer), lead underwriter(s), offer announcement and 
issue dates, offer price, offer size, gross proceeds, overallotment option, and intended use of equity offer. 
The Canadian Financial Markets Research Centre (CFMRC) is the source of market data. They include 
daily stock prices, bid-ask quotes, trading volumes, S&P/TSX value-weighted index, and monthly number 
of shares outstanding. Statistics Canada is the source for the Canadian monthly T-bill rate (a proxy for risk-
free rate). The sample does not include data with errors or missing values. 
 
Determinants of Underwriting Fees for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 
The cross-sectional model showing the relation of underwriting fees on expected determinants is as follows: 
 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝑖 = 𝑎𝑎0 + (𝑎𝑎1 + 𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 +  (𝑎𝑎2 + 𝛿𝛿𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑒𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 + (𝑎𝑎3 +
              𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖 + (𝑎𝑎4 + 𝛿𝛿𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝑖𝑖 + (𝑎𝑎5 + 𝛿𝛿𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅  𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 +
              … + 𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2007 + ⋯+  𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡+𝑛𝑛𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑠𝑠2009 +     ԑ𝑖𝑖                                          (1)                                                                                                                   
 
Equation (1) shows the effect on underwriting fees (Fees) of expected determinants, simultaneously for the 
pre-CSOX period (1999-2005) and post-CSOX period (2006-2011). The model applies for bought deals 
and marketed underwritten offers, respectively. The determinants are from relevant research studies from 
the literature review section. Because of data constraints, it includes proxies from selected determinants 
from those studies.  Determinants identifiers and descriptions are as follows. Fees is the underwriting fee 
(also called gross spread or investment banking fee). The subscript i stands for stock offer for issuer i. Fees 
is a percent of gross offer revenues paid by the issuing company to the investment bank (or syndicate), 
which helps in marketing the equity issue to investors. DumPer2 is a dummy variable that equals one for 
the post-CSOX period and zero for the pre-CSOX period (DumPer1). Coefficient estimates a0, a1…at+n 

show the extent on Fees of each determinant. The indicator variable DumPer2 interacts with expected 
determinants to capture the differential effect of each determinant on Fees for the pre-and post-CSOX 
periods, respectively.  
 
LnGProceeds is the natural log of gross revenues and measures economies of scale (Smith, 1977). A 
negative relation between fees and gross proceeds is expected because the higher gross proceeds, the higher 
the monetary value earned by investment banks. Therefore, they will be able to afford charging lower fees. 
Price is the share price two days before the offer date. It measures issue distribution risk (Butler, Grullon, 
and Weston (2005). A negative relation between fees and price is expected because offers with low prices 
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are more difficult to sell than those with higher prices.  LnME is the natural log of issuer’s market equity 
and proxies for firm size (Hansen and Torregrosa, 1992).  The expectation is of a negative relation between 
fees and firm size because larger firms are already consolidated and better known among investors than 
smaller firms. Therefore, investment banks will charge lower fees for larger firms because of the lower risk 
in placing the offer in the market than for smaller firms.  Beta is the systematic risk of the issuer (Bhagat, 
Marr, and Thompson, 1985). Beta is the coefficient of the Canadian market risk premium estimated from 
an asset pricing model between daily excess returns of a Canadian issuer and the Canadian market risk 
premium to get the abnormal return around the announcement date of the equity offer. The expectation is 
of a positive relation between fees and Beta because offers with a higher beta are riskier (i.e., more sensitive 
to market variations) than those with lower beta.  RetVol is the standard deviation of stock returns 
annualized daily for three months before the offer date. It proxies for stock volatility (Bae and Levy, 1990). 
Because of higher volatility the higher investment bank’s risk, therefore, the higher fees. 
 
LeadUnderwriter is the incremental number of stock offerings an investment bank acts as lead underwriter 
from the previous year. It measures underwriter reputation. The relation between underwriting fees and 
investment bank reputations is not clear, according to Calomiris and Tsoutsoura (2010). For example, 
studies showing higher underwriter reputation with lower underwriting fees are Pandes (2010), Jeon and 
Ligon (2011), and Fernando et al. (2015). On the other hand, Chemmanur and Fulghieri (1994) argue 
reputable underwriters charge higher fees because of their superior certification. The empirical results 
section will shed light on the effect of this determinant on Fees. VolTO is volume turnover, which is equal 
to the ratio of daily annualized share trading volume divided by the total number of outstanding shares. It 
measures stock liquidity (Butler, Grullon and Weston, 2005). A negative relation between fees and the ratio 
is expected because shares with higher liquidity are easier to sell by investment banks.  
 
Dum0 to Dum 4 are dummy variables that classify the intended use of the equity offer as follows: Dum0 
(unknown), Dum1 (working capital), Dun2 (capital investment), Dum3 (general corporate) and Dum4 (debt 
reduction). The expected relation between underwriting fees and the intended use is unknown.  
DYearFinCrisisτ  is a dummy variable for each year of the financial crisis period (2007-2009). The 
coefficient estimates of the financial crisis dummy variables show these years' effect on underwriting fees. 
The expected relation between underwriting fees and these dummy years is unknown.  εi is the error term 
and assumed to be independently and normally distributed; i.e., εi ~ N(0,σ2) 
 
Determinants of Price Discount for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 
The cross-sectional model showing the relation of price discount on expected determinants is as follows. 
 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 =    𝑎𝑎0 + (𝑎𝑎1 + ѱ𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖   ԑ𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + (𝑎𝑎2 +ѱ𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝑅𝑅𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖  

+ �𝑎𝑎3 +      ѱ𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2�𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + (𝑎𝑎4 + ѱ𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝑖𝑖
+ (𝑎𝑎5 +  ѱ𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2)𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖 +               … + 𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2007 + ⋯
+  𝑎𝑎𝑡𝑡+𝑛𝑛𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷2009 +      ԑ𝑖𝑖                                                                                       (2) 

 
Equation (2) includes the effect on price discount of expected determinant simultaneously for the pre- and 
post-CSOX periods, respectively. The determinants are from the literature review section on offer price 
discount. For conciseness, this section mention only the oldest bibliographic reference(s) for a specific 
determinant.   The explanation of variables in equation (2) is as follows.  PrDisci, is the offer price discount 
of issuer i in percent and equals the difference between its closing market price in the previous day and 
offer price next day, divided by the closing market price in previous day. The lower offer price serves as 
compensation to investors (mostly institutional investors) who showed interest and provided information 
about the potential demand of the stock offering before the issue date. This measure is for marketed 
underwritten offers only. Bought deals use a different price discount as in Narayanan, Rangan, and Rangan 
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(2004). Here, to calculate the offer price discount is by buying the stock at the offer price and selling it at 
(usually higher) closing price on the offer day. That is because, in bought deals, the stock offer is around 
the announcement date, which usually a price drop occur immediately afterwards, consistent with Myers 
and Majluf’s (2004) adverse selection theory. (Under this theory, when a company announces a stock 
offering, investors assume an overvaluation of the stock, so they assess its value downwards, resulting in 
unfavorable market reaction.) Thus, this adapted measure of price discount is net of the information effect 
by the offer announcement.  DumPer2 is a dummy variable that equals one for the post-CSOX period and 
zero for the pre-CSOX period (DumPer1). Coefficient estimates a0, a1…at+n show the portion effect on 
PrDisc of each determinant. The indicator variable DumPer2 interacts with expected determinants to 
capture the differential effect of each determinant on PrDisc for the pre-and post-CSOX periods, 
respectively. RetVol is the standard deviation of daily annualized stock returns three months before the offer 
date. Proxy for return volatility (Corwin, 2003; Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003). The expectation is of a 
positive relation between return volatility and price discount because of share price uncertainty.  
 
RelGProceeds is the offer gross revenue divided by the firm’s market capitalization before the offer date. 
Mola and Loughran (2004) find a positive relation between the offer price discount and gross offer revenues 
because higher revenues suggest more liquidity unpredictability. However, Bhagat, Marr, and Thompson 
(1985) find a negative relation between issuing costs and offering proceeds because of economies of scale. 
The empirical results section explores which of these results will hold in our study. Reloffer is the ratio of 
offer size to total number of shares outstanding before the offer date. It measures price pressure (Corwin, 
2003; Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003). These studies argue larger offers expect to show higher price discount 
because of higher price pressure before the shares offer date. LnME is the natural log of market equity of 
issuing company. Proxies for firm size (Corwin, 2003). Evidence exists that larger firms show lower 
discount because they involve less information asymmetry than smaller firms. Thus, the expectation is of a 
negative relation between firm size and offer price discount.  
 
Price is the share price 2 days before the offer date (Altinkilic and Hansen, 2003). Low-priced stocks reflect 
more value doubt and placement risk than high-priced stock; therefore, expecting higher price discount for 
the former. Runup is the price run-up or cumulative abnormal return 25 days before the offer date.  The 
abnormal return is from a regression between daily excess return of a Canadian issuer and the Canadian 
market risk premium around the equity offer date (Corwin, 2003). Price run-up may occur because the 
actual pre-offer value overestimates the fair value; therefore, these offers expect a higher price discount. 
LeadUnderwriter is the incremental number of stock offerings an investment bank acts as a lead underwriter 
from the previous year. It proxies for underwriter reputation or prestige (Safieddine and Wilhelm, 1996). 
Reputable underwriters certify the fair value of the offer, so investors need lower price discount. DumOAO 
is a dummy variable equal to one if the offer has an overallotment option and zero otherwise. An offer with 
an overallotment option suggests underpricing of the offer (Lee, Lochhead and Ritter, 1996); thus, the 
expectation is of a positive relation between price discount and DumOAO. 
 
StdTSX is the standard deviation of daily annualized returns on the Canadian stock index (S&P/TSX) during 
three months before the offer date. It is a proxy for market unpredictability (Bhagat, Marr and Thompson, 
1985); therefore, the higher the market unpredictability, the higher price discount.  Spread is the bid-ask 
spread of the stock divided by the spread midpoint. It proxies for information asymmetry between issuers 
and investors (Corwin, 2003). The higher the spread, the higher the price discount as compensation for the 
offer information asymmetry. Dum0 to Dum4 are dummy variables that classify the intended use of the 
equity offer as described before. Similarly, DYearFinCrisis   is a dummy variable for each financial crisis 
period year (2007-2009). And, ԑ i is the error term assumed to be independently and normally distributed; 
i.e.,  ԑ i ~ N(0, σ2) 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Underwriting Fees of Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers 

 
Table 1 shows the mean (median) underwriting fees of seasoned equity offerings (SEO) for bought deals 
and marketed underwritten offers for Canadian firms listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange. It includes 
number of SEO in brackets for the pre- and post-CSOX periods and the p-value of the difference in mean 
(median) fees. The mean (median) underwriting fees range between 4.75% (5.00%) and 4.82% (5.00%) for 
bought deals. It shows the mean and median underwriting fees of bought deals are not statistically different 
between pre- and post-CSOX periods, as displayed by their nonsignificant p-values (0.3318 and 0.1468, 
respectively). Interestingly, the number of bought deals increases significantly during the post-CSOX 
period (120 to 450). The mean (median) range of underwriting fees for marketed underwritten offers is 
between 5.16% (5.00%) and 5.32% (5.00%).  Similar to the findings for bought deals, no significant 
difference in mean and median underwriting fees between pre- and post- CSOX periods exist for marketed 
underwritten offers (p-values are 0.3889 and 0.5086, respectively). Table also shows the number of 
marketed underwritten offers decreased significantly after CSOX. Overall, the results reveal CSOX did not 
show a significant impact on underwriting fees. 
 
Table 1: Mean (Median) Underwriting Fees for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers  
 

 Bought Deals Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 
 

Pre-CSOX Post-CSOX P-value Diff. 
Mean 

(Median) 

 
Pre-CSOX 

 
Post-CSOX 

P-value Diff. 
Mean 

(Median) 
No. of SEO 
Mean 
(Median) 

[120] 
4.75% 

(5.00%) 

[450] 
4.82% 

(5.00%) 

 
0.3318 

(0.1468) 

[55] 
5.16% 

(5.00%) 

[31] 
5.32% 

(5.00%) 

 
0.3889 

(0.5086) 
This table shows the mean (median) underwriting fees for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers of Canadian firm listed on the Toronto 
Stock Exchange, during the pre- and post-CSOX periods, respectively. Number of stock offers is in brackets. Two-tailed t-test is used to test for the 
difference in means and Wilcoxon/Mann-Whitney test for the difference in medians. 
 
Determinants of Underwriting Fees for Bought and Marketed Underwritten Offers: Pre- vs Post-CSOX 
Period 
 
This section presents regressions results of underwriting fees (Fees) on expected determinants for bought 
deals and marketed underwritten offers for the pre- and post-CSOX periods from equation (1). The 
coefficient estimates reported in Regressions 1 to 4 consider the effect of dummy DumPer2 (i.e., post-
CSOX period- DumPostCSOX) or DumPer1 (i.e., pre-CSOX period -DumPreCSOX) on Fees for each 
determinant. This section does not show the coefficients of these interacting dummies to save space. Table 
2 presents only coefficient estimates showing net effects on Fees for the pre- and post-CSOX periods, 
respectively. In the table, asterisks ***, ** and * stand for significance at one, five and ten percent levels, 
respectively. (Note: This and following sections define statistical significance of coefficient estimates as 
follows: highly significant (***), significant (**), and slightly significant (*)).  
 
For illustrative purposes, the section presents the effect of DumPer2 for LnGProceeds (natural log of gross 
proceeds) on bought deals. The procedure of getting coefficient estimates is as follows. In Regression 1, 
the coefficient estimate (-0.4674) of LnGProceeds for the pre-CSOX period is 𝑎𝑎1in equation (1) where the 
interactive dummy DumPer2 is DumPostCSOX. Since equation (1) calculates simultaneously the effect on 
Fees for the pre- and post-CSOX periods, the coefficient estimate (-0.1108) of LnGProceeds in Regression 
2 is the sum of coefficients 𝑎𝑎1  and interactive dummy 𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿*DumPer2 or 
𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿*DumPostCSOX (i.e., -0.4674 plus 0.3566, unreported) from Regression 1.  
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Alternatively, in Regression 2, the coefficient estimate (-0.1108) of LnGProceeds for the post-CSOX period 
is 𝑎𝑎1in Regression 2, where the interactive dummy is DumPer1 (or DumPreCSOX). Thus, the coefficient 
estimate (-0.4674) of LnGProceeds in Regression 1 for the pre-CSOX period is the sum of coefficients 𝑎𝑎1  
and interactive dummy 𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿 *DumPer1 or 𝛿𝛿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿 *DumPreCSOX (i.e., -0.1108 minus 
0.3566, unreported) from Regression 2. (The sections of empirical results does not report coefficients of 
these interacting dummies to save space.) In other words, the coefficient estimates 𝑎𝑎1 in Regressions 1 and 
2 report directly the net effect of LnGProceeds on Fees for bought deals for the pre- and post-CSOX 
periods, respectively. (Notice that coefficient estimates of Regressions 1 and 2 are from equation 1, which 
includes 570 stock offers, including the pre- and post-CSOX periods; therefore, they have the same adjusted 
R square value of 0.503).  
 
A similar procedure follows for marketed underwritten offers for the pre- and post-CSOX periods, 
respectively.  Regression 1 to 4 show that LnGProceeds is the only significant determinant during the pre- 
and post-CSOX periods for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers, respectively. In addition, the 
negative coefficient signs of LnGrossProceeds show underwriting fees decrease with gross-proceeds 
(standing for economies of scale), which is consistent with similar findings from previous studies. 
Interestingly, the coefficient estimate of LnGrossProceeds for bought deals is less negative during the post-
CSOX period (-0.1108) and for marketed underwritten offers is more negative (-0.5868). 
 
Other significant determinants during the pre- and post-CSOX periods are Beta and RetVol for bought deals 
only. For example, the coefficient of Beta for the post-CSOX period is positive and highly significant 
(0.1248); this says that Fees increase with systematic stock risk as in Bhagat, Marr, and Thompson (1985). 
However, the pre-CSOX period is negative and significant (-0.1969), which shows that Fees increase with 
lower systematic risk, which is counterintuitive.  On the other hand, the coefficient estimate of RetVol is 
positive and highly significant for pre-CSOX period (1.1830) and positive and highly significant for post-
CSOX period (0.7204). This says that Fees increase with stock return volatility (slightly less for the post-
CSOX period), consistent with prior research studies The coefficient estimate of Price is negative and 
slightly significant for the pre-CSOX period for bought deals (-0.0111 in Regression 1). This says that high-
priced stocks represent low distribution risk and, therefore, lower fees. Coefficient estimate of LnME is 
negative and significant for the post-CSOX period for bought deals (-0.2156), and negative and significant 
in the pre-CSOX period (-0.2968) for marketed underwritten offers (Regression 3). Results show Fees 
decrease with firm size, which supports previous studies.  This is because offers of larger, more known 
firms are easier to sell than those of smaller, less known firms. The coefficient estimate of LeadUnderwriter 
is positive and highly significant in the pre-CSOX period for bought deals (0.0374 in Regression 1).  
Finding positive relation between Fees and LeadUnderwriter supports the underwriting certification 
hypothesis of Chemmanur and Fulghieri (1994). And the coefficient estimate of share turnover (VolTO) is 
negative and significant (-0.0521) for bought deals in the post-CSOX period only (Regression 2). This 
supports Buttler, Grullon and Weston (2005), who argue that more liquid stocks are easier to place in the 
market -involving less distribution risk by investment banks- than those less liquid.  
 
The coefficients of dummy variables Dum1 (working capital), Dum2 (capital investment), and Dum3 
(general corporate) are positive and significant in the post-CSOX period for bought deals (Regression 2). 
This says Fees increase if the intended use of funds is working capital, capital investment, and general 
corporate. On the other hand, the coefficient estimates of dummies Dum1 to Dum4 for marketed 
underwritten offers are all negative (Regression 4). These results show underwriting fees decrease if the 
intended use of funds is working capital, capital investment, general corporate and debt reduction, contrary 
to the findings for bought deals. A possible explanation of the difference in signed coefficients, is that for 
marketed underwritten offers, underwriters have more time to assess issuers’ intention use of funds, which 
they may find more credible compared with those for bought deals, which they may not. This is because in 
bought deals, the time from the offer announcement to the issue date is significantly shorter (i.e., less time 
to evaluate issuers’ intended use of funds). Therefore, underwriters are likely to charge higher fees for 
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bought deals and lower fees for marketed underwritten offers. The effect of financial crisis years (2007-
2009) on Fees is as follows. For bought deals, the coefficient is negative and significant for 2009 (-0.1410, 
p-value of 0.0494 -unreported). On the other hand, it is positive and highly significant for 2007 (0.9098, p-
value of 0.0071 -unreported) for marketed underwritten offers. Thus, results show the years of the financial 
crisis had different effects on Fees for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. 
 
Table 2: Regressions of Fees on Expected Determinants for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten 
Offers: Pre- and Post-CSOX Periods   
 

 Bought Deals Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 
Variables 

Pre-CSOX 
1 

Post-CSOX 
2 

Pre-CSOX 
3 

Post-CSOX 
4 

Constant 1.1983*** 1.0478** 1.7672*** 1.0672*** 
lnGProceeds -0.4674*** -0.1108*** -0.4046*** -0.5868*** 
Price -0.0111* -0.0047 -0.0068 -0.0139 
LnME 0.0364 -0.2156** -0.2968** 0.2395 
Beta -0.1969** 0.1248*** 0.1457 -0.3348 
RetVol 1.1830*** 0.7204*** 0.0205 1.5532 
LeadUnderwriter 0.0374*** 0.0029 0.0028 -0.0121 
VolTO 0.0512 -0.0521** 0.0727 -0.0438 
Dum1 0.0359 0.0530*** 0.0455 -0.7154** 
Dum2 -0.0020 0.0375*** 0.0519* -0.6790** 
Dum3 0.0043 0.0275* 0.0029 -0.6738** 
Dum4 -0.0355* 0.0191 0.0240 -0.6469* 
DYearFinCrisis -- Yes -- Yes 

  R2 0.526 0.526 0.758 0.758 
  R2 Adj. 0.503 0.503 0.657 0.657 
No. of SEO 570 570 86 86 

This table reports coefficient estimates from regressions of underwriting fees (Fees) of Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten offers 
on expected determinants, for the pre- and post-CSOX periods, respectively.  Regression model is Fees = a0 + (a1 + 
δLnGProceedsDumPer2)LnGProceedsi + (a2 + δPriceDumPer2)Pricei +  (a3+ δBetaDumPer2)Betai + (a4+ δRetVolDumPer2)RetVoli + …+    
atDYearFinCrisisτ=2007 +…+ at+nDYearFinCrisisτ=2009 + εi. The coefficient estimates for the Constant, RetVol, Dum1 to Dum4 are multiplied by 10-

1. VolTO is multiplied by 102. The section Determinants of Underwriting Fees for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers defines Fees 
and expected determinants. The asterisks ***, ** and * stand for significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels.  
 
In summary, LnGProceeds (a proxy for economies of scale) is the only common and significant determinant 
for the pre- and post-CSOX periods for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. RetVol (proxy for 
return volatility) is the common determinant in pre- and post-CSOX periods for bought deals only. On the 
other hand, no other common determinants exist in pre-and post-CSOX periods for bought deals and 
marketed underwritten offers. Overall, results reveal CSOX had a different effect on determinants of 
underwriting fees of stock offers.   
 
Descriptive Statistics for Offer Price Discount of Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers  
 
Table 3 reports the mean (median) offer price discount for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers 
for Canadian issuers. It includes number of seasoned equity offers (SEO) in brackets for the pre- and post-
CSOX periods and p-value of the difference in mean (median) fees. It shows the mean (median) price 
discount for bought deals range between 3.84% (2.96%) and 4.00% (3.34%). Table also shows the 
difference in mean and median offer price discount of bought deals is not statistical different between pre- 
and post-CSOX periods (p-value of 0.7505 and 0.7667, respectively).  The mean (median) range of offer 
price discount for marketed underwritten offers is between 3.63% (1.84%) and 5.85% (4.53%). It shows 
the median price discount of marketed underwritten offers is higher for the post- than in the pre-CSOX 
period at a 0.05 significance level. However, the p-value of the difference in means between pre- and post-
CSOX periods shows no statistical significance (p-value of 0.1592). In sum, CSOX did not significantly 
affect price discount for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. 
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Table 3:  Mean (Median) Offer Price Discount for Bought Deals and Marketed Underwritten Offers  
 

 Bought Deals Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 Pre-CSOX Post-CSOX P-value Diff. 

Mean 
(Median) 

 
Pre-CSOX 

 
Post-CSOX 

P-value Diff. 
Mean 

(Median) 
No. of SEO 
Mean 
(Median) 

[120] 
4.00% 

(3.34%) 

[450] 
3.84% 

(2.96%) 

 
0.7505 

(0.7667) 

[55] 
3.63% 

(1.84%) 

[31] 
5.85% 

(4.53%) 

 
0.1592 

(0.0196)** 
This table shows the mean (median) offer price discount for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers of Canadian firms listed on the Toronto 
Stock Exchange, during the pre- and post-CSOX periods, respectively. Number of stock offers is in brackets. The asterisks ** stands for significance 
at the 5 percent level. Two-tailed t-test is used to test for the difference in means and Wilcoxon/Mann-Whitney test for the difference in medians. 
 
Determinants of Offer Price Discount for Bought and Marketed Underwritten Offers: Pre- vs Post-CSOX 
Period 
 
This section reports regressions results of offer price discount (underpricing) on expected determinants for 
bought deals and marketed underwritten offers for the pre- and post-CSOX periods from equation (2). 
Coefficient estimates shown in Regressions 1 to 4 consider the effect of the interactive dummy DumPer2 
(i.e., DumPostCSOX for post-CSOX period) or DumPer1 (i.e., DumPreCSOX for pre-CSOX period) on 
price discount (PrDisc) for each determinant.  The section does not show coefficients of these interacting 
dummies to save space. Table 4 presents only coefficient estimates showing the net effect on PrDisc for 
the pre- and post-CSOX periods, respectively (similar to the section of Determinants of Underwriting Fees 
examined previously).  As an illustration, this section presents the effect of DumPer2 and DumPer1 for 
determinant RetVol of bought deals. The procedure to get coefficient estimates is as follows. In Regression 
1, the coefficient estimate (1.1782) of RetVol for the pre-CSOX period is 𝑎𝑎1in equation (2), where the 
interactive dummy DumPer2 is DumPostCSOX. Since equation (2) calculates simultaneously the effects on 
PrDisc for pre- and post-CSOX periods, the coefficient estimate (0.2856) of RetVol in Regression 2, is the 
sum of coefficients 𝑎𝑎1  and ѱ𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 of DumPostCSOX (i.e., 1.1782 minus 0.8926, unreported) from 
Regression 1.  To put it differently, in Regression 2, the coefficient estimate (0.2856) of RetVol for the 
post-CSOX period is 𝑎𝑎1in Regression 2, where the interactive dummy is DumPer1 (i.e., DumPreCSOX). 
Thus, the coefficient estimate (1.1782) of RetVol in Regression 1 is the sum of coefficients 𝑎𝑎1  and 
ѱ𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅of DumPreCSOX (i.e., 0.2856 plus 0.8926, unreported) from Regression 2. To put it simply, 
coefficient estimates 𝑎𝑎1 in Regressions 1 and 2 show directly the net effect of RetVol on PrDisc for bought 
deals for the pre-CSOX and post-CSOX periods, respectively.  
 
A similar procedure follows for marketed underwritten offers. From Regressions 1 to 4, the significant 
coefficients of RetVol are for bought deals only. None of the coefficients of RetVol are significant for 
marketed underwritten offers (Regressions 3 and 4). The positive coefficient signs of RetVol say the offer 
price discount increases with stock return volatility (meaning price unpredictability), which is consistent 
with similar findings from previous studies (e.g., Corwin, 2003; Kim and Masulis, 2012).  This subsection 
starts examining another determinant (Spread) that is significant in both the pre- and post-CSOX periods. 
Then, it continues with other determinants that are significant in only one period (i.e., pre-CSOX or post-
CSOX). The coefficient estimate of Spread for bought is positive and slightly significant in the pre-CSOX 
period (1.0732, Regression 1) and positive and significant in the post-CSOX period (0.9486, in Regression 
2). However, the coefficient estimate of Spread for marketed underwritten offers is positive and significant 
(2.1276) in the pre-CSOX period only (Regression 3). Since Spread is a proxy for information asymmetry 
(between company and investors), the expectation is a positive relation between PrDisc and Spread as in 
Corwin (2003). The coefficient estimate of RelGProceeds is negative and significant (-2.4532) for the post-
CSOX period for bought deals (Regression 2), consistent with economies of scale by Bhagat, Marr, and 
Thompson (1985). However, the coefficient for same determinant is positive and slightly significant 
(1.7157, in Regression 3), supporting Mola and Loghran (2004). They argue a positive relation is more 
likely because sizeable gross proceeds suggest more liquidity unpredictability, and therefore, a higher price 
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discount.  The coefficient estimate of RelOffer for bought deals is positive and highly significant (2.4242) 
in the post-CSOX period (Regression 2). This finding supports the price pressure hypothesis of Corwin, 
2003) and Altinkilic and Hansen (2003). The coefficient of Price is negative and significant (-0.1064) for 
bought deals in the pre-CSOX period only (Regression 1).  
 
Table 4: Regressions of Offer Price Discount on Expected Determinants for Bought Deals and Marketed 
Underwritten Offers: Pre- and Post-CSOX Periods 
 

 Bought Deals Marketed Underwritten Offers 
 
Variables 

Pre-CSOX 
1 

Post-CSOX 
2 

Pre-CSOX 
3 

Post-CSOX 
4 

Constant -2.4875* -0.8140 -0.8289 4.0825 

RetVol 1.1782*** 0.2856** -0.1331 -0.6423 
RelGProceeds -0.2004 -2.4532** 1.7157* 1.5505 
RelOffer 0.1845 2.4242*** -0.5885 -2.4307 
LnME 1.4937** 0.4063 0.3773 -2.5929 
Price -0.1064** -0.0297 -0.0470 -0.1818 
Runup 0.3100 0.0644 0.9915* -0.7305 
LeadUnderWriter -0.1405 -0.0401 -0.4174** -0.0194 
DumOAO 2.1222 1.3560*** -2.3416 -1.9496 
StdTSX -2.2004 0.7448 -4.3938* 18.8252*** 
Spread 1.0732** 0.9486*** 2.1276** 0.8161 
Dum1 -0.1982 0.02060 8.8245** 5.0199 
Dum2 -0.1419 0.0935 8.9711** 5.4775 
Dum3 -0.3310* 0.0846 0.7876 5.4313 
Dum4 -0.2149 0.0419 0.5793 5.4909 
DYearFinCrisis -- Yes -- Yes 

  R2 0.204 0.204 0.546 0.546 
  R2 Adj. 0.156 0.156 0.285 0.285 
No. of SEO 570 570 86 86 

This table reports coefficient estimates from regressions of offer price discount (PrDisc) of Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten 
offers on expected determinants, for the pre – and post-CSOX periods, respectively.  The regression model is PrDisci  = a0 + (a1 + 
ѱRetVolDumPer2)RetVoli + (a2 + ѱRetGProcDumPer2)RelGProci +  (a3+ ѱRelOfferDumPer2)RelOfferi + (a4+ ѱLnMeDumPer2)LnMEi + …+    
atDYearFinCrisisτ=2007 +…+ at+nDYearFinCrisisτ=2009 + εi. The section Determinants of Price Discount for Bought Deals and Marketed 
Underwritten Offers defines PrDisc and expected determinants. The coefficient estimates for the Constant, RelGPrceeds, Reloffer, Runup, and 
Dum1 to Dum 4 are multiplied by 10-1. Coefficient estimates for RetVol, RelGProceeds, Reloffer, StdTSX, and Spread are multiplied by 10-2. The 
asterisks ***, ** and * stand for significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels. 
 
This says that high-priced stocks reflect less value unpredictability and lower price discount (Altinkilic and 
Hansen, 2003). The coefficient estimate of Runup is positive and slightly significant (0.9915) in the pre-
CSOX period for marketed underwritten offers (Regression 3). This is in line with Corwin (2003), who 
asserts pre-offer price run-up suggests stock overvaluation, which is in line with a positive relation with 
price discount. On the other hand, the coefficient of LeadUnderwriter is negative and significant (-0.4174) 
for marketed underwritten offers during the pre-CSOX period. The negative coefficient supports the 
underwriter certification argument by Safieddine and Wilhelm (1996).  In other words, the price discount 
is decreasing with increasing reputation of the underwriting investment bank. Finally, the coefficient 
estimate of DumOAO is positive and highly significant (1.3560) for bought deals in the post-CSOX period 
(Regression 2), as in Lee, Lochhead and Ritter (1996).  A coefficient estimate with no consistency in sign 
is for StdTSX (a proxy for market uncertainty) of marketed underwritten offers. Its coefficient estimate is -
4.3938 (unexpected sign) in pre-CSOX period (Regression 3) and 18.8252 (expected sign) in post-CSOX 
period (Regression 4). The expectation is that offer price discount increases with market volatility, which 
only holds for the post-CSOX period. On the other hand, the coefficient estimates for Dum1 (working 
capital) (8.8245) and Dum2 (capital investment) (8.9711) are positive and significant for marketed 
underwritten offers in the pre-CSOX period only (Regression 3). This shows the offer price discount 
increases with working capital and capital investment as the intended use of funds. The coefficient of Dum3 
for bought deals is negative and slightly significant (-0.3310) in the pre-CSOX period (Regression 1). This 
means the offer price discount decreases if the purpose of funds is general corporate. The coefficient 
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estimates (unreported) of dummy variables that account for financial crisis years (2007-2009) were not 
significant. This reveals that none of these years had an impact on price discount for seasoned equity 
offerings of bought deals and marketed underwritten offers.  
 
To sum up this section, RetVol (stock return volatility) and Spread (a proxy for information asymmetry) 
are the only significant determinants of offer price discount for the pre and post-CSOX periods, but only 
for bought deals. On the other hand, the determinants with coefficient estimates consistent with expected 
signs from previous research studies are RelGProceeds, RelOffer, Price, Runup, LeadUnderwriter but not 
consistency in significance across offer types and CSOX periods. Unexpectedly, StdTSX (stock market 
volatility) shows a coefficient estimate with an alternating sign for marketed underwritten offers in the pre- 
and post-CSOX periods. Overall, these results show that, except for RetVol and Spread, no consistent 
determinant of offer price discount exists for the pre – and post-CSOX periods for either bought deals or 
marketed underwritten offers.  
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
Research evidence on determinants of equity issuance costs of public stock offerings such as underwriting 
fees and offer price discount is extensive. This manuscript aims to find out whether the determinants of 
underwriting fees and price discount for Canadian equity offerings changed after the passage of Canadian 
SOX. This is an essential piece of legislation equivalent to U.S. Sarbanes-Oxley passed in 2002. The 
Canadian law became effective in 2005. Both laws have had a significant impact on the corporate 
governance of publicly traded companies. They have improved transparency, quality of financial 
information, including proper disclosure of equity offerings. Their main objective is to protect investors 
against corporate wrongdoing and result in more efficient capital markets. The research question of this 
study is, did the Canadian legislation have a significant effect on determinants of equity issuance costs of 
Canadian stock offers? Specifically, were determinants that are significant in the pre-CSOX period also 
significant after CSOX? This paper tries to answer this question by examining determinants of underwriting 
fees (and offer price discount) of Canadian bought deals and marketed underwritten offers. These are two 
typical methods of choice that Canadian companies can choose when issuing stocks. The sample includes 
656 seasoned equity offers of companies listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange. 
 
From eleven different determinants of underwriting fees, findings show gross offer proceeds 
(LnGProcceds) is the only significant determinant in the pre- and post-CSOX periods for both bought deals 
and marketed underwritten offers. Stock return volatility (RetVol) is significant during the pre- and post-
CSOX periods for bought deals only. On determinants of offer price discount, from fourteen different 
determinants, stock return volatility (RetVol) and Spread are the only significant determinants for the pre- 
and post-CSOX periods for bought deals only. Marketed underwritten offers do not show consistent 
determinants for the pre- and post-CSOX periods. In general, findings reveal that a significant determinant 
in one period does not ensure the same determinant will be significant in a different period. This is mainly 
if the period is after the passage of a crucial law such as the Canadian SOX.    Due to data constraints, this 
study did not consider many determinants used in previous research. It uses the most common across 
various studies. Nevertheless, the analysis is robust because it uses the exact determinants of underwriting 
fees (and price discount) for bought deals and marketed underwritten offers for the pre and post-CSOX 
periods. Whether missing determinants not included in this study could have been consistently significant 
for the pre – and post-CSOX periods are subject to further empirical evidence 
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ABSTRACT 

 
Many studies exist on the relationship between capital markets, oil prices, and the gold price that provide 
many meaningful results. But the impact of oil and gold prices on the China market is rarely considered. 
We use variables such as the return of oil price, return of gold price, volatility index of Chicago Board 
Options Exchange, and exchange rate to explore their relationship with the Shanghai Securities Composite 
Index. Our results show the Shanghai Securities Composite Index is affected by these international factors. 
In addition, we calculated the threshold value for the threshold effect of oil price on the Shanghai Securities 
Composite Index but using the similar method, there is no threshold effect of gold price on the Shanghai 
Securities Composite Index. 
 
JEL: G00, G10 
 
KEYWORDS: Oil Price, Chinese Market, Threshold Effect 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

number of scholars have used various techniques to explore the relationship between multivariate 
factors and stock returns, including the return of oil price, return of gold price, Volatility Index 
(VIX), and exchange rate (Sadorsky, 1999, Gokmenoglu and Fazlollahi, 2015, Jain and Biswal, 

2016, Singhal et al., 2019). This paper focuses on international factors that impact the Chinese stock market. 
The motivations and contributions of this paper are twofold: firstly, most of the extant literature on the 
Chinese stock market uses the Chinese oil market, the Chinese gold market, and the exchange rate market. 
However, Chinese oil and gold prices are not exactly equal to international oil and gold prices. One of the 
questions of this paper is whether international factors affect the Chinese stock market (Cong et al., 2008, 
Luo and Qin, 2017). Secondly, empirical research methods used on this topic use mostly linear models. 
Since oil prices experienced a panic increase due to the 2008 economic crisis during our study period, the 
linear model may be inaccurate. Therefore, in this paper, we try to use a nonlinear threshold model to test 
the relationship between these factors and SSEC (Gokmenoglu and Fazlollahi, 2015, Singhal et al., 2019). 
 
The main objective of this study is to investigate whether there exists a relationship between the gold price, 
oil price, VIX, and the exchange rate (CNY/USD), on the Shanghai Securities Composite Index (SSEC). 
Second, we investigate the length of time that the above factors will affect the returns of the SSEC and their 
significance. Finally, we examine the threshold effect of oil prices on SSEC. The impact between the stock 
market and the exchange rate market is not direct but through the linkage reaction of the oil market. 
Therefore, we expect the impact will change over time. According to a study of the Mexican market by 
Singhal et al (2019), the reaction times of oil, gold and the exchange rate to the stock market are variable. 
Moreover, by adjusting for these factors lagging 1, 2, and 3 periods respectively, they concluded that the 
price of oil negatively impacts the exchange rate, however, the price of gold has an insignificant impact on 
the exchange rate.  In this study, first, we find that the return of oil price has a weakening significant as 
time goes, possibly resulting from a momentum effect. Second, the return of gold price is significant with 
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SSEC in the current period and at two lags periods. We suspect this effect may be due to a reversal effect 
of overreaction. VIX is significant as usual, which is consistent with historical experience. The significance 
of the exchange rate to SSEC return is relatively weak. Finally, we find that there is a threshold effect of oil 
price returns on the return of SSEC.  Moreover, when we use data from the post-2008 economic crisis, we 
can illustrate that high oil prices do not produce a significant positive effect on the stock market. We find 
the oil price works positively for the stock market when it is between 50.06 and 83.06. The rest of the paper 
is organized as follows: Section 2 is the literature review; Section 3 presents the data and methodology and 
Section 4 is the empirical result. Section 5 provides some concluding comments. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Crude oil is an important resource for industry and provides the basis for whether industrial producers can 
provide consumers with stable products. Drastic changes in oil prices can expose producers and consumers 
to market risks. Past research has found that oil prices have a correlation with the stock market. Sadorsky 
(1999) analyzes movements in oil price and how they explain the relationship with movements in stock 
returns. Another, the oil market also provides the opportunity to hedge, as well as hedging opportunities for 
the stock market, Arouri et al. (2011), provide evidence that the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) provides 
the best hedging ratio with the oil market in these markets, ranging from a low of 0.0782 (Saudi Arabia) to 
0.4289 (Oman).  However, other studies have shown that different countries and types of markets react to 
oil price to different degrees, which can be broken down into aspects such as emerging markets versus 
developed markets. For example, Hammoudeh et al. (2011) examined the South Korea market, which was 
an emerging market at the time.  They find that the country's rapid industrialization led to an increase of 
more than 300% in energy consumption in its industrial sector. Their research points out that corporate 
profits will drop when oil prices experience an adverse shock and investors will sell their holdings. From 
this, we think that the China stock market, as an emerging market, will also be affected by the oil price. In 
addition, Degiannakis et al. (2018) found that correlation between the stock market and oil price is roughly 
the same in countries that are oil-importing or oil-exporting. But the correlation between the two markets 
is more likely to be affected by some unpredictable sudden changes in the demand side, such as the Asian 
crisis, the real estate boom, the global economic crisis, and the rapid growth of the Chinese economic 
market. 
 
In 2020, China's crude oil consumption reached 736 million tons, of which 542 million tons were imported 
accounting for 73.64% of the overall. This suggests that China's capital market will be shocked by changing 
international oil prices. However, China's domestic oil price is affected by the mark-up, which does not 
truly reflect its relationship with the capital market. Cong et al. (2008) conducted an evidence-based study 
of the Chinese market through a multivariate autoregressive approach (VAR model).  They found the 
shock of oil price is limited for the composite class, such as the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock.  However, 
the manufacturing index and some oil-related companies show a more significant statistical effect on 
changes in oil price. Some studies have different views. For instance, Luo and Qin (2017) use the VAR 
model to produce evidence that oil price shocks have a positive effect on the China stock market.  They 
argue that higher oil prices are a sign of increased aggregate demand and represent a boom. At the same 
time, they apply the oil volatility index (OVX) and find the OVX has a negative impact on the China stock 
market. From past research, we have found that oil prices have an impact on the stock market, but the 
positive or negative impact is not consistent. Results may be driven y the selection of the data period or the 
research method. 
 
In financial markets, many financial assets may have inconsistent positive and negative returns. As a result, 
some studies use asymmetric models for estimation. Escobari and Sharma (2020) use a variety of nonlinear 
models. They find that stock price shocks to crude oil is asymmetric. Because oil is a highly demanded 
energy commodity, when the economy is in a recession and encounters an increase in oil price, the financial 
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market reacts relatively quickly. Their research shows this reaction will be immediately reflected in 
consumers and the stock market. Other studies use threshold regression to identify mutation points. The 
threshold regression model (TR) describes a simple form of nonlinear regression with the special feature of 
using ordinary regression practices to identify mutation points for segmented regression (Hansen, 1999). In 
our study, we find a threshold effect of oil price changes on the return of the SSEC index, which is consistent 
with the model proposed by Barberis et al. (1998). 
 
We know that precious metals are another important investment instrument in financial markets because of 
their good returns and low volatility and correlation properties. Metals are unlike the stock market, which 
can diversify away from increasing market risks. Batten et al. (2010) document the sensitivity of precious 
metal volatility to macroeconomic factors. Overall results suggest that precious metals cannot be considered 
a a single asset class and, in particular, that the volatility of gold can be explained empirically by monetary 
variables. Traditionally, gold has been used as a hedge against inflation and will show its usefulness in times 
of economic crisis. Gold creates a hedge to diversify increasing risks in the market, thanks to the different 
volatility and the low return correlation with equities that it offers at the sector and market level. It is an 
ideal asset class for portfolio diversification (Arouri and Nguyen, 2010, Daskalaki and Skiadopoulos, 2011).  
Some studies argue that gold should predominate in the optimal portfolio (Arouri and Nguyen, 2010, 
Hammoudeh et al., 2011, Baur, 2012). Therefore, investors can adjust their investment strategies to the 
stock market according to changes in the gold price, thereby affecting stock market prices. Zhang et al. 
(2021) used the DCC-GARCH model to investigate whether there would be a transmission of gold to the 
stock market due to hedging. They found the optimal hedging ratio of spot gold to the stock market was at 
0.0952, but the spot gold to oil is the highest hedge ratio of 0.2271. They concluded that gold is a good 
hedge instrument against stock market risks. 
 
Gokmenoglu and Fazlollahi (2015) used the ARDL model for the gold price, oil price, gold price volatility 
(GVZ), and oil price volatility (OVX) on the S&P500 stock market price index (GSPC). They found that 
all variables have an impact on the stock price index, but the gold price has more impact on the stock market.  
Jain and Biswal (2016) used the DCC-GARCH model to study the relationship between oil price, gold price, 
exchange rates, and the Indian stock market over the same period. They argue that crude oil price is a key 
determinant of future economic growth and is of great significance. Their results show that gold price, 
exchange rates, and the stock market have a short-term negative correlation. This means that investors may 
transfer their assets from high-risk assets to low-risk or stable-risk assets when macroeconomic risks 
increase. Arouri et al. (2015) studied the relationship between gold and other precious metal markets and 
the China stock market and found the price of gold had a significant volatility crossover effect on the 
Chinese stock market in 2004-2011. Their research shows that including gold in China's stock investment 
portfolio can effectively improve risk-adjusted performance. 
 
Since oil and gold are settled in U.S. dollars, there may be a correlation between exchange rates and capital 
markets. Gavin (1989) argued that since monetary policy affects the foreign exchange market, the interest 
rate dominates the change with the exchange rate, which affects the price volatility of the stock market. In 
terms of spillover effects, Jebran and Iqbal (2016) indicated there are spillover effects in the stock market 
and the foreign exchange of some Asian countries. They found asymmetric volatility spillovers in the two 
markets, especially in China, where there is a two-way asymmetric volatility spillover between the foreign 
exchange market and the stock market. In other studies, they found that the oil price, gold price, and 
exchange rate are correlated. For example, Kumar et al. (2021) found that energy price has a significant 
impact on the Indian market. In theory, exchange rates, interest rates, and the securities market will have a 
certain degree of dependence on funds due to the relationship between the economic boom. Due to the 
Indian government's control measures on oil imports, the increase in oil price has a significant impact on 
the gas market. The impact of gold prices on the oil and gas markets is also significant. The exchange rate 
is not significant. Therefore, this article attempts to verify whether the same relationship exists on the 
Shanghai Securities Composite Index. 
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Most studies examine only the movements between oil price, gold price, and stock price indices of each 
country through models such as GARCH and ARDL (Gokmenoglu and Fazlollahi, 2015, Singhal et al., 
2019). But, Sarwar (2012) analyzes the impact of VIX on the BRIC countries’ stock markets. Because of 
the time difference, the opening time of the US stock market is displayed at different times in China, Indian 
and Russian markets and managers can adjust their investment strategies in time. Their research results 
show that VIX is not only a fear index for American investors, but also a fear index for investors in Brazil, 
China, and India. So, we consider the volatility index (VIX) in our paper. The VIX is the trading code of 
the Chicago Board Options Exchange market volatility index. It is commonly used to measure the implied 
volatility of S&P 500 index options. The VIX is a price-weighted index of a series of S&P 500 index options. 
It is often referred to as the " Panic Index" or "Panic Indicator". It is a measure to understand the market's 
expectations of future market volatility. We included VIX to test the impact of the three variables of oil 
price, gold price, and VIX on the securities market. 
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 
From past research, we understand that oil price, gold price, or VIX all have an impact on the securities 
market. However, the Chinese securities market has only gradually grown in the last thirty years.  Coupled 
with the particularity of Chinese economic regulation, this article discusses whether the phenomena that 
exist in various international markets will also appear in the Chinese market.  In this paper, we study the 
relationship between oil price returns, gold price returns, VIX, and the exchange rate to the return of 
Shanghai Securities Composite Index (SSEC). Data on the gold price, oil price, and VIX come from the 
FRED economic database. The SSEC and CNY/USD are provided by the Wind database. CNY/USD adopts 
the middle price. All data use daily observations. Our data period is from 1991/01/02 to 2020/12/30. We 
use the natural logarithm format for all variables. The returns of these variables are calculated using the 
following formula: 

 
𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 = 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑋𝑋𝑡𝑡)/𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑋𝑋𝑡𝑡−1) 

 
X represents the variables used in this article. Cong et al. (2008) find the impact of international oil is 
significant in the China stock market. Among the various international oil price series, the best known are 
the prices of OPEC, Brent, and WTI. Most studies on oil price use WTI. In order to avoid differences caused 
by data, this article follows the use of 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 . Gold is an important investment commodity in the 
international financial market.  However, since China is a net importer of gold, its domestic market usually 
has a premium to the international gold price.  As a result, we use the closing price of the London bullion 
market at 15:00 in US dollars instead, and in this paper, we use 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500 instead. Chen and Yang (2019) 
find the VIX has a significant impact on most investments, and is very stable and sensitive, so we use the 
Chicago Board Options Exchange's VIX as our reference variable and replace it with 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 in this paper.  
Oil and gold price are quoted in U.S. dollars in the international market, and the exchange rate also affects 
the flow of funds. This article takes the exchange rate into consideration and represents it as 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶. The 
Shanghai Stock Exchange (SSE) develops the Shanghai Stock Exchange Composite Index (SSEC) is one 
of the two major exchanges in China. It has the significance of a weather vane for the China stock market. 
So, we use SSEC as the object for the test. The methodology is divided into two parts: "impact on the Return 
of the SSEC with GARCH Model" and "impact on the Return of the SSEC with Threshold Model".  
 
Impact on the Return of the SSEC with GARCH Model First 
 
We estimate the relationship between the SSEC index and the gold price, the oil price, the VIX, and the 
exchange rate. For this, we use three different time conditions for the model to be inferred. We observe the 
results of the current period, lagged one period and lagged two periods, Equation 1 and 2 show the formulas:   
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𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 +  𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡                  (1) 
 
𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡           (2)   
                                                                        
In these models, 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 is the daily SSEC index return. 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 state the daily return of the SSEC index at 
the end of day t. 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 represents the price return at the 15:00 in the London bullion market. 
𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 is the return representing the price of oil at the end of day t. The 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 is the VIX at the end 
of day t. And 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 is the Dollar against the CNY (mid-price) at the end of day t. All variables in 
Equation 2 are the value lagged one period.  Singhal et al. (2019) argued that if the relationship between 
variables is established in a long-term observation process when using the long-term error estimation 
equation, the error correction term in the error correction model may appear. Therefore, in this paper, the 
factors and number of backward periods is incorporated into an equation for long-term observation.  Doing 
so facilitates observation of the variation of these factors in the subsequent study, and results from Equation 
(3) can be obtained. 
 
𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽5 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1  
                +𝛽𝛽6𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽7𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽8𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽9𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2          
                +𝛽𝛽10𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝛽𝛽11𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝛽𝛽12𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡                           (3)   
                          
There is sometimes an asymmetric effect of unknown returns in finance markets. The symmetric GARCH 
model is often used to handle such situations. However, this method has a major flaw in that it cannot 
determine the time point or price of the asymmetry. The threshold regression (TR) model can solve this 
problem. Applications of TR include sample split models, multiple equilibrium models, and the very 
popular threshold autoregressive (TAR) and self-excited threshold autoregressive (SETAR) specifications 
(Hansen, 1999, 2011). It can describe a simple form of nonlinear regression featuring piecewise linear 
specifications and regime-switching that occurs when an observed variable crosses unknown thresholds. 
 
Impact on the Return of the SSEC with Threshold Model 
 
The threshold model proposed by Hansen (1999) is commonly used to calculate the threshold and P-values 
of the threshold autoregressive (TAR) model, and its basic structure is as shown in Equation 4: 

 
𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝜇𝜇𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 ∙ δ(𝑞𝑞𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 ≤ 𝛾𝛾) + 𝛽𝛽2𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 ∙ δ(𝑞𝑞𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 > 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖                                     (4) 

 
In Equation 4, 𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is the dependent variable, 𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is the independent variable, 𝑞𝑞𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is the threshold variable, 
𝛾𝛾  is the threshold value, subscript 𝑖𝑖  denotes individual, subscript 𝑡𝑡  denotes time, and δ(∙)  is the 
indicator function. In the Hansen model, the observed sample is divided into two stages, depending on the 
threshold variable, and the parameters 𝛽𝛽1 and 𝛽𝛽2 are allowed to vary between the two polities, here (𝛽𝛽 =
𝛽𝛽1,𝛽𝛽2), ensuring that: 

 
𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝜇𝜇𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽𝛽𝛽𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖(𝛾𝛾) + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖                                                              (5) 
 

Chen and Yang (2019) use the hypothesis that Hansen's (1999) model predicts portfolio returns with a 
threshold value of oil price.  They find a threshold effect of oil price on portfolio returns. Their research 
demonstrates that after reducing the relationship between the industry and oil through the portfolio, the 
characteristics of the portfolio will also be affected by changes in oil price. Since the SSEC index is 
compiled from a weighted composite stock price index that is calculated using all stocks listed on the SSEC, 
it is not difficult to introduce the threshold effect of oil price on corporate returns.  It is also applicable to 
the SSEC index, which is also verified by the empirical results later in this paper. In this study, we specified 
the threshold equation by Equation 6: 
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𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛼𝛼1 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝜔𝜔1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ δ(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 ≤ 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜔𝜔2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ δ(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 > 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡        (6) 
 
In this specification, the current oil price is the threshold considered and 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 is the price of WTI. 
𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 are present the price return of WTI. This equation divides the result of the equation into two regimes 
depending on whether the threshold 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 will be smaller than 𝛾𝛾. The coefficient 𝜔𝜔1 and 𝜔𝜔2 and 
the elements of 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 varies with time. Meanwhile, 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡 obeys an independent identical distribution.  We 
calculate the threshold effect of gold price on the SSEC index by Equation (6), an equation that is achieved 
by replacing oil price and oil return equally with gold price and gold return. However, in our study, we find 
that there is no threshold effect of gold price on the SSEC index, which is consistent with the actual situation. 
In the Chinese market, gold usually exists not as an investment instrument, but as a collection instrument, 
so there is no threshold effect of gold in the Chinese financial market. So, we do not present the results of 
the gold price.  To make it easier for readers to understand the variables used in this article, we summarized 
them in Table 1: 
   
Table 1: Definition of Variables 
 

Variable Definition 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 The oil price of West Texas Intermediate 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 The oil price return of West Texas Intermediate 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟 The oil price return of West Texas Intermediate is used in the threshold model 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟 London Bullion Market Gold Price at 15:00 hours 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 the Dollar against the currency of China (mid-price) 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 Volatility Index 

SSEC China Shanghai Securities Composite Index 
This table summarizes all variables which we have used in the model, and we explain them. 
 
This study firstly explores the impact of gold price, oil price, VIX and CNY/USD exchange rate on SSEC. 
Second, we discuss the threshold effect of oil price on SSEC. 
 
EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
In this section, we discuss the impact of the gold price, oil price, VIX, and the exchange rate between CNY 
and USD on the Shanghai Securities Composite Index (SSEC). Degiannakis et al. (2018) argue the 
fluctuation of oil price has a salutary impact on the stock market and the oil market provides hedging 
opportunities for the stock market. Therefore, the two markets are connected. In addition, Jawadi et al. 
(2016) demonstrated the price of crude oil shows a collinearity relationship with the return in the exchange 
rate market.  This result implies that we can use the exchange rate as an indicator of monitor the stock 
market. Chen and Yang (2019) found that VIX returns are similarly significant for the stock market, with a 
negative correlation in most portfolios. Singhal et al. (2019) found the price of gold is likewise highly 
correlated with stock prices in an empirical demonstration of the Mexican stock market using the ARDL 
model. Results show the lag lengths of oil, gold, and exchange rates are different when the system is subject 
to shocks. Hong and Stein (1999) argue that investors in the market are divided into two categories, news 
watchers and momentum traders. News watchers have behavioral biases of news, resulting in the prices of 
the assets traded not reaching the equilibrium price instantaneously. When news watchers start trading and 
the price gradually rises, momentum traders start to enter the market. Since these investors do not enter the 
market at the same time, early momentum traders have a lower price than the long-term equilibrium price, 
so they can profit. When they push the price further up, and another group of momentum traders enter, the 
prices is driven higher implying stronger momentum.  At that time, the trade prices are higher than the 
long-term equilibrium price, thus allowing an overreaction to form.  
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In this paper, investors have different reaction times to the SSEC when they get news about gold and oil 
prices.  Table 2 shows the momentum of these assets is different, as we can see from the table, oil returns 
create a momentum effect that gradually decreases against the return of SSEC as the lag periods changes. 
The return of gold price to return of SSEC shows significance in the current period.  The coefficient 
reverses and is not significant in the lag one period, but in the lag two periods, gold returns are coefficients 
reversed again and significant.  This pattern is consistent with the reversal effect due to overreaction 
proposed by Chopra et al. (1992). We first consider the relationship between 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟, 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟, 
𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉, and 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 with SSEC return in the current period. We use Equation (1) for testing. From Table 2, 
we find that 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅  is statistically significant at the 5% significance level and other variables are 
statistically significant at the 1% significance level. Among the three variables of  𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 , 
𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟, and 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉, only the 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 is significantly negative, which is consistent with the results of past 
research. Take 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 as an example in Table 2. When 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 increases by 1%, SSEC return 
will increase by 0.0203% and other conditions remain unchanged. 

 
Table 2: The Results for all Variables in the Current Period 
 

Variable Coefficient Prob. 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 0.0203 0.0003*** 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 0.0576 0.0000*** 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 -0.0001 0.0002*** 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 0.0004 0.0263** 
Table 2 shows the relationship of 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟, 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟, 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉, and 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶. We use equation (1) for testing. Table 2 presents the P-value of 
𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 , 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 , and 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉  are 0.0003, 0.0000, and 0.0002 respectively. These factors are statistically significant at the 1% level. 
𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 is 0.0263, it is statistically significant at the 5% significance level. Equation (1) as: 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 +
𝛽𝛽3𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡 . 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡  represent the daily return of the Shanghai Securities Composite Index (SSEC) in the current period. 
𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 denotes the gold price return at 15:00 in London bullion market. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  is the return of WTI price at the end of day t. The 
𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 is the VIX at the end of day t. 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 is the Dollar against the CNY (mid-price) at the end of day t.  

 
Next, we test the relationship between  𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟, 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟, 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉, and 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 with SSEC return 
in the lag one period. We use Equation (2) for testing. In this test, only 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 and 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 have a 1% 
significant impact on SSEC return, 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 shows a 5% significance level. The 𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is still significantly 
negative at a 1% significance level. The results are shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: The Results for all Variables in the Lag One Period 
 

Variable Coefficient Prob. 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 0.0184 0.0013*** 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 -0.0226 0.1900 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 -0.0001 0.0006*** 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 0.0004 0.0446** 
Table 3 shows the relationship of 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟, 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500, 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉, and 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶. We use equation (2) for testing. Table 3 presents the P-value of 
 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 and 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 are 0.0013, 0.0006 respectively, 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500 is 0.0446. From the results of the table, we can see only 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 and 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 
have a 1% significant impact on SSEC return, 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 shows a 5% significance level impact on the return of SSEC. Equation (2) as:𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 =
𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡. 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 state the daily return of the Shanghai Securities Composite 
Index (SSEC) at the current period. 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 denotes the gold price return of London bullion market at lag one period. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 is 
the return of WTI price at lag one period. The 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 is the VIX at lag one period. 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 is the Dollar against the CNY (mid-price) at lag 
one period. 
 
We then aggregated all the factors and added the lag two periods. This method is based on Singhal et al. 
(2019). We use Equation (3) for testing. We find that no matter which backward period is considered, 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 
will always show statistically significance at the 1% level. We find that due to momentum, 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 
shows a gradually weakening momentum from 1% significance in the current period to non-significance in 
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the lag two periods. This finding is consistent with historical experience. Chopra et al. (1992) argue that in 
the reversal effect, losers have strong momentum to becoming better in the subsequent time period, while 
winners also tend to decline and fall in the subsequent time. We also find that 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟 exhibit a 
reversal effect due to the overreaction, which 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟  exhibiting a 1% significance only in the 
current period and lag two periods, and the coefficient with opposite coefficients in lag one period. The 
𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉  also has a reversal phenomenon. However, in the case of Equation (3), the exchange rate is not 
significant.  Table 4 shows the results. 
 
Table 4: Summary Test Results for all Variables and Lagging Periods 
 

Variable Coefficient Prob. 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 0.0194 0.0010*** 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 0.0126 0.0433** 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 0.0080 0.2268 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 0.0493 0.0004*** 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 -0.0212 0.2097 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 0.0476 0.0057*** 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡 -0.0004 0.0000*** 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−1 -0.0005 0.0000*** 

𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−2 0.0009 0.0000*** 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 -0.0157 0.2793 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 0.0251 0.2448 

𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−2 -0.0091 0.6167 
Table 4 shows the summary test results for the variable definitions are consistent with Table 2 and Table 3 and added the lag two periods. Results 
show that no matter which backward period if considered 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉 show a 1% significance level. Due to momentum, 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟 show a gradual 
weakening momentum from a 1% significance in the current period to the return of SSEC and show non-significance in the lag two periods. The 
𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟 exhibits 1% significance only in the current period and lag two period, and opposite coefficients in lag one period. The 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶  
is not significant in all periods. Equation(3) as: 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽5𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 +
𝛽𝛽6𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽7𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽8𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛽𝛽9𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝛽𝛽10𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝛽𝛽11𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝛽𝛽12𝑈𝑈𝑆𝑆_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−2 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡 . 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡  state the 
daily return of the Shanghai Securities Composite Index (SSEC) at the current period. 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺_1500_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 denotes the gold price return of London 
bullion market at lag two period. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡−2 is the return of WTI price at lag two period. The 𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡−2 is the VIX at lag two period. 𝑈𝑈𝑈𝑈_𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑡𝑡−2 
is the Dollar against the CNY (mid-price) at lag two period. 

 
We want to understand the impact of oil prices on the stock price index. Are high oil prices really bad for 
the stock market? Chen and Yang (2019) pointed out that "reasonable" high oil prices are not bad for the 
stock market. Does this condition also exist in China's stock market? We use the threshold model for this 
experiment, as in Equation (6). In order to distinguish it from the GARCH model in the previous section, 
we have made some adjustments to the variables. In Equation (6), 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is the price of WTI. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟  
are present the price return of WTI. The result of threshold effect has presented in Table 5 and 6. Table 5 
reports the estimation results of the threshold effect. In our result, we find two threshold values respectively 
30.25 and 77.18. Using the threshold regression model shows that the return on the SSEC is non-significant 
at an oil price below 30.25, but the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 between 30.25 and 77.18, and the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 above 77.18 all 
have 1% significance on SSEC returns. When the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is between 30.25 and 77.18, the SSEC return 
will increase by about 0.04 percentage points on average for 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟  increase of 1 percentage point. 
Similarly, when the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is above 77.18, for a 1% increase in 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟, the return on the SSEC will 
increase by about 0.15 %. 
 
 
 
 
 



The International Journal of Business and Finance Research ♦ VOLUME 16 ♦ NUMBER 1 ♦ 2022 
 

43 
 

Table 5: The Threshold Effect of Oil Price 
 

Dependent Variable Coefficient Prob. 

threshold value 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 <30.25  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  -0.0139 0.3110 

threshold value 30.25≤ 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 <77.18  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  0.0412 0.0002*** 

threshold value 77.18≤ 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  0.1524 0.0000*** 
This table reports the results of the threshold model. Results show the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 threshold is 30.25 and 77.18. The 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 between 30.25 and 
77.18, and the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 above 77.18 all have 1% significance on SSEC returns. In terms of the correlation coefficient, when the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is 
between 30.25 and 77.18, the SSEC return increases by about 0.04 % on average for 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟 increase of 1 %. Similarly, when the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is 
above 77.18, for a 1 % increase in 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟, the return on the SSEC increases by about 0.15 percentage points on average. Equation (6) as : 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 =
𝛼𝛼1 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝜔𝜔1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ 𝛿𝛿(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 ≤ 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜔𝜔2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ 𝛿𝛿(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 > 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 are present the price return of WTI at t. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 is 
the price of WTI at the end of t. 
 
We find that when the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is above 77.18 the coefficient is higher than the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is between 
30.25 and 77.18. Although high oil prices do not necessarily have an adverse effect on the economy (Chen 
and Yang, 2019).  Our results show that higher oil prices are better for SSEC returns. The result is 
inconsistent with historical experience.  We analyze the changes in oil prices from 2006 to 2009 and found 
that oil prices fluctuated sharply because of the financial crisis. In 2008, the oil price increased by 36.04% 
compared with 2007 and increased by 44.18% compared with 2006. In 2009, the oil price dropped by 51.21% 
compared with that in 2008. The economy was still at a low point in 2009, but the oil price dropped 
significantly. The economic downturn in 2008-2009 was not caused by the oil price. We reasoned that this 
may be the reason why our results had a significant positive effect on the return of SSEC at high oil prices. 
To prove this inference, we use the sub-period of 2009/01/02 to 2020 /12/30. The results are presented in 
Table 6. Table 6 shows when the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is between 50.06 and 83.06 there is 1% significance, and when 
the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is above 83.06 there is 5% significance. When the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is between 50.06 and 83.06, 
the return of SSEC increases by about 0.14 % on average for a 1% increase in the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟. Although when 
𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is higher than 83.06 there still exists a smaller significant positive impact at 0.0477%.  
 
Table 6: The Threshold Effect of Oil Price From 2009 to 2020 
 

Dependent Variable Coefficient Prob. 
threshold value 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡<50.06  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  0.0172 0.1125 
threshold value 50.06≤ 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡<83.06  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  0.1350 0.0000*** 
threshold value 83.06≤ 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡  

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡  0.0477 0.0403** 
This table reports the estimation results of the threshold model for 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 on the SSEC from 2009 to 2020. Results show 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 has the best 
effect on the stock market returns are when prices are between 50.06 and 83.06. When the 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 is above 83.06, the coefficient of 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 
on stock market returns decreases, indicating that high oil prices do not have an incentive effect on stock market returns. Equation (6) as : 𝑅𝑅_𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡 =
𝛼𝛼1 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝜔𝜔1𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ 𝛿𝛿(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 ≤ 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜔𝜔2𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 ∙ 𝛿𝛿(𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 > 𝛾𝛾) + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡 are present the price return of WTI at t. 𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂_𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑡𝑡 is 
the price of WTI at the end of t. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Stock markets of many countries are sensitive to oil prices, gold prices or the VIX. China is currently the 
second largest economy with little evidence on this relationship.  This article tests whether these factors 
have the same effect on China. We use daily data from 1990/01/02 to 2020/12/30 for all variables. This 
paper analyzes the correlation between the oil price return, the gold price return, the exchange rate, the 
volatility index, and the return of the Shanghai Securities Composite Index. The uniqueness of this paper is 
to observe the relationship between these international factors with Shanghai Securities Composite Index. 
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We adjust the lag periods and use a threshold model to test the relationship of oil price and stock market 
returns.  
 
We find high oil prices are advantage for the economy. Empirical results show the effect of exchange rate 
on the stock market is reflected in the lag two periods.  This contrasts the case of no effect as found by 
Kumar et al. (2021) for the Indian market. The VIX is always significant, indicating that the VIX is also 
valid and significant in China. By adjusting for different lagged periods, we obtain the return of oil price, 
return of the gold price, VIX, and exchange rate are highly significant in the current period. But when 
lagged one period, only return of oil price, VIX, and exchange rate are statistically significant. We find that 
the impact of oil returns on SSEC gradually diminishes until it shows no significance at lag two periods. 
This is due to the inconsistent speed with which market investors react to news in the market, and the 
information is gradually reflected in the price. Thus, the price moves in the initial direction in the short run, 
implying a momentum effect. This is consistent with the findings presented by Hong and Stein (1999). 
Conversely, the reversal of the coefficients in the lag one period for the SSEC and is not significant. But in 
the case of lag two periods, the gold return is significant again, which is consistent with the reversal effect 
due to overreaction proposed by Chopra et al. (1992). Finally, we use a threshold regression to test the 
threshold effect of oil price.  We find a threshold effect of oil price on the return of the SSEC, which is 
consistent with the model proposed by Barberis et al. (1998). But our result found the gold price has no 
threshold effect on the return of SSEC. In addition, the threshold of oil price exhibits several characteristics. 
For example, when the oil price is below the first statistically significant threshold, there is a negative 
relationship between oil price and SSEC return, but the result is insignificant. There is a positive relationship 
between oil price and SSEC return when the oil price is between the first and second thresholds. Next, when 
the oil price is above the second threshold value, the oil price is also positively correlated with SSEC return. 
We deduce that this situation was affected by the financial crisis.  Further research might explore other 
financial crises in China and elsewhere to gain additional insights. 
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ABSTRACT 
 

We study seasonalities in the yields of Treasury notes (T-Notes) with fixed maturities of two, three, five, 
seven and ten years.  We find that although there are a number of anecdotal patterns, only one passes the 
more rigorous statistical tests, which is the half-year high (March to August) versus half-year low 
(September to February) yield measured in terms of their ranks in a year.  The results across T-Notes of 
different maturities also exhibit a striking resemblance.  Further analysis on the yield spread of the 10-
Year and 2-Year T-Notes shows that although their nominal yield differences have been similar in recent 
economic cycles, the percentage values of the differences have been increasing quickly especially since the 
2010s due to the low levels of short-term Treasury yields.  
 
JEL: G10, G12, G14 
 
KEYWORDS: Seasonality, Treasury Yield, Yield Spread, Asset Pricing 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

ersistent seasonal anomalies have important implications for market efficiency and asset pricing.  
Studies of these anomalies contribute to the understanding of where the anomalies come from and 
help us explore a better-informed price discovery process.  Understanding the Treasury yields 

seasonality is crucial because the Treasury yields play a central role in determining all asset prices as they 
directly and indirectly affect the interest rates and interest rates movements. 
 
Academic research on the Treasury yields seasonality is very limited.  Most research focuses on the 
seasonalities in the risky assets.  The few available research that looks into the risk free assets such as the 
US Treasury securities studies returns instead of yields.  Liu, Lin and Varshney (2018) study the 10-Year 
Treasury note yields and find that most anecdotally observed yield patterns do not pass the statistical 
significance test as a seasonal variation.  Liu (2018) studies the 2-Year Treasury note yields and find that 
variations in nominal yields do not pass the statistical significance test.  However, when the rank of the 
monthly yields in a year is used to test the seasonality, there is a statistically significant half-year variation 
of higher yields from March to August and lower yields from September to February.   
 
This paper expands the scope of the previous seasonality studies on Treasury yields to include all five 
intermediate term securities issued by the US government, which includes Treasury notes (T-Notes) with 
fix maturities of two, three, five, seven and ten years.  Because of their relative long-term maturities, the 
yields of these securities are not as heavily influenced by the government policies as the shorter term 
Treasury Bills.  Investors watch and follow the yields of these securities closely.  Changes in these yields, 
especially the yield inversions where the yields of longer-term maturity T-Notes drop below those of the 
shorter-term maturity T-Notes, typically have a huge impact on the market.  
 

P 
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We find that the yields of the five Treasury notes exhibit strikingly similar patterns in both the anecdotal 
seasonal variations and statistical tests results.  Consistent with the findings of the previous 10-Year and 2-
Year Treasury notes studies, variations in the nominal yields do not pass the rigorous statistical seasonality 
tests.  However, tests using the ranks of the monthly yields in their calendar years show strong statistical 
significance to support a half-year seasonal variation of higher yields from March to August and lower 
yields from September to February.  
 
These findings are both expected and surprising.  We expect the Treasury notes with maturities fall in 
between the two end spectrums would somewhat conform to the patterns and results of those of the 10-
Year and 2-Year T-Notes.  However, we are surprised at the high similarity of their results.  A number of 
factors come into the play to affect the yield curve, among which levels of short-term interest rate, market 
expectation of inflation premium and risk premium, and demand for securities of different maturities.  We 
do not expect a uniform combined effect on the Treasury yields of different fixed maturities.  When we 
explore further the yield differences of the 10-Year and 2-Year T-Notes, we notice that while the nominal 
differences have been holding near constant during the recent economic cycles, the percentages differences 
have been increasing and are dramatically different since the 2010s.  This raises an important question for 
future studies: would the yield spread be more appropriately measured in nominal or percentage terms? 
 
We organize the rest of the paper in the following way.  Section II is literature review.  Section III explains 
the data and methodology.  Section IV reports and discusses the results.  Section V provides the concluding 
comments.  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
A persistent seasonality or seasonal anomaly in asset pricing has important implications for market 
efficiency because discovered anomalies typically disappear quickly through arbitrage in an efficient 
market.  Research over the years has documented a number of seasonal anomalies across different markets 
and asset classes.  For example, Branch (1977), Gultekin and Gultekin (1993), Wilson and Jones (1990), 
Maloney and Rogalski (1989) find the turn-of-the-year effect where the return in January is higher than the 
rest months in the year in both domestic and international stocks, corporate bonds and derivative products.  
Ariel (1987) among others finds the turn-of-the-month effect where return is only positive around the 
beginning of the calendar month.  French (1980) and Gibbons and Hess (1981) find the day-of-the-week 
effect where Monday return is negative due to higher Friday prices.  Explanations for these anomalies 
include portfolio rebalancing (Ritter and Chopra, 1989), tax-loss selling (Keim, 1983), macroeconomic 
seasonalities (Kramer, 1994), standardization of payments at certain times (Ogden, 1987, 1990) and 
behavioral effect such as variations in risk aversion linked to seasonal mood swings (Kamstra, Kramer and 
Levi, 2015). 
 
Research on the seasonality of risk free assets such as the US Treasury securities is limited as most research 
is on the risky assets such as stocks and corporate bonds.  The few available ones have mixed findings.  For 
example, Sharp (1988), Krehbiel (1993) and Chen and Chan (1997) find no seasonalities in the Treasury 
Bond’s monthly returns, while other studies such as Flannery and Protopadakis (1988), Clayton, Delozier 
and Ehrhardt (1989), and Athanassakos and Tian (1998) find Treasury returns have seasonalities in the 
days-of-the-week, month-of-the-year, and quarter-of-the-year.  One thing these studies have in common is 
that they look at the Treasury holding period returns backed out from some bond indices or portfolios.  The 
problem with using the holding period returns is that they are impossible to calculate without making 
additional assumptions about the coupon payments and time-to-maturity of the bonds in the indices and 
portfolios. 
 
A few studies that use the Treasury yield information focus on extracting information from the yield curves.  
For example, Campbell and Shiller (1991) find the yield spread has a prediction power of the future interest 
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rate movement.  Estrella and Hardouvelis (1991) find the slope of the yield curve contains information of 
future real economic activities.  Estrella and Mishkin (1996) find that yields, especially yield spread, 
significantly outperformed other financial and macroeconomic indicators in predicting recession two to six 
quarters ahead.  
Academic research on the seasonality of Treasury yield is non-existent until recently when Liu, Lin and 
Varshney (2018) study the 10-Year Treasury note yields and Liu (2018) studies the 2-Year Treasury note 
yields.  They find that most anecdotally observed yields patterns do not pass the rigorous statistical 
significance tests as a seasonal variation.  In addition, the seasonality findings also depend on the measure 
of the yields and the seasonal patterns in the test.  Variations measured in nominal yields do not pass the 
statistical significance test due to the substantial drop in the yield levels over the years.  However, variation 
measured in the rank of the monthly yields in a year has a statistically significant half-year variation of 
higher yields from March to August and lower yields from September to February.   
 
This paper expands the scope of the previous seasonality studies on Treasury yields to include all five 
intermediate term securities issued by the US government, which includes Treasury notes (T-Notes) with 
fix maturities of two, three, five, seven and ten years.  Investors watch and follow the yields of these 
securities closely.  The purpose is to understand how these important securities behave as a group and their 
similarities and differences.  
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 
We use the monthly Treasury Constant Maturity Rate (Not Seasonally Adjusted) for 2-Year, 3-Year, 5-
Year, 7-Year and 10-Year Treasury notes obtained from FRED (Federal Research Economic Database) 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.  The data spans from 1976.06 to 2020.06.  This consists of 529 months 
(44 years and 1 month) of time series observations for each T-Notes.  
 
Our methodology to study the yields seasonality follows the standard dummy variable regression analysis 
methods used in the earlier seasonality studies of the Treasury returns in Athanassakos and Tian (1998), 
Chen and Chan (1997) and Kamstra, Kramer and Levi (2015).  Specifically, we test the seasonalities in 
month and in half-year using, respectively, 
 
𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 = 𝛼𝛼1 + ∑ 𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗𝑀𝑀𝑡𝑡

𝑗𝑗12
𝑗𝑗≠5 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡         (1) 

 
𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 = 𝛼𝛼2 + 𝛽𝛽𝐻𝐻𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡          (2) 
 
Where 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 represents the nominal monthly yields.  In Equation (1), 𝑀𝑀𝑡𝑡

𝑗𝑗 is a dummy variable that is equal to 
1 if the month is 𝑗𝑗 and 0 otherwise.  𝑗𝑗 varies from 1 to 12 except 5, i.e., there are 11 dummy variables for 
every month except the month of May.  We use May as the reference month following the earlier Treasury 
yields studies since May has relatively high yields on average.  However, the choice of this reference month 
should not affect the seasonality result.  𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗 measures the average difference of yields between the month 𝑗𝑗 
and May.  𝛼𝛼1 measures the average yield in May.  A statistically significant and positive 𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗 indicates that 
the associated month 𝑗𝑗 has on average higher yields than May, and vice versa.  
 
In Equation (2), 𝐻𝐻 is a dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the month is from March to August and 0 
otherwise.  𝛽𝛽 measures the average difference in monthly yields between the higher-half of the year (from 
March to August) and the lower-half of the year (from September to February).  We follow the same months 
for higher-half and lower-half year used in Liu (2018).  𝛼𝛼2 measures the average monthly yield in the lower-
half of the year (from September to February).  Similarly, a statistically significant and positive 𝛽𝛽 indicates 
that the months in the higher-half of the year have on average higher yields than the months in the lower-
half of the year, and vice versa.  
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The null hypothesis is that yields do not vary across different months of the year (or half of the year), i.e., 
all 𝛽𝛽s are simultaneously equal to 0, 𝛽𝛽1 = 𝛽𝛽2 = ⋯ = 𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗 = 0 (or 𝛽𝛽 = 0).  If the null hypothesis is rejected, 
then there is a seasonality because some month(s) (or half of the year) always have higher or lower yield 
than those in May (or the other half of the year).  
 
F-test is used to test the joint null hypothesis and the overall fitness of the regression.  We also use the 
Durbin-Watson d statistics and the White’s x2 test to check the serial correlation and heteroscedasticity of 
the regression residuals.  The presence of serial correlation and heteroscedasticity in the regression residuals 
invalidates the normality assumptions of the F-test and OLS, therefore inferences of seasonalities based on 
their results may become less reliable.  In other words, the conclusion will be more reliable when all three 
tests give consistent results.  
 
In addition, we conduct a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test since we do not know for sure the exact 
probability distribution of the yields.  Kruskal-Wallis test is similar to the F-test regarding the joint null 
hypothesis but compares medians instead of means.  It does not make specific assumptions regarding the 
probability distribution of the variables. 
 
We use the same set up described above to test a number of seasonal variations and measures, therefore 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 
also represents in the other tests: the month-over-month changes of nominal yields, the percentage changes 
of month-over-month nominal yields, and the ranks of the nominal monthly yields in its calendar year.  
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Anecdotal Observations 
 
Figure 1 plots the monthly yields of the five Treasury notes (T-Notes) over the period of study.  We see 
that yields have been coming down substantially across board since the 1980s.  Yields of the 2-Year T-
Note drop more than the longer-term T-Notes.  As a result, differences in yields (or yield spread) among 
the T-Notes of different fixed maturities have been more visible in the recent years.  
 
Figure 1: Monthly Treasury Notes Yields (1976.06-2020.06) 
 

 
This figure shows the monthly yields of the five Treasury notes for the period from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 2 plots the average yields by months for the five T-Notes over the period of study.  Two things stand 
out.  First, average monthly yields first go up before heading down for the rest of the year.  Second, the 
differences in average yields or yield spreads among the T-Notes of different maturities seem to be almost 
constant across the months, resulting in curves for longer maturity T-Notes shifting up almost in parallels.  
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The second finding is a little unexpected as we thought there might be more differences among the T-Notes 
due to their different maturities. 
 
Figure 2: Average Treasury Notes Yields by Month (1976.06-2020.06) 
 

 
This figure shows the average yields by month for all five Treasury notes for the period from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 3 plots the average monthly yields in terms of their ranks in a year.  The highest and lowest rank 
values are 12 and 1 respectively.  A higher rank value indicates a higher relative monthly yield compared 
to the other months in a calendar year.  Since yields have dropped substantially over the years, the ranks of 
the monthly yields in a year would be a good measure of the relative high and low positions of the yields 
in the year as the annual rank measure is independent of the overall levels of yields.  We see that although 
there are similarities in the general pattern of curves going up before heading down, there are more 
differences among the T-Notes compared to Figure 2.  For example, longer-term maturity T-Notes such as 
the 10-Year and 7-Year T-Notes peak earlier in May while the shorter-term maturity T-Notes such as 2-
Year and 3-Year T-Notes peak a little later in June. 
 
Figure 3: Average Ranks of T-Notes Monthly Yields in a Year (Highest as 12 and Lowest as 1) 
 

 
This figure shows the average ranks of the monthly yields in a calendar year for all five Treasury notes for the period from 1976.06 to 2020.06.  
The highest and lowest rank values are 12 and 1 respectively.  A higher rank value indicates a higher relative monthly yield compared to the other 
months in a calendar year.  
 
Figures 4 plots the month-over-month changes of the T-Notes yields in absolute value amount, while 
Figures 5 plots the percentage values of these changes.  We see that although the month-over-month 
changes of yields in the 1980s are large in absolute values in Figure 4; their percentage values are much 
smaller in Figure 5.  The opposite happens for the more recent years in the 2010s, where the month-over-
month changes of yields in absolute values are small but their percentage values are much higher.  While 
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the yields of the shorter-term maturity T-Notes, such as the 2-Year, have bigger changes, all T-Notes seem 
to move in tandem.  In other words, Treasuries of different maturities are not the same as stocks and bonds 
to investors where they would pull away from one and move into another.  Yields of all Treasuries notes 
move in the same directions.   
 
Figure 4: Month-Over-Month Changes of the T-Notes Yields in Absolute Value Amount (in %) 
 

 
This figure shows the average absolute amount of the month-over-month changes of yields for all five Treasury notes from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 5: Percentage Month-Over-Month Changes of the T-Notes Yields 
 

 
This figure shows the percentage amount of the month-over-month changes of yields for all Treasury notes from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 6 plots the nominal yield spreads of the longer-term maturity T-Notes over the 2-Year T-Note.   
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Figure 6: Nominal Yield Spread of T-Notes over 2-Year T-Note 
 

 
This figure shows the yield spreads (or yield differences) of the Treasury notes with longer-term maturities (3-Year, 5-Year, 7-Year and 10-Year) 
over the 2-Year T-Note from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
We see from Figure 6 that the fluctuation of the yield spreads since the 1990s seem to exhibit a stable 
pattern, where the yield inversions (where yield spreads become negative) coincided with onset of the three 
recessions and the peaks of the yield spreads are about the same amount.  For example, the peaks of the 
yield spread between the 10-Year and 2-Year T-Notes stay close to 2.5% in the three economic cycles.  
 
Figure 7 plots the month over month change of the yield spreads (or yield differences) of the longer-term 
maturity T-Notes over the 2-Year T-Note.  The changes of the yield spreads since the 1990s tend to fluctuate 
towards a stable central value.  
 
Figure 7: Month-Over-Month Change of T-Notes Yield Spreads over 2-Year T-Note 
 

 
This figure shows the month-over-month changes of the yield spreads (or yield differences) of the Treasury notes with longer-term maturities (3-
Year, 5-Year, 7-Year and 10-Year) over the 2-Year T-Note from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
While Figure 6 and Figure 7 show the nominal yield differences of longer-term maturity T-Notes with the 
2-Year T-Note have been holding stable over the recent economic cycles, Figure 8 and Figure 9 show a 
very different picture when we look at these yield differences in percentages.  Figure 8 shows that the 
percentage yield differences of longer-term maturity T-Notes over the 2-Year T-Note have been increasing 
over the last three economic cycles in the 1990s, 2000s and 2010s, with a most notable quadrupling increase 
in the 2010s.  For example, yields of the 10-Year T-Note are at least 400% higher than the 2-Year T-Note 
in half of the time, at the highest point of over 900%.   
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Figure 8: Percentage Yield Difference with 2-Year T-Note 
 

 
This figure shows the percentage yield differences of the Treasury notes with longer-term maturities (3-Year, 5-Year, 7-Year and 10-Year) over the 
2-Year T-Note from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 9: Month-Over-Month Change of Percentage Yield Difference (with 2-Year T-Note) 
 

 
This figure shows the percentage month-over-month changes of the yield spreads (or yield differences) of the Treasury notes with longer-term 
maturities (3-Year, 5-Year, 7-Year and 10-Year) over the 2-Year T-Note from 1976.06 to 2020.06. 
 
Figure 9 confirms that the month over month changes of this percentage yield differences have also been 
dramatically increasing since the 2010s.  This makes us wonder, what would be a good measure for the 
yield spread of the Treasury notes with different fixed maturities, nominal yield difference or percentage 
yield difference?  Are the peak nominal yield spreads that we have been seeing in the recent economic 
cycles too high in the low-level short-term yield environment? 
 
Statistical Analysis 
 
Table 1 reports the key summary statistics of the nominal monthly yields of the T-Notes over the period of 
study.  We see that the Mean values of the yields increase more with the maturities than the Median values.  
Yields of all T-Notes with different fixed maturities have fluctuated over a large range of about 15 percent, 
and the shorter-term T-Notes tend to fluctuate more and over a wider range.  
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Table 1: Summary Statistics of T-Notes Yields (in %) (1976.06-2020.06) 
 

  2-Year 3-Year 5-Year 7-Year 10-Year 
Mean 5.23 5.40 5.72 5.97 6.16 
Standard Error 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.14 
Median 5.05 5.24 5.51 5.71 5.81 
Mode 6.28 7.83 6.30 1.98 5.09 
Standard Deviation 3.77 3.68 3.52 3.40 3.27 
Sample Variance 14.22 13.54 12.39 11.54 10.69 
Kurtosis -0.23 -0.27 -0.29 -0.31 -0.30 
Skewness 0.59 0.57 0.57 0.58 0.60 
Range 16.29 16.01 15.59 15.12 14.67 
Minimum 0.17 0.22 0.34 0.53 0.66 
Maximum 16.46 16.22 15.93 15.65 15.32 
Sum 2764.87 2858.13 3026.99 3160.22 3256.83 
Count 529 529 529 529 529 

 
We conduct a series of tests on two kinds of seasonalities: the monthly yields seasonality and the half-year 
high versus low yields seasonality.  In the unreported results (available upon request), we find that none of 
the seasonality tests using the nominal yields, month-over-month changes of yields or percentage month-
over-month changes of yields shows statistically significant results.  None of the coefficients for the month 
dummies or the half-year dummy is statistically significant.  Neither the F-test statistics nor the Kruskal-
Wallis test can reject the null hypothesis that yields do not vary across months.  In other words, the 
anecdotally observed patterns of monthly and half-year variations in yields measured in nominal amounts 
are not statistically significant. 
 
We report two tables with interesting results: Table 2 reports the monthly seasonality test results using the 
ranks of monthly yields in a year; and Table 3 reports the results of half-year high versus low yields 
seasonality test using the ranks of the monthly yields in a year. 
 
Table 2: Seasonality in Ranks of Monthly Yields (1976.06-2020.06) 
 

  2-Year 3-Year 5-Year 7-Year 10-Year 
Variable Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. 
𝛼𝛼1 6.98 13.21 0.00 7.33 13.90 0.00 7.67 14.64 0.00 7.67 14.61 0.00 7.74 14.76 0.00 
JAN -1.12 -1.49 0.14 -1.53 -2.06 0.04** -1.74 -2.35 0.02** -1.44 -1.94 0.05** -1.44 -1.94 0.05** 
FEB -0.86 -1.15 0.25 -1.23 -1.65 0.10* -1.47 -1.98 0.05** -1.35 -1.82 0.07* -1.30 -1.76 0.08* 
MAR -0.05 -0.06 0.95 -0.47 -0.62 0.53 -0.72 -0.97 0.33 -0.58 -0.78 0.43 -0.65 -0.88 0.38 
APRIL -0.37 -0.50 0.62 -0.58 -0.78 0.44 -0.63 -0.85 0.40 -0.67 -0.91 0.36 -0.72 -0.97 0.33 
JUN 0.33 0.44 0.66 0.00 0.00 1.00 -0.44 -0.60 0.55 -0.58 -0.78 0.43 -0.77 -1.03 0.30 
JUL -0.33 -0.44 0.66 -0.58 -0.78 0.44 -0.86 -1.16 0.25 -1.00 -1.35 0.18 -1.02 -1.38 0.17 
AUG -0.33 -0.44 0.66 -0.72 -0.97 0.33 -1.26 -1.69 0.09* -1.33 -1.78 0.08* -1.40 -1.88 0.06* 
SEP -0.33 -0.44 0.66 -0.93 -1.25 0.21 -1.42 -1.91 0.06* -1.53 -2.07 0.04** -1.91 -2.57 0.01*** 
OCT -0.98 -1.31 0.19 -1.44 -1.93 0.05** -2.02 -2.73 0.01*** -1.95 -2.63 0.01*** -1.86 -2.51 0.01*** 
NOV -1.02 -1.37 0.17 -1.37 -1.84 0.07* -1.91 -2.57 0.01*** -1.93 -2.60 0.01*** -1.88 -2.54 0.01*** 
DEC -0.70 -0.93 0.35 -1.05 -1.40 0.16 -1.63 -2.20 0.03** -1.74 -2.35 0.02** -1.98 -2.66 0.01*** 

                
R-squared 0.02   0.02   0.03   0.03   0.03  
Adjusted R2 -0.01              
F-statistic 0.75 0.69  0.99 0.45  1.47 0.14  1.36 0.19  1.41 0.16 
Durbin-Watson 0.82   0.83   0.84   0.84   0.80  
White's 𝜒𝜒2 90.89 0.00  71.75 0.00  57.73 0.00  64.10 0.00  54.91 0.00 
Kruskal-Wallis 8.18 0.70  10.84 0.46  15.94 0.14  14.70 0.20  15.31 0.17 

Results are based on the regression Equation (1) 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 = 𝛼𝛼1 + ∑ 𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗𝑀𝑀𝑡𝑡
𝑗𝑗12

𝑗𝑗≠5 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡, where 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 measures the rank of monthly yields in a calendar year, 
highest as 12 and lowest as 1.  𝑀𝑀𝑡𝑡

𝑗𝑗 is a month dummy variable varies from January to December except May.  𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗 is reported as “Coeff” for the 
respective months.  ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1, 5 and 10 percent levels respectively. 
 



A. Lai & L. Liu | IJBFR ♦ Vol. 16 ♦ No. 1 ♦ 2022 
 

56 
 

Table 3: Seasonality in Half-Year High versus Low Ranks of Monthly Yields (1976.06-2020.06) 
 

  2-Year 3-Year 5-Year 7-Year 10-Year 
Variable Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. Coeff t-stat Prob. 
𝛼𝛼2 6.14 28.70 0.00 6.07 28.40 0.00 5.98 28.08 0.00 6.02 28.19 0.00 6.02 28.22 0.00 
H 0.71 2.34 0.02** 0.87 2.87 0.00*** 1.05 3.48 0.00*** 0.97 3.20 0.00*** 0.97 3.21 0.00*** 

                
R-squared 0.01   0.02   0.02   0.02   0.02  
Adjusted R2 0.01              
F-statistic 5.49 0.02**  8.26 0.00***  12.09 0.00***  10.23 0.00***  10.33 0.00*** 
Durbin-Watson 0.83   0.83   0.85   0.85   0.81  
White's 𝜒𝜒2 39.84 0.00***  27.42 0.00***  22.95 0.00***  19.60 0.00***  16.33 0.00*** 
Kruskal-Wallis 5.40 0.02**  8.09 0.00***  11.75 0.00***  9.96 0.00***  10.07 0.00*** 

Results are based on the regression Equation (2) 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 = 𝛼𝛼2 + 𝛽𝛽𝐻𝐻𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡, where 𝑌𝑌𝑡𝑡 measures the average rank of yields in the high versus low half-
year months, i.e. average rank of March to August and average rank of September to February (highest yield is ranked 12 and lowest yield is 
ranked 1).  𝐻𝐻 is a half year dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the month is from the high yields month of March to August and 0 otherwise 
(September to February).  𝛽𝛽 is reported as “Coeff”.  ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1, 5 and 10 percent levels respectively. 
 
In Table 2, we see that although the F-test statistics and Kruskal-Wallis test cannot reject the null 
hypothesis, the coefficients of some months in the lower-half yield of the year show statistically significant 
negative values, indicating yields in these months are lower than May.  A closer look shows that the 10-
Year, 7-Year and 5-Year T-Notes each has seven such months (from August to February); the 3-Year T-
Note has four such months (October, November, January and February) and the 2-Year T-Note has none.  
In this regard, the longer-term maturity 10-Year, 7-Year and 5-Year T-Notes are more similar to each other 
than the shorter-term 2-Year T-Note.  
 
In Table 3, we find that once we compare yields using the relative yield levels in a year instead of the 
nominal values, we see a strong statistical significance to support the high versus low half-year yields 
seasonality for all five T-Notes.  Both the F-test statistics and Kruskal-Wallis test to reject the null 
hypothesis of no variation in half-year pattern.  The Durbin-Watson d statistics indicates there is some serial 
correlation in the regression residuals, while the White’s x2 test rejects the presence of heteroscedasticity.  
The high-half year also have a positive coefficient that is statistically significant at 5% level for the 2-Year 
T-Note and 1% level for all the other longer-term maturity T-Notes.  These are strong evidence that there 
is a seasonality of high yields from March to August and low yields from September to February in the 
yields of Treasury notes of all different fixed maturities.  
 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 
In this paper, we study the seasonality in the yields of all five intermediate term Treasury notes with the 
fixed maturities of two, three, five, seven and ten years.  Our goal is to understand how these securities 
behave as a group and their similarities and differences.  We believe understanding the Treasury yields 
seasonality is crucial because these yields play a central role in asset pricing as they directly and indirectly 
influence all interest rates and interest rates movements.  Using the dummy variable regression method, we 
test a number of seasonal patterns in these yields since the inception of the 2-Year T-Note in 1976.06 until 
2020.06.  Consistent with the findings of the earlier studies on the 10-Year and 2-Year Treasury notes 
yields, we find that variations in the nominal yields of the five Treasury notes do not pass the rigorous 
statistical seasonality tests likely due to the significant drop of the yield levels since the 1980s.  Similarly, 
we find strong statistical significant evidence of a high versus low half-year seasonality where yields are 
higher from March to August than from September to February using the rank of monthly yields in a year 
for all five Treasury notes.  
 
Although we expect similarities in these Treasury notes, we are surprised to see all five Treasury notes have 
similar anecdotal patterns and variations of their yields as well as their statistical test results.  We expect 
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more differences due to the different maturities as some are closer than others do.  For example, 2-Year T-
Note might have more in common with the 3-Year T-Note than the 10-Year T-Note.  Why they all act so 
similarly is puzzling but outside the scope of this paper.  It would be an interesting area for our future 
research.   
 
We also find that while the nominal yield spread of the 10-Year and 2-Year T-Notes have been holding 
near constant patterns at least in terms of the peaks and troughs during the recent economic cycles since the 
1990s, their percentage yield differences have been increasing dramatically since the 2010s because of the 
low short-term yields.  This raises an important question for further studies: is the yield spread better 
measured in a nominal or percentage term?  What would be the implications for the investors and policy 
makers if the yield spread is measured differently? 
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NEXUS AMONG IMMIGRANTS, SELF-EMPLOYMENT, 

AND ECONOMIC GROWTH IN NORTH CAROLINA 
Saman Janaranjana Herath Bandara, West Virginia State University 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
The study was to scrutinize the connection of immigrants, self-employment, and economic growth in North 
Carolina. The study used county level data mainly from the American Consumer Survey for the period of 
2010- 2017. Pooled OLS regression analysis was conducted using STATA. The results brought some 
significant insights. The findings highlight the significant and positive impacts of both immigrants and self-
employment to the economic growth of the state. The counties with more self- employment opportunities 
are more attracted by immigrants. Growth in the construction, manufacturing, and service sectors show 
significant and positive impacts on self-employment opportunities.  The lower the average income Counties 
show higher rates of self-employment. Growth in the service and education sectors, lead to higher 
household incomes. Thus, the investment priorities in the construction, services, and education sectors can 
accelerate the economic growth of North Carolina. 
 
JEL: D00, D12 
 
KEYWORDS: Economic Growth, Immigrants, Self-Employment   
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

conomic growth is the key to development that can be measured by modifying GDP, income, or 
other increases in the market value of goods and services. Among the main factors affecting 
economic growth, labor force (human capital), and entrepreneurial activities (entrepreneurship) are 

important within the context of natural resources and physical capital availability. A diversified labor force 
with different skill sets could bring significant changes in economic growth (Fernald & Chares, 2014). 
Immigrants are such a diversified workforce that brings entrepreneurial ideas to make a difference in an 
economy. Self-employment is an important aspect of the immigrant experience in the labor market. It 
simply offers immigrants the possibility of upward mobility and integration into society. Interestingly, self-
employment appears to be a vital means for immigrants to integrate into the foreign economy. 
 
Studies show how immigrants and self-employment contribute to U.S. economic growth. Immigrant 
entrepreneurship creates about 25% of new businesses in the U.S., which is common in the states of 
California and New York (Kerr and Kerr, 2020). Over a million immigrants arrive in the United States 
every year, mostly from China, India, Mexico, and the Philippines (National Geographic, 2018). 
Immigrants contribute a high share of patent filings, science and technology graduates, and leadership 
positions in large venture capital-funded firms ("Patent Pending, 2012). In addition, by creating 
opportunities for the least skilled indigenous workers, and their productivity ("Patent pending, 2012). It is 
noted that immigrant labor has proven to be a major component of American agriculture (USDA ERS, 
2016a).  According to Bureau of labor statistics, nearly 15 million people, or 10 percent of total U.S. 
employment, were self-employed in 2015. Immigrants are more likely to be self-employed, and this rate is 
high, as the longer an immigrant remains in the U.S. (Borjas, 1986). 
 

E 
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The impact of immigration and self-employment on economic growth varies across states in the United 
States. Recent studies show that North Carolina's economy is transforming in many ways and moving 
towards knowledge-intensive business services, requiring more skilled workers, particularly in 
metropolitan areas. In the meantime, in labor-intensive rural areas like agriculture and construction, there 
are labor shortages that demand more workers.  Studies show that the part of the labor demand is filled by 
immigrants. The state reports that nearly 8% of the state's population was composed of immigrants in 2018, 
and the number is increasing.  Thus, it is important to understand the relationship between immigrants, 
small business growth (self-employment) and state economic growth to make effective and efficient 
strategic decisions. The main objective of this paper is to evaluate immigrants, self-employment and 
economic growth in North Carolina to provide policy suggestions for improving economic growth in North 
Carolina. Although some research studies focus on economic growth and small business development 
across different sectors of North Carolina, the analysis of these factors taken together is limited. Rest of the 
paper consists of four sections. Section 2 presents the literature review for the United States and particularly 
for North Carolina. Section 3 presents the data and methodology. Section 45 focuses on empirical findings 
and the last section, section 5 brings concluding comments. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Economics theory points out that diversified labor force with different skill sets could bring significant 
changes in an economy. Over the past decades, the skilled, diversified, and innovative workforce has 
brought massive change to the American economy (Fernald and Chares, 2014). The contribution of 
immigrants to certain industries is very high and their geographical mobility facilitates labor shortages, 
reducing barriers that could weaken the economy. Immigrant workers help sustain an aging population by 
increasing the number of workers relative to retirees and strengthening social security and Medicare trust 
funds. In addition, children from immigrant families are mobile and promise benefits for their families and 
the broader American economy (Sherman et al., 2019). Brieger and Gielnik (2021) highlighted the high 
level of immigrant support for the country's economic growth. According to Peri (2012), states with high 
concentrations of foreign-born workers are experiencing much faster productivity growth due to certain 
technological developments.  However, the economic gains of immigrants depend upon market structures, 
services, and business opportunities (Raith, 2000; Eckhardt and Shane, 2010). Immigrants represent 13.7% 
of the U.S. population, nearly three times more than in 1970 (Pew, 2017). Most immigrants, 77%, are legal, 
and the rest is unauthorized. In 2017, almost 45% were naturalized United States citizens.  Asian immigrants 
have experienced the fastest growth in the past 10 to 15 years and this trend is expected to continue in the 
coming years (National Geographic, 2018). It is projected to become the largest immigrant population by 
2055, ahead of Hispanics (Pew 2017; Krogstad 2017). 
 
Studies show that in recent years, foreign-born workers or immigrants occupy most of the jobs in agriculture 
(Aquirre International, 2005), and are significant contributors to the economy (USDA ERS, 2016a). The 
contribution of immigrants is significant, particularly in labor-intensive agriculture such as the produce, 
fruit, and livestock sectors in recent years (USDA ERS, 2016b). Sherman et al. (2019), show that 
immigrants with no college education account for more than one-third of the agriculture, fishing, 
construction, cleaning and maintenance occupations in the country. It is important to note that immigrants 
have implications not only for the industry but also for the local economies of the country (Hernandez, 
Gabbard & Carroll, 2016; Fairlie et al. 2016; Krogstad, 2017). Immigrants will be critical to filling future 
labor shortages across the economy, with 76 million baby boomers retiring and 46 million U.S. -born 
workers entering the workforce by 2030. 
 
Self-employment based on innovative ideas and creativity continues to be an important source of 
employment and income in the U.S. According to labor statistics, only 10% of the US labor force were self-
employed in 2015. Of these, 9.5 million were unincorporated; the remaining 5.5 million were incorporated 
(US Burau of Labor Statistics, 2016). Hipple (2010) found that the self-employment sector accounted for 
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10.9% of total employment in 2009. According to the Pew Research Center (2021), over 150 million 
workers in the United States comprise approximately 16 million (10.6%) self-employed workers. Self-
employment seems to be an essential means for immigrants to integrate into the U.S. economy (Carpenter 
& Loveridge, 2017; Borjas, 1986). The differences in self- employment or engage in entrepreneurial 
activities across immigrant groups are persistent and substantial as well (Fairlie & Meyer,1996; Lofstorm, 
2002; Fairlie et al. 2010). Differences can be seen between groups such as Asians and Hispanics, including 
age, education, immigration status, and time spent in the country (Fairlie and Meyer, 1996). Lassmann & 
Busch (2015) reveal a significant relation between immigrants and entrepreneurial activities, which is 
related to the country of origin. Oyelere and Belton (2012) show that the income level of the country of 
origin plays a crucial role in the independent work of immigrants in the United States.  According to Kerr 
& Kerr (2020), immigrant entrepreneurial activity creates about 25% of new businesses in the United States. 
According to Bates et al. (2018) there are unique challenges faced by immigrants as well minorities in 
pursuing entrepreneurial alternatives with the specific social, political, historical, and economic contexts 
that differ from nation to nation. Dutta et al. 2021, found that self-employment is a key source of earnings 
for immigrants and the primary means of social assimilation. Moreover, the difficulty employers have in 
assessing the quality of immigrants' higher education has a positive impact on immigrants' self-
employment. Small businesses and micro-enterprises are the trend in self-employment, accounting for 
approximately 18% of employment, creating approximately 900,000 jobs annually in the United States 
(Carpenter and Loveridge, 2017). 
 
Background of the Study Area 
 
North Carolina is the 28th largest state with approximately 10.5 million people currently, and its population 
density is relatively high (Agency Census, 2017).  It shows a constant increase in population each year with 
natural growth in health and net immigration. The gender ratio in the state is about 51.4% for women and 
48.6% for men in 2017. The median household income is approximately $50,320 USD.  Considering the 
racial makeup, 69% is white, approximately 21.5% is black and the remainder is with Asians and South 
Americans. According to census data, poverty and unemployment predominate among Black and other 
racial groups in relation to the white population. The Job creation of the state is mostly concentrated in 
service-providing industries. Professional and business services create the most jobs, representing 31% of 
new jobs (Agency Census, 2017). North Carolina is one of the major states that is attracted skilled and 
unskilled immigrants. According to the American Immigration Council (AIC), almost 8% of the state's total 
population is foreign-born, and they contribute significantly to the state's labor force. The largest proportion 
of immigrants is in the agriculture, fisheries and forestry category (44%), and the second largest is in 
construction and mining (24%). There are 21% engaging in building and grounds cleaning & maintenance, 
20% in computer and math sciences and 15% in production related activities (Immigrants in North Carolina, 
2017). Based on the same sources, undocumented immigrants accounted for about 5% of the labor force in 
North Carolina. With regard to immigrant education, more than 25% of adult immigrants had a college 
diploma or more, while about 33% did not have a high school diploma. 
 
Self-employment is high among young men at all levels of schooling, and it seems to be on the rise in North 
Carolina (US Burau of Labor Statistics, 2016). Immigrants create jobs for the local population, and every 
three to five H-2A agricultural workers in North Carolina create jobs for a U.S.-born worker (Clemens, 
2013). According to North Carolina Business Statistics, there were 821,189 small businesses in 2007 and 
an estimated 551,040 self-employed workers. It shows that the number of employees increases each year, 
and in 2013 it was 1.6 million increased by 2.5% in 2015 (North Carolina Small Business Profile, 2016). 
This increase is mostly seen in firms with less than 100 employees. Women small business owners were 
large in North Carolina and 32.8% of self-employed individuals were women in 2007. In addition, it shows 
strong participation by minority groups in self-employment (US SBA, 2009). In 2015, the state had about 
55,867 immigrant business owners, including 14.9 per cent in the Raleigh metropolitan area and 11.8 per 
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cent in the Charlotte metropolitan area (North Carolina immigrants, 2017). Immigrants contribute billions 
of dollars in taxes (over $5 billion), and as consumers more than $14 billion to the state economy. 
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 
To estimate the relationship between immigrants, self-employment and economic growth, county-level data 
were used for the 2010 to 2017 period for all North Carolina counties.  The main source of data is the US 
Community Survey (ACS). The American Survey is a demographic survey program conducted by the U.S. 
Census of Bureau. County level, population shares, sectoral employment shares, and education were main 
data collected from ACS.  In addition, additional county data were collected from the United States Bureau 
of Economic Analysis, the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the United States Department of 
Agriculture. The variables considered for the analysis with their definitions and the theoretical signs 
expected from the associated parameters are shown in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Definitions of Variables Used for Analyses  
 

 Variable Description and Unit Expected Effect 
IMMI Immigrant population share N/A 
SEMP self-employed population share N/A 
MINC Average HH income in dollars NA 
WHIT White population share of the total + 
BLAC Black population share of the total + 
ASIA Asian population share of the total + 
HISP Hispanic population share of the total + 
AGRI Total share working in agricultural sector + 
CONS Total share working in construction sector + 
MANU Total share working in manufacturing sector + 
SERV Total share working in service sector Undetermined 
EDUC Total share with bachelor’s degree Undetermined 

This table shows the variables considered for the research study with their definitions and expected signs. The first 3 variables are the dependent 
variables of the regression analysis.  Source: Author’s construction from the literature review 
 
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics of the selected variables for the analysis. The table shows that the 
average share of the immigration population (IMMIGRA) is 11.77%, while the share of the self-employed 
population is 2.81% in 2017. The mean household income (MINC) is 44551.67 for the state. The highest 
proportion of people is white, 72.29%, and the second is black, 20.38%. Asian and Hispanic people, mainly 
report that immigrants have averages of 1.15% and 7.09%. The share of the population in the agricultural 
sector (AGRI) is 1.155, whereas construction (CONS), manufacturing (MANU) and services (SERV) 
account for 3.23%, 5.96% and 36.18%. The average proportion of having a college diploma (EDUC) is 
14.73% in the state.  
 
Table 2:  Descriptive Statistics of Variables for 2017 
 

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
IMMI 11.77 16.99 2.39 18.36 
SEMP 2.81      0.92 1.23    6.01 
MINC 44551.67     8913.93   31287      73577 
WHIT 72.29   17.54   28.98    98.13 
BLAC 20.38   16.27 0.162   62.01 
ASIA 1.15 1.34   0.001   7.68 
HISP 7.09   4.01 0.71 21.73 
AGRI 1.15     1.11    0.12    7.59 
CONS 3.23     0.95 1.19    5.97 
MANU 5.96      2.57    1.34    1.44 
SERV 36.18 43.63 27.97 34.22 
EDUC 14.73     6.32    5.19    35.52 

This table shows the average, standard deviation, minimum and maximum values of the variables considered for the analysis for 2017. 
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Formulation of Empirical Model 
 
Multiple double log pooled OLS (POLS) regressions and lag the likely endogenous variables of interest by 
one time-period (seven-year period) were used as the analytical method. Borjas (1986) found that 
immigrants are more likely to become self-employed in the five to ten years following their immigration. 
The argument underpins the seven-year lag; and longer the lag catches the full extent of the impact. The 
theoretical background of the analytical method is as follows: 
 
ln𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =  ln�𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡−1� + γln (𝑊𝑊𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) +∈𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖                                                 (1) 
 
Three simultaneous equations used for the analysis. The three simultaneous dependent variables are the 
natural logs of self-employment population share, immigrant population share, and median household 
income at time t (𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)).  Each of the regression uses the natural log of the single time period (seven-year 
period) lag of the other two variables which are not used as the dependent variable 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 (𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖, 𝑡𝑡-1) and a vector 
of the natural logs of the other concurrent variables 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑊𝑊𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖). These variables include racial shares of 
population, population in manufacturing, service, construction, agriculture, and education. 
 
Empirical Model 
 
Starting from the theoretical model of equation 1, the estimated econometric models for each dependent 
variable can be written as:  
 
LIMMI =  𝛽𝛽0  +  𝛽𝛽1 LAGLSEMP +  𝛽𝛽2 LAGLMINC +  𝛽𝛽3 LWHIT + 𝛽𝛽4LBLAC +  𝛽𝛽5 LASIA +
                    𝛽𝛽6 LHISP + 𝛽𝛽7 LAGRI + 𝛽𝛽8 LCONS +  𝛽𝛽9 LMANU +  𝛽𝛽10 LSERV +  𝛽𝛽11 LEDUC + ∈𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖   (2) 
 

LSEMP =  𝛽𝛽0  +  𝛽𝛽1 LAGLIMMI + 𝛽𝛽2 LAGLMINC +  𝛽𝛽3 LWHIT +  𝛽𝛽4LBLAC +  𝛽𝛽5 LASIA +
                    𝛽𝛽6 LHISP + 𝛽𝛽7 LAGRI + 𝛽𝛽8 LCONS +  𝛽𝛽9 LMANU +  𝛽𝛽10 LSERV +  𝛽𝛽11 LEDUC + ∈𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖   (3) 
 
LMINC =  𝛽𝛽0  +  𝛽𝛽1 LAGLSEMP + 𝛽𝛽2 LAGLMMI +  𝛽𝛽3 LWHIT + 𝛽𝛽4LBLAC +  𝛽𝛽5 LASIA +

     𝛽𝛽6 LHISP +  𝛽𝛽7 LAGRI + 𝛽𝛽8 LCONS +  𝛽𝛽9 LMANU +  𝛽𝛽10 LSERV +  𝛽𝛽11 LEDUC + ∈𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖   (4) 
 
 
Where, LIMMI is the logarithm of Immigrant population share, LSEMP is the logarithm of self- 
employment population share, and LMINC is the logarithm of average household income at county level. 
LWHIT, LBLAC, LASIA, LHISP present logarithm values of population share of each racial group of 
White, Black, Asian, and Hispanic for 2017. These shares were generated in the form of percentages of the 
county's total population for the year and would show the relationship between them and the dependent 
variables separately. LAGRI presents the logarithm of total employees working share in the sector in each 
county for the year. In the same manner, LMANU presents logarithm of the total working in manufacturing 
sector, LCONS presents the log value of total working in construction sector, and LSERV presents the log 
value of total working in service sector. These sectoral representations would help to understand the impact 
of each sectoral change on dependent variables. LEDUC presents the log value of percentage of population 
25 years or more with at least a college degree. 𝛽𝛽0 is the constant term. 𝛽𝛽𝑖𝑖 are elasticity of productivity with 
respect to the corresponding input parameters; 𝜀𝜀𝑡𝑡 is the error term.   
 
RESULTS 
 
The empirical results for the regression results are presented in Table 3. The first column of the table shows 
the exogenous variables from each equation. Columns 2, 3 and 4 provide the log results for the immigrant 
population (LIMMI), the self-employed population (LSEMP) and household income (LMINC). 
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Table 3: POLS Regression Results For 2017 
 

 LIMMI LSEMP LMINC 
LAGLIMMI -------- -0.0122 

(0 .086) 
-0.0152 
(0.051) 

LAGLSEMP 0.3916 ** 
(0. 061) 

-------- -0.0602 
(0.049) 

LAGLMINC 0.1216 
(0.164) 

-0.4135 ** 
(0.185) 

-------- 

LWHIT -0.3921 ** 
(0.134) 

0.5671 ** 
(0.153) 

0.4633** 
(0.077) 

LBLAC 0.0336 
(0.028) 

0.0146 
(0 .031) 

0.0530** 
(0.017) 

LASIA 0.0587 ** 
(0.014) 

-0.0126 
(0.016) 

0.0160** 
(0.009) 

LHISP 0.8576 ** 
(0.042) 

0.0441 
(0.089) 

0.0172 
(0.0526) 

LAGRI -0.0141 
(0.039) 

0.0910 
(0.042) 

-0.0119 
(0.0259) 

LCONS 0.3988** 
(0.062) 

0.2747** 
(0.097) 

-0.0256 
(0.0572) 

LMANU 0.1912** 
(0.038) 

-0.0554 ** 
(0.047) 

-0.078** 
(0.026) 

LSERV 0.2012** 
(0.0981) 

0.6711** 
(0.128) 

0.2096** 
(0.0889) 

LEDUC 0.0012** 
(0.0006) 

0.0001 
(0.0006) 

0.0001** 
(0.0004) 

Cons -0.2818 
(1.4823) 

0.5248 
(1.6493) 

7.9553 
(0.4604) 

N 
F 
R2 

100 
605.74 
0.88 

100 
217.44 
0.84 

100 
13.8 
0.62 

This table shows Pooled OLS regression analysis at county level for 2017.Column 1 shows the dependent variables used for the analysis. Column 
2 shows regression results for log of immigration population share, column shows regression results for log of self-employed population share, 
and column 4 shows results for log of average household income. All variables used for each of the three regressions were tested for correlation; 
multicollinearity and variance; heteroscedasticity using the variance inflation factor (LIVELY) and the Breusch-Pagan Cook-Weisberg test to 
minimize errors.  The VIF resulted no multicollinearity while the Breusch-Pagan Cook-Weisberg test demonstrated homoscedasticity.  ** indicate 
significance at 5% level. Standard errors in parentheses. The term ‘LAG’ emphasizes which explanatory variables are lagged by one time-period 
(7-year period). 
 
Results for Immigration Population (LIMMI) are in column 2. The significant and positive relationship 
between LIMMI and the LAGLSEMP population indicates that a 1% increase in self-employment over the 
lagged period increases immigration by 0.39%. This implies that counties that have shown more 
possibilities for self-employment are more attracted to immigrants.  Other findings indicate that the white 
population is negatively related to immigration, when the share of the white population increases by 1%t, 
the share of the immigration population decreases by 0.39%.  This means that counties with a larger 
percentage of the white population are less attractive to immigrants. This may be related to the rural counties 
of North Carolina, with a higher white population where small-scale possibilities are less compared to 
metropolitan areas. The shares of the Black (LBLAC), Hispanic (LHISP) and Asian population (LASIA) 
demonstrate a significant and positive relationship with the share of the immigrant population. For instance, 
when the share of the Hispanic population (LHISP) increases by 1%, the share of the immigrant population 
(LIMMI) increases by 0.85%. Therefore, the higher these population shares, the higher the rate of 
immigrants. This could be linked to more employment opportunities, more connection, more experience, 
or easier settlement.  Construction (LCONS), manufacturing (LMANU) and services (LSERV) have an 
important and positive relationship with the immigrant population, indicating that immigrants are working 
in all these areas. When the total proportion of persons employed in the construction sector (LCONS) 
increases by 1%, the proportion of the immigrant population (LIMMI) increases by 0.39%.  Similarly, the 
total share of people working in the manufacturing sector (LMANU) increases by 1% of the share of the 
immigrant population (LIMMI) by 0.19%. When the total share of people working in services (LSERV) 
increases by 1%, the share of the immigrant population (LIMMI) increases by 0.20%. Theses can be 
associated with rapid development of cities and market areas in Raleigh, Charlotte, and Greensboro where 
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higher rates of immigrants are getting job opportunities. However, the highest rate reports from the 
construction sector, could be more of the Hispanic population involved in the sector. Education (LEDUC), 
percentage of graduates in the county shows a positive relationship with the proportion of immigrants. It is 
known that immigrants commit themselves to different industries with higher education (Artz, 2003). 
 
The results for the self-employed population (LSEMP), in column 3, show that LSEMP is significantly and 
negatively related to the lag in average household income (LAGLMNC). A 1% increase in LAGLMINC, 
decreases LSEMP by 0.41%. This means that the higher household income in previous years, decreases the 
self-employment potential of the county population. Individuals tend to be self-employed with low income 
and unemployment (Pew research, 2015). The results show that when the proportion of the white population 
is higher (LWHIT), the self-employed potential (LSEMP) is higher. As the LWHIT rises by 1%, the 
LSEMP rises by 0.56%. This could be mostly due to small business development in rural counties where 
the presence of the white population is much higher. Small Business Administration (SBA) financial and 
consulting services support small businesses among locals in rural North Carolina counties.  Given the 
employment sectors, service (LSERV) and construction (LCONS) sectors indicate significant and positive 
relationship with self-employment. When the total share of people working in services (LSERV) increases 
by 1%, the share of self-employment population (LSEMP) increases by 0.67%. The service sector appears 
to play a significant role in creating self-employment opportunities in the state. Similarly, When the total 
proportion of persons employed in the construction sector (LCONS) increases by 1 the share of self-
employment population (LSEMP) increases by 0.20%.  Results are supported by previous findings as well 
(Hipple, 2010; Toussaint-Comeau, 2005; Goetz and Rupasingha, 2013; Carpenter and Loveridge, 2017). 
However, manufacturing sector indicates significant and negative relationship with self-employment. 
Previous studies indicate that manufacturing sector is one of the three lowest contributors on self-
employment growth in USA (Pew research, 2015). The manufacturing sector in North Carolina includes 
chemicals, food process, pharmaceutical and electronic products mainly.  
 
Results for average household income (LMINC) are in column 4.  It shows that LMINC is positively and 
significantly related to the white proportion of the population (LWHIT). When white population share 
increases by 1%, average household income increases by 0.46%.  Furthermore, the Asian (LASIA) and 
Black (LBLAC) population shares show a positive relationship with average household income (LMINC). 
This reflects in particular the impact of the immigrant population on the average income level of the 
counties. The findings indicate that the service sector (LSRV) also has a strong impact on average income 
(LMINC). 1% increases in service sector population (LSERV), increases average household income 
(LMINC) by 0.21%. This could be linked to Asian immigrants, who are heavily involved in the service 
industry in metropolitan areas. The manufacturing sector (LMANU) shows a significant and negative 
relation with household income. This may be due to low wages in the manufacturing sector (pew research, 
2015) relative to other major industrial sectors in the state. Education (LEDUC), percentage of graduates 
in the county shows a positive and meaningful relation with average family income (LMINC). Higher 
education is known to have higher earnings. 
 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 
The study was to evaluate the connection between immigrants, self-employment, and economic growth for 
North Carolina using county level data from American Consumer Survey for the period of 2010- 2017. 
Pooled OLS regression analysis was followed with three Results indicate that service sector (LSERV) 
impacts highly on medium income (LMINC) as well. 1% increases in service sector population (LSERV), 
increases average household income (LMINC) by 0.21%. This could be related to Asian immigrants, 
significantly engaged in the service sector in metropolitan areas. Interestingly, manufacturing sector 
(LMANU) indicates significant and negative relationship with household income, and this could be due to 
low wages engaged in manufacturing sector (pew research, 2015) compared to the other leading industrial 
sectors of the state. Education (LEDUC), percentage of graduates in the county shows a positive and 
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significant relationship with average household income (LMINC). It is known that higher education leads 
to higher incomes. regressions for the immigrant share, self-employment share, and average household 
income growth. The statistical package of STATA was continued for the analysis. The results highlight the 
significant and positive impact of immigrants and self-employment on the economic growth of the state. 
Further, the counties with more self- employment opportunities are more attracted by immigrants. Growth 
in the construction, manufacturing, and service sectors has significant and positive impacts on self-
employment opportunities.  The lower the average income counties show higher rates of self-employment. 
Growth in the service and education sectors, lead to higher household incomes. Thus, the investment 
priorities in the construction, services, and education, especially to rural North Carolina would enhance 
economic growth in North Carolina. These investments could be well conceived adequate plans to create 
entrepreneurial opportunities with diverse immigrants with their talents and abilities. North Carolina has 
eighty-five rural counties out of hundred that need more investments where economic growth has still fallen 
behind.  Although the agricultural sector works well in rural North Carolina and attracts many immigrant 
workers, the study found no significant results. The sector includes establishments whose primary activity 
is growing crops, raising animals, and harvesting fish and other animals. Therefore, an in-depth, stand-
alone analysis would be required to examine the impact of agriculture in that context as a future study. The 
findings of the study for North Carolina may be generalized to some similar states such as Virginia, South 
Carolina and sometimes Georgia with caution. 
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CONSUMER BOYCOTT RESPONSES TO CORPORATE 

SOCIAL IRRESPONSIBILITY: EVIDENCE FROM 
TAIWAN 

Yi-Fang Chiang, Feng Chia University 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
The irresponsible practices of financial institutions could raise concerns about damaging the environment 
or stakeholders’ rights, thereby prompting consumers to impose boycott sanctions. Drawing upon previous 
literature, this study develops a conceptual framework incorporating both external and internal 
antecedents of the perceived egregiousness and anticipated guilt that subsequently induce consumers’ 
boycott. This study collects 377 valid samples and employs structural equation model (SEM) to test the 
hypotheses. The findings show that negative publicity is insignificantly associated with the perceived 
egregiousness; however, blame attribution could generate consumers’ perceived egregiousness and, in 
turn, lead to consumers’ boycott. On the other hand, internal factors (i.e., self-accountability and justice 
restoration potential) are found to directly or indirectly influence boycott participation. Specifically, a 
greater extent of self-accountability will yield boycott intention via the anticipated guilt whereas justice 
restoration potential will directly facilitate boycotting. As expected, a higher substitute cost will reduce 
boycott intention. Compared with those who had prior consumption experiences, those who did not tended 
to reveal higher levels of boycott intention. In addition, consumers are more likely to engage in a boycott 
when the corporate social irresponsibility is related to a product/service crisis rather than corporate 
culture. 
 
JEL: M14 
 
KEYWORDS: Boycott, Negative Publicity, Blame Attribution, Self-Accountability, Justice Restoration 

Potential, Substitute Cost 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

orporate social responsibility (CSR) has been construed to be a sustainable way of doing business 
because CSR initiatives help a company strengthen stakeholder relationships by demonstrating its 
“commitment to maximize long-term economic, societal and environment well-being through 

business practices, policies, and resources” (Du, Bhattacharya, and Sen, 2011; Peloza and Shang, 2011). 
Meanwhile, corporate social irresponsibility (CSI), the counterpart of CSR, could be devastating for a 
company by jeopardizing its revenue and brand reputation (Laufer and Coombs, 2006), eliciting negative 
word-of-mouth (Grappi, Romani, and Bagozzi, 2013), and leading to even stronger consumer reactions 
against brands (e.g., Xie and Bagozzi, 2019). As a violation of the social contract between society and the 
company, CSI may cause various types of harms (physical, financial, or mental) to other societal members 
(He, Kim, and Gustafsson, 2021), which in turn yield the expected downward volatility of a firm’s earnings 
(Kolbel, Bush, and Jancso, 2017) via stakeholder sanctions at both individual and collective levels (Xie and 
Bagozzi, 2019; He et al., 2021).  
 
Banks have been served an essential role in the development of economies and societies by providing people 
and businesses with everyday financial services (Chamber and Day, 2009; Herold, Dietrich, and Breitbarth, 

C 
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2021). A stream of studies in the banking sector has revealed that stakeholders, especially customers, assess 
the ethics and social facets of their banks after a series of outrageous bank frauds and irresponsible practices 
break out (Bennett and Kottasz, 2012). In particular, financial institutions financing projects with concerns 
about damaging the environment or stakeholders’ rights are condemned to be immoral and thus face 
customer boycott, even if they may not be the company that directly takes the transgressing actions. One of 
the well-known events spawning customers’ boycotts against financial institutions is Wells Fargo’s 
participation in making loans to the developers of Dakota Access Pipeline, which raised concerns about 
environmental sustainability and the rights of Indigenous communities. Recent bank boycotts also include 
#BoycottAccessBank within a Nigerian community on Twitter for freezing protesters’ accounts and calls 
for boycotting Bank of America for handing over the account information of hundreds of customers. Other 
irresponsible practices of financial institutions, such as excessive and disputed lending, may also generate 
human misery and financial distress (Richards, Palmer, and Bogdanova, 2008). As society becomes more 
concerned about banks’/insurance companies’ sustainable practices (Palazzo, Vollero, and Siano, 2020), 
researching the impact of CSI and consumer reactions could provide valuable managerial implications. 
 
In light of the public’s rapidly increasing attention to firms’ ethics and corporate social responsibility, 
consumer boycotts has become especially relevant for management and public policy implications because 
they represents a social control mechanism to prevent consumers from purchasing unethical products while 
fighting against the dark side of capitalism (Klein, Smith, and John, 2004). Put differently, consumers are 
empowered to make a “purchase vote” or “responsible consumption,” not only to favor companies with 
positive societal impact, but also to force those condemned to take responsibilities for their egregious 
misconduct, which Klein et al. (2004) called consumer sovereignty. In doing so, consumers express their 
disapproval of a company’s wrongdoings and dissatisfactions toward the injustice (Braunsberger and 
Buckler, 2011; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009; Zeng, Audrain-Pontevia, and Durif, 2021). As a form of anti-
consumption behavior, John and Klein (2003, p. 1198) defined boycott as “when a number of people abstain 
from purchase of a product, at the same time, as a result of the same egregious act or behavior, but not 
necessarily for the same reasons.” In an extreme case, consumers may even exert aggressive actions against 
a brand or company, such as retaliation and sabotage, to restore their own or others’ interests and to harm 
the brand image (Kahr, Nyffenegger, Krohmer, and Hoyer, 2016). Evidently, consumers’ concerns about 
safety, the environment, and society dominate their purchase decisions. Therefore, a better understanding 
of consumer boycott and its psychological mechanisms is useful in helping managers prepare organizations 
to better handle the risks caused by CSI (Xie and Bagozzi, 2019). 
 
A growing body of literature documents consumer boycott in response to CSI. Such research has been 
conceptual or descriptive in nature, with a focus on the distinctive process of boycotting in a single case, 
mostly regarding four concerns: the underlying motivations of boycott participation (e.g., De Matos and 
Vargas Rossi, 2007; Klein et al., 2004; Sen, Gürhan-Canli, and Morwitz, 2001), types of boycott behavior 
(Kozinets and Handelman, 1998; He et al., 2021), consumers’ emotional intensity (Antonetti and Maklan, 
2016), and a company’s strategic responses toward consumer boycott (Cleeren, Heerde, and Dekimpe, 
2013; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009; Yilmaz and Alhumoud, 2017). Most of these studies have revealed that 
cognitive constructs such as the cost-benefit analysis (e.g., Klein et al., 2004), moral justification (e.g., 
Ishak, Khalid, and Sulaiman, 2018), justice evaluation (Carlsmith, Darley, and Robinson, 2002), and 
egregious judgment (e.g., Yilmaz and Alhumoud, 2017) are pivotal in precipitating boycott participation.  
 
All these studies probe distinctive facets of consumer boycotts, yet researchers argue that consumer 
boycotts are still underexplored and warrant more attention to examine consumer boycotts either from a 
more holistic perspective (Braunsberger and Buckler, 2011; De Matos and Vargas Rossi, 2007) or based 
on a psycho-cognitive framework (Zeng et al., 2021). Thus, in addition to the cognitive drivers of consumer 
boycotts, the emotional facet (e.g., angry feeling) should also be considered to understand boycotts 
(Trautwein and Lindenmeier, 2019). Xie and Bagozzi (2019) proposed two distinct mediating processes in 
terms of emotional and evaluative reactions to understand the psychological mechanisms underlying how 
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consumers react to irresponsible practices. Negative moral emotions such as contempt, anger, moral 
outrage, and disgust could be provoked and become informational to consumers, which subsequently yield 
anti-consumption behaviors (Antonetti and Maklan, 2017). With relatively limited research on the effect of 
negative emotions, Scheidler and Edinger-Schons (2020) have called for more research to examine the 
effect of negative emotions on boycotts. As a result, the current work aims to probe the mediating effect of 
the anticipated guilt, a salient self-conscious emotion, to fill the research gap.  
 
Moreover, concerns about justice for others are relevant to consumers’ behavior in supporting ethical 
consumption (White, MacDonnell, and Ellard, 2012). A firm’s wrongdoings could generate injustice and 
harms for stakeholders. However, despite the current knowledge, limited studies have examined consumer 
boycotts from the perspective of the just-world theory, which embraces the belief that people in the world 
receive the rewards and punishments they deserve. Therefore, this work aims to incorporate the concept of 
justice restoration potential to explain boycott and extend the just-world literature on consumer boycott. 
However, participating in a boycott often incurs some cost for consumers, particularly when they have built 
an emotional bonding or behavioral loyalty with the transgressing companies. Seeking a substitute product 
or service also implies a higher cost of the boycott. The current work, thus, includes justice restoration 
potential and substitute cost in the conceptual framework. 
 
In addition, extant research with various foci on consumer boycotts often collects data and tests models by 
examining a specific case of CSI (e.g., He et al., 2021) via a field study or survey. Such studies have 
generated important managerial insights for the specific context of a case. However, the type of CSI could 
be diverse, and consumers’ responses may differ accordingly. To provide advanced insights for companies, 
the present study examines consumer responses in four cases, among which half relate to a product/service 
crisis and half pertain to corporate culture crisis. With the CSI typology, the study may provide further 
managerial insights. 
 
To recap, this study aims to address the antecedents of consumer boycotts by developing a psycho-cognitive 
framework that incorporates both cognitive and emotional facets (i.e., the anticipated guilt) precipitating 
consumer boycotts. This research further synthesizes the just-world theory and cost-benefit perspective into 
the conceptual framework. In addition, the effect of the typology of CSI is considered and analyzed. The 
rest of the paper is organized as follows: This study first reviews the related literature and develops the 
conceptual framework and hypotheses. Next, this paper describes the data and methodology, followed by 
the empirical results. The concluding comments and contributions are then discussed, along with 
managerial implications, limitations, and future directions. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
According to Friedman (1985, p. 97), a consumer boycott refers to “an attempt by one or more parties to 
achieve certain objectives by urging individual consumers to refrain from making selected purchases in the 
marketplace.” In other words, consumers can purposely refrain from consuming a specific product, product 
category, or brand in response to a company’s perceived wrongdoing and subsequently impinge upon the 
company’s brand equity. A consumer boycott is construed to be a type of collective behavior that prevents 
market transactions because its success depends on the constant participation of a large group of consumers 
(Sen et al., 2001). Boycotting could be instrumental or expressive (Cissé-Depardon and N’Goala, 2009). 
An instrumental boycott involves consumers’ active decision to refuse to consume or conduct marketing 
transactions with another actor due to its misconduct. Being aware of their sovereignty, boycotters believe 
that they can make a noticeable impact and determine what products or services will be produced or 
capitalized by coercing the boycott target to cease its egregious behavior and even take social responsibility 
for its actions (Klein et al., 2004), such as using eco-friendly materials in product manufacturing, improving 
employees’ working conditions, and prioritizing consumers’ benefits. As a kind of social movement and 
collective action, a boycott is viewed as the catalyst for social and economic change (e.g., Friedman, 1999; 
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Yang and Rhee, 2019). Meanwhile, an expressive boycott is a more abstract form of protest that simply 
expresses consumers’ displeasure and negative psychological states caused by the transgressing company, 
allowing consumers to unleash their negative emotions (Zeng et al., 2021). Ishak et al. (2018), drawing 
upon the moral sentiment theory (Smith, 1991), argued that human beings are moral creatures who can feel 
the misery of the sufferers of egregious misconduct and, therefore, urge individuals to take actions to 
address their sentimental feelings. 
 
Drawing on the helping literature as well as cost-benefit evaluations, Klein et al. (2004) construed 
boycotting as a pro-social behavior by which individuals benefit one or more people other than themselves. 
In their preliminary study using an open-ended questionnaire, the researchers examined why some 
consumers engage in boycotts while others do not by categorizing motivations into four categories: make 
a difference (i.e., the extent to which boycott participation can contribute to the achievement of collective 
goals), self-enhancement (i.e., boycott participation boosts self-esteem and makes boycotters feel good 
about themselves), counterarguments (i.e., individuals choose not to boycott because they believe their 
participation may induce intended harm), and constrained consumption (i.e., the direct costs of boycotting).  
 
An egregious act is regarded as the fundamental trigger of a boycott action (John and Klein, 2003). 
According to Klein et al. (2004, p. 96), perceived egregiousness refers to the extent to which an individual 
believes that “a firm has engaged in conduct that is strikingly wrong and that has negative and possibly 
harmful consequences for various parties (e.g., workers, consumers, society at large).” Research has 
suggested that consumers who perceive higher levels of egregiousness show a higher motivation to engage 
in boycotts (Klein et al., 2004; John and Klein, 2003). In this way, boycott behavior may serve as an 
approach for consumers to unleash their condemnation and angry feelings toward the transgressing 
companies (Trautwein and Lindenmeier, 2019). A boycott serves as a response to a company’s 
wrongdoings that are perceived to be harmful to one or more parties. Although such a perception may vary 
notably across consumers under different circumstances, not all consumers will engage in boycotts, 
especially when some of them may interpret a firm’s actions as not being seriously wrong (Klein et al., 
2004; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009). As a result, H1, is developed as: 
 

H1: Perceived egregiousness is positively associated with consumer boycott. 
 
Media news reporting and message content about business wrongdoings could draw attention and stimulate 
public concerns on certain issues, in turn motivating boycott intention (Hoffmann, 2013; Trautwein and 
Lindenmeier, 2019). Empirical studies have found that consumers are more sensitive to negative 
information (Sun and Ding, 2020). Media communication and reporting could elicit ethical concerns among 
consumers, thereby increasing boycott intention (Hoffmann, 2013; Trautwein and Lindenmeier, 2019). 
 
Negative publicity refers to the extent to which the media report on the product harm crisis (Cleeren et al., 
2013), which will influence a firm’s reactions to crisis, business performance, and brand equity (Liu and 
Shankar, 2015). Negative publicity also implies issue salience that reflects the extent to which the issue 
received attention or resonance from society (He et al., 2021). Issue salience can further influence the social 
expectations of the focal firm and drive it to take actions for failure recovery (Clark, Bryant, and Griffin, 
2017). Thus, CSI with salient publicity may yield a greater degree of consumers’ perceived violation of the 
social contract and thus increase the perceived harms.  
 
Negative publicity is derived from media reports and public concerns rather than from company-generated 
communications; as a result, the messages are construed to be more credible (Wang, 2006). Dean (2004) 
argued that negative publicity is more powerful and influential with a longer-lasting effect and greater 
public impression, so it may incur substantial revenue losses. Researchers have also found that negative 
publicity can harm a firm’s performance (e.g., Lei, Dawar, and Lemmink, 2008) and elicit negative online 
reviews (Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006). As Zhu and Chang (2013) suggested, negative publicity is 
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associated with a perceived severity of unethical behavior, public intensity of media concerns, and recovery 
performance of a firm’s remedial measures. Moreover, He et al. (2021) argued that the salience of an issue 
will influence the extent to which consumers negatively respond to the transgressing company due to the 
perceived harm. In other words, the negative publicity unravels the egregious act and potential damages, 
thereby influencing consumers’ perceptions and responses. The negative publicity determines the way 
consumers receive, process, and interpret the egregious act of a company. Thus, the more negative the 
publicity, the more likely consumers perceive the egregiousness of the company. Hence, 
 

H2: Negative publicity is positively associated with perceived egregiousness. 
 
Attribution theory could be used to infer stakeholders’ reactions toward brand culpability (He et al., 2021). 
According to Weiner (1986), individuals need to impute a negative incident to a specific individual. Lei, 
Dawar, and Gürhan-Canli (2012) found that consumers tend to impute the rise of an event to a specific 
target, especially those incidental negative events. Being associated with whether a company should take 
responsibility for product/service harm crisis, blame attribution may damage firm value via stakeholder 
sanctions.  
 
Blame attribution, also known as “locus of causality,” includes internal and external attribution (Weiner, 
1986). The former relates to the originator of an irresponsible practice whereas the latter mainly pertains to 
situational and environmental causes (Lange and Washburn, 2012; Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020). 
Compared to an externally attributed cause, an internally attributed originator of irresponsible actions often 
elicits stronger reactions in consumers (Carvalho, Muralidharan, and Bapuji, 2015). Studies have also 
demonstrated that consumers tend to take negative reactions against the transgressing company when they 
perceive that the company has the ability to control incidents and should take responsibility (Scheidler and 
Edinger-Schons, 2020). A greater level of control implies that the company could have prevented the 
incidents and, thus, is more likely to be judged culpable (Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020). In other 
words, internal blame attribution may amplify corporate culpability, decrease consumers’ intention to 
forgive, and in turn develop negative reactions toward the focal company. Consequently, 
 

H3: Internal blame attribution is positively associated with perceived egregiousness. 
 
Consumers’ moral beliefs and ethical ideologies are believed to influence their responses to a firm’s 
irresponsible behavior (He et al., 2016). Researchers have examined the concept of self-accountability, 
drawing upon the literature on self-standard and self-discrepancy theory. The former refers to self-beliefs 
that guide a person’s behavior; the latter relates to the discrepancy between the real self and ideal self in 
order to eliminate which individuals would change their behavior to avoid potential negative feelings 
(Peloza, White, and Shang, 2013; Rowe, Wilson, Dimitriu, Breiter, and Charnley, 2017). Self-
accountability, defined as “the activation of a person’s desire to live up to internal self-standards” (Peloza, 
et al., 2013, p. 105), refers to consumers holding the standards and beliefs that they should behave in an 
ethical and sustainable manner. Accordingly, consumers with greater self-accountability are more likely to 
opt for ethical products because they want to stay with their intrinsic self-standards and take responsibilities 
for their choices. As previous researchers have suggested, the intrinsic morality of consumers could 
influence their moral judgment and evoke sympathetic feelings toward the aggrieved parties or victims, 
thereby motivating individuals to adopt pro-social behaviors (Ishak et al., 2018). In a similar vein, Scheidler 
and Edinger-Schons (2020) proposed “consumer culpability” to describe consumers’ acknowledgment that 
their behavior may partially encourage CSI if they choose to do nothing. In order to stay in line with their 
moral standards and reestablish a positive self-perception, consumers tend to engage in helping behaviors 
and boycott the transgressing company for moral identity restoration (Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020; 
Klein et al., 2004). 
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Gregory-Smith, Smith, and Winklhofer (2013) further examined the effect of emotional feelings (both 
positive and negative) on consumers’ ethical choice. They found guilt to be the most salient negative 
emotion that consumers feel and use to manage cognitive dissonance in an ethical purchase. In general, 
guilt refers to an individual’s unpleasant emotional state (Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton, 1994). 
Peloza et al. (2013) suggested that guilt arises when a person is unable to maintain his/her own standards. 
They argue that self-accountability will yield anticipated guilt, which will in turn influence the individual’s 
ethical and pro-social behavior. In other words, due to the self-appraisal of morality about how one should 
act or behave, guilt serves as an antecedent to refrain consumers from making unethical choices (Kroll and 
Egan, 2004; Gregory-Smith et al., 2013).  
 
According to the helping behavior literature, individuals are likely to engage in pro-social behavior because 
of a good self-feeling. Self-blame and public blame may occur if they do not engage in the helping behavior 
(Dovidio, Piliavin, Gaertner, Schroeder, and Clark, 1991), which could lead to guilt. Previous researchers 
have suggested that feelings of guilt may provoke ethical purchase decisions (Antonetti and Baines, 2015) 
and motivate an individual to act in favor of other people’s interests (Yilmaz and Alhumoud, 2017). Thus, 
the avoidance of feelings of guilt could predict the willingness to boycott (Yilmaz and Alhumoud, 2017). 
Based upon the literature, H4 is inferred. 
 

H4: Self-accountability will lead to consumer boycott via an increase in anticipated guilt.  
 
Researchers have also suggested that people need to believe in a just world, where good and evil are always 
rewarded and punished, respectfully, because such a belief enables people to view the world as stable (e.g., 
Lerner, 1980; White et al., 2012). This paper uses the just-world theory in the context of corporate social 
irresponsibility, in which an injustice is presented to stakeholders. To redress the injustice, consumers may 
choose ethical products/services and punish the transgressing companies, particularly when the 
irresponsible practice is pronounced and has the potential to be restored (White et al., 2012). 
 
Justice restoration potential refers to “whether the particular avenue is perceived of having the possibility 
to restore justice” (White et al., 2012, p. 104). Specifically, consumers may evaluate the extent to which 
they can rely on their actions or a specific approach to restore fairness for people. In the context of fair trade 
consumption, White et al. (2012) concluded that the potential for justice restoration influences consumers’ 
willingness to support fair trade products because it reflects a belief that consumers’ purchases will 
substantially contribute to those in need of help, improve the quality of life of third-place farmers, and save 
them from exploitation at the hands of intermediaries. In other words, the support of ethical choices will be 
enhanced when consumers believe that they can actually bring forth impact (White et al., 2012). In contrast, 
a low level of justice restoration potential is less likely to generate helping behavior. Instead, consumers 
tend to adopt defensive strategies rather than providing assistance or engaging in pro-social responses 
(Lerner and Simmons, 1966). Thus, the potential for justice restoration gives consumers an opportunity to 
resolve the threat of injustice so that bad guys are punished and good things happen to good people (Lerner, 
1980). As a result, this study argues that a high level of justice restoration potential will lead to boycott 
intention. 
 
Some researchers have also referred to “make a difference” (Klein et al., 2004) or “perceived efficacy” 
(Braunsberger and Buckler, 2011; Sen et al., 2001) as the extent to which a boycotter believes his/her 
boycott participation can contribute to the attainment of collective social goals. That is to say, when 
consumers believe they are competent in helping others and their actions will bring forth positive change 
in outcomes, boycott participation is more likely to take place (Klein et al., 2004). Thus, 
 

H5: Justice restoration potential is positively associated with consumer boycott. 
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Previous researchers have conceptualized consumers’ decision to boycott as a cost-benefit analysis wherein 
consumers weigh the potential gains from boycotting (e.g., to change a firm’s behavior and contribute to 
collective goals) against the potential costs of boycotting (Klein et al., 2004; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009; 
Zeng et al., 2021). In some irresponsible initiatives, consumers may reap the benefits. For example, unpaid 
labors in the supply chain usually indicate low costs to the manufacturers and low prices for obtaining the 
goods. As such, consumers are likely to downplay unethical behaviors due to economic benefits and reduce 
their boycott intention (Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020). Moreover, heavy users or loyal customers 
need to spend more time and effort searching for and adapting to other substitute brands. As consumers 
develop a stronger preference or commitment to a product, they will feel a higher cost for resisting the 
product, making them reluctant to boycott the company (Klein et al., 2004; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009). 
Similarly, He et al. (2021) argued that consumers are less likely to participate in a boycott when they have 
built a stronger consumer–brand relationship, especially if other satisfactory substitutes are not yet readily 
available (Braunsberger and Buckler, 2011; Sen et al., 2001). Due to the switching cost and lock-in 
behavior, this study infers that: 
 

H6: Perceived boycott costs are negatively associated with consumer boycott. 
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The current study develops a psycho-cognitive framework comprising both external and internal 
antecedents that precipitate boycott participation (shown in Figure 1). Specifically, negative publicity and 
blame attribution serve as the external motivators that prompt consumers’ perceived egregiousness and, in 
turn, boycotting behavior. Self-accountability, justice restoration potential, and substitute cost serve as the 
individual-level antecedents that either directly or indirectly influence boycotts via an increase in 
individuals’ anticipated guilt. This study employs structural equation model (SEM) to test the hypotheses. 
 
This study selects four infamous negative incidents from the last decade, including both domestic and 
international corporate misconduct: Ting-Hsin’s oil scandal in Taiwan, Zara’s sweatshop of its supply 
chain, Uber’s sexual harassment, and United Airlines (UA) dragging a customer off a flight after 
overbooking the flight. The four incidents cover both product/service-related crises (i.e., Ting-Hsin and 
UA) and corporate culture-related scandals (i.e., ZARA and Uber). Two of the four incidents (i.e., Uber 
and UA) are listed in the top 10 corporate scandals and misconduct in the United States in 2017 (Shen, 
2017). The Ting-Hsin scandal, which occurred in 2014, yielded large-scale boycotting in Taiwan for years, 
with follow-up reports continuing for more than 5 years, forcing the corporation to withdraw from Taiwan. 
Furthermore, ZARA—a company known worldwide—faced an unpaid labor issue in its supply chain a few 
years ago. 
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Figure 1: The Conceptual Framework 
 

 
Figure 1 depicts the conceptual framework and hypotheses. This study infers that perceived egregiousness and anticipated guilt serve as the 
mediators leading to consumer boycotts. Although negative publicity and blame attribution evoke the cognitive perception of a firm’s egregiousness, 
self-accountability elicits a negative feeling of guilt that then results in boycotting. Justice restoration potential and substitute costs also influence 
consumer boycotts. 
 
This study used convenience sampling, recruiting subjects both online and offline to answer the survey 
questions in the first quarter of 2018. Subjects were general consumers in Taiwan who were randomly 
assigned to one of the four cases of corporate irresponsibility shown on the first page of the questionnaire. 
Respondents were asked to carefully read a news passage about a firm’s irresponsible practice before 
completing the questionnaire, which measured items for each construct in terms of boycott participation, 
perceive negative publicity, blame attribution, self-accountability, substitute cost, egregiousness, 
anticipated guilt, and justice restoration potential. The research collected 400 samples in total. After 
eliminating samples with omitted and invalid answers, 377 usable responses were analyzed, for a response 
rate of 94%. The 377 responses included 134 online responses and 247 offline responses. The online 
responses were collected via Facebook posts and Line group messages. This study collected offline 
responses in public spaces such as university campuses, shopping malls, and department stores. Our 
samples included 118 responses to Ting-Hsin’s oil scandal, 89 responses to ZARA’s unpaid labor in the 
supply chain, 83 responses to Uber’s sexual harassment, and 87 responses to UA’s overbooked flight.  
 
This study used modified measures from previous studies (shown in Table 1). Specifically, this study 
employed 5 items to assess the negative publicity (Zhu and Chang, 2013), 3 to measure blame attribution 
(Lei, Dawar, and Gurhan-Canli 2012; Klein and Dawar, 2004), 3 to measure self-accountability (Rowe et 
al., 2017; Peloza et al., 2013), 2 to assess substitute cost (Klein et al., 2004), 2 to measure perceived 
egregiousness (Klein et al., 2004), 2 to evaluate the anticipated guilt (Rowe et al., 2017), 2 to measure the 
justice restoration potential (White et al., 2012), and 2 to measure consumer boycott behavior (Klein et al., 
2004; Hoffman and Müller, 2009).  
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Table 1: Constructs and Measures 
 
Construct Measures Reference 

Negative publicity Received long-term attention from the media and public Zhu and Chang, 2013 

Had high exposure frequency 

Was a concern of a lot of media and people 

Was a concern of reputable media and people 

Generated intense discussions among the media and public 

Blame attribution This company is to blame for consumers’ illnesses Lei, Dawar, and Gurhan-Canli 2012; 
Klein and Dawar, 2004 This company is responsible for consumers’ illnesses 

This company is at fault for consumers’ illnesses 

Self-accountability Feel accountable to behave in an ethical manner Rowe et al., 2017; Peloza et al., 2013 

Motivated to live up to my own standards 

Feel accountable for my own standards 

Substitute cost The targeted product has satisfactory substitutes Klein et al. (2004) 

Substitutes are easy to identify 

Perceived egregiousness The firm’s actions are very wrong Klein et al. (2004) 

The firm’s action is inexcusable 

Anticipated guilt Feel remorse Rowe et al. (2017) 

Feel guilt 

Justice restoration potential To help make the world a fairer place White et al. (2012) 

To contribute to restoring fair and just outcomes 

Consumer boycott behaviors I am boycotting the products of XX Klein et al., 2004; Hoffman and 
Müller, 2009 I am not boycotting the products of XX 

This table reveals the relevant variables and measures included in the analysis. Based upon previous literature, this study modified items in the 
questionnaire, which used 5 items to assess negative publicity, 3 to measure blame attribution, 3 to measure self-accountability, 2 to assess 
substitute cost, 2 to measure perceived egregiousness, 2 to assess anticipated guilt, 2 to measure justice restoration potential, and 2 to measure 
consumer boycott behaviors. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Of the 377 usable samples, 51% were male and 49% were female. Approximately 73% of respondents had 
heard of irresponsible practice before and 31% of them had prior consumption experience with the 
company. Most respondents (80%) ranged in age from 18 to 34 years old. Following Anderson and 
Gerbing’s (1988) suggestion, this study conducted a two-stage approach to test the conceptual model, 
including a confirmatory factor analysis to assess the quality of the measurement model and a structural 
model to test the hypotheses. 
 
Despite of the significant 𝑥𝑥2 that may be induced by the large sample size (𝑥𝑥2=280.96; p=0.00)(Bagozzi, 
1981), all other goodness-of-fit indicators are higher than the suggested value (Bagozzi and Dholaki, 2002): 
the 𝑥𝑥2 ratio=1.7, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)=0.045, goodness-of-fit index 
(GFI)=0.93, adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI)=0.90, normed fit index (NFI)=0.97, non-normed fit 
index (NNFI)=0.98, comparative-fit index (CFI)=0.99, and incremental fit index (IFI)=0.99. Table 2 shows 
that the lambda loadings of each measure are higher than the threshold of 0.6, whereas the square multiple 
correlations (SMCs) are higher than the suggested value of 0.5, except for one item (Hair, Anderson, 
Tatham, and Black, 1998). To keep the complete measures of a construct, this item was not eliminated. The 
results show that the measures are adequate. Moreover, the composite reliability (CR) ranged from 0.56 to 
0.89. Almost all the CRs were higher than the suggested threshold of 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The 
average variance extracted (AVE) ranged from 0.40 to 0.77. Almost all the AVEs of the constructs exceeded 
the 0.5 threshold (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), indicating acceptable convergent validity. 



YF. Chiang | IJBFR ♦ Vol. 16 ♦ No. 1 ♦ 2022 
 

80 
 

Table 2: Measurement Model  
 

Measures SMC Factor 
Loadings 

CRs AVEs 

Perceived Egregiousness   

0.68 0.52   The firm’s actions are very wrong 0.59 0.77 
  The firm’s action is inexcusable 0.70 0.84 
Anticipated Guilt   

0.87 0.77   Feel remorse 0.91 0.95 
  Feel guilt 0.88 0.94 
Justice Restoration Potential   

0.78 0.64   To help make the world a fairer place 0.83 0.91 
  To contribute to restoring fair and just outcomes 0.83 0.91 
Substitute Cost   

0.86 0.75   The targeted product has satisfactory substitutes 0.81 0.90 
  Substitutes are easy to identify 0.84 0.91 
Consumer Boycott Behaviors   

0.56 0.40   I am boycotting the products of XX 0.73 0.85 
  I am not boycotting the products of XX 0.55 0.74 
Negative Publicity   

0.86 0.56 

  Received long-term attention from the media and public 0.44 0.66 
  Had high exposure frequency 0.73 0.85 
  Was a concern of a lot of media and people 0.80 0.90 
  Was a concern of reputable media and people 0.90 0.95 
  Generated intense discussions among the media and public 0.85 0.92 
Blame Attribution   

0.78 0.54 
  This company is to blame for consumers’ illnesses 0.77 0.88 
  This company is responsible for consumers’ illnesses 0.45 0.67 
  This company is at fault for consumers’ illnesses 0.80 0.90 
Self-Accountability   

0.89 0.72 
  Feel accountable to behave in an ethical manner 0.58 0.76 
  Motivated to live up to my own standards 0.91 0.95 
  Feel accountable to my own standards 0.85 0.92 

This table shows the measure items of each construct as well as the reliability and validity of the construct measures. The lambda loadings here 
are standardized solutions. The squared multiple correlations (SMCs), factor loadings, and composite reliability (CR) reflect the reliability of 
construct measures, whereas the average variance extracted (AVE) reflects the discriminant validity of the constructs. Most values are higher than 

the suggested threshold. In the formulas, 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = (∑𝜆𝜆)2

(∑𝜆𝜆)2+∑(𝜃𝜃)
 and 𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 = �∑𝜆𝜆2�

�∑𝜆𝜆2�+∑(𝜃𝜃)
  

 
This study also checked the discriminant validity using the chi-square difference test suggested by 
Anderson and Gerbing (1988). First, the study estimated the correlations between all the possible pairs of 
constructs and then constrained each correlation to equal 1 to examine whether the constraint statistically 
degraded the model fit. The results indicated that most pairs of constructs revealed significant chi-square 
differences except for the differences between anticipated guilt and blame attribution (△ 𝑥𝑥2＝1, △df=1), 
between justice restoration potential and consumer boycott behavior (△ 𝑥𝑥2＝1.62, △df=1), and between 
justice restoration potential and blame attribution (△ 𝑥𝑥2＝0, △df=1), which may imply an inferior 
discriminant validity in the three pairs of constructs. To further confirm the discriminant validity, this study 
adopted Espinoza’s (1999) and Fornell and Larker’s (1981)’s approach, according to which, AVEs should 
be higher than any square of correlations between two latent constructs. The results in Table 3 present 
satisfactory discriminant validity.  
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Table 3: Discriminant Validity  
 

Latent Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Perceived Egregiousness 0.52        

2. Anticipated Guilt 0.16 0.77       

3. Justice Restoration Potential 0.09 0.39 0.64      

4. Substitute Costs 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.75     

5. Consumer Boycott Behaviors 0.13 0.38 0.23 0.10 0.40    

6. Negative Publicity 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.01 0.04 0.56   

7. Blame Attribution 0.17 0.15 0.21 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.54  

8. Self-Accountability 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.72 

The values on the diagonal reveal the AVEs of each latent variable, whereas the values in the lower triangular matrix show the square of correlation 
between two latent variables. According to past researchers’ suggestion (Fornell and Larker, 1981), the AVEs should be higher than any square 
of correlations between two latent variables. Hence, this table reveals satisfactory discriminant validity. 
 
The structural model showed an acceptable goodness of fit, with 𝑥𝑥2 ratio of 2.33, RMSEA of 0.06, GFI of 
0.91, AGFI of 0.88, PGFI of 0.66, IFI of 0.97, and CFI of 0.97. The 𝑥𝑥2 ratio was below the threshold of 3 
suggested by Kline (1998), and the RMSEA was below the cut-off value of 0.08 (McDonald and Ho, 2002). 
The GFI was higher than the suggested value of 0.9, but the AGFI was slightly lower (Tanaka and Huba, 
1989). The PGFI was higher than the suggested value of 0.5 (Mulaik et al., 1989). Both IFI and CFI were 
far higher than threshold of 0.9 (Bentler and Bonett, 1980). All indicators implied a satisfactory model fit.  
 
Table 4 shows that most hypotheses were supported. Specifically, perceived egregiousness was 
significantly and positively associated with consumer boycott (β31=0.14, t-value=1.97), supporting H1. 
However, the effect of negative publicity on perceived egregiousness was insignificant (γ11=0.07, t-
value=1.37), showing no support for H2. Moreover, blame attribution appeared to be a significant predictor 
of perceived egregiousness (γ12=0.47, t-value=6.99), supporting H3. Justice restoration potential was 
significantly and positively associated with consumer boycott (γ34=0.14, t-value=3.43). Thus, H5 was 
statistically supported. As expected, a lower substitute cost yielded a higher possibility to engage in a 
boycott, with a coefficient of 0.18 (t-value=3.14). H6 was therefore supported. 
 
Table 4: Hypotheses’ Tests 
 

Hypothesis Standardized Coefficient (t-value) Results 

H1: Perceived egregiousness Consumer boycott behavior 0.14*(1.97) Accepted 

H2: Negative publicityPerceived egregiousness 0.07(1.37) Unaccepted 

H3: Blame attribution Perceived egregiousness 0.47***(6.99) Accepted 

H4: Self-accountabilityAnticipated guilt Consumer boycott behavior 0.69***(8.35); 0.44***(9.63) Accepted 

H5: Justice restoration potentialConsumer boycott behavior 0.15***(3.33) Accepted 

H6: Substitute costs Consumer boycott behavior 0.18**(3.14) Accepted 

This table shows the results of hypothesis testing. The sign * denotes that p< 0.05, ** denotes that p<0.01, and *** denotes that p<0.001. The 
value in the parentheses following the standard coefficient shows the t-value. All hypotheses were statistically supported except H2, in which 
negative publicity is inferred to be positively associated with perceived egregiousness. 
 
As for the mediating role of anticipated guilt, this study compares the overall goodness of model fit among 
the nested model, full mediation model, and partial mediation model in Table 5. In the nested model, the 
relationships among self-accountability, anticipated guilt, and consumer boycott are unconstrained. The 
direct path effect of self-accountability on consumer boycott is constrained in the partial mediation model 
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and unconstrained in the full mediation model. The results show that the chi-square difference between the 
full mediation model and the nested model was significant, with a 𝑥𝑥2difference of 82.63 and degree of 
freedom difference of 2, whereas the difference between the full mediation model and partial mediation 
model revealed insignificant results (𝑥𝑥2 difference=0.22; degree of freedom difference=1). The direct effect 
of self-accountability on consumer boycott was insignificant, with a coefficient of -0.01 (t-value=-0.17). 
As expected, self-accountability was significantly associated with anticipated guilt (γ23=0.69, t-value=8.34), 
which then influenced consumer boycott behavior (β32=0.44, t-value=10.82). Hence, the results support H4. 
 
Table 5: Mediating Effect of Anticipated Guilt between Self-accountability and Boycott Behavior 
 

Model 𝒙𝒙𝟐𝟐 df 𝒙𝒙𝟐𝟐 ratio RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI IFI PGFI 

Nested model 476.92 171 2.79 0.069 0.89 0.85 0.96 0.96 0.66 

Full mediation 394.29 169 2.33 0.060 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.97 0.67 

Partial mediation 394.51 168 2.33 0.060 0.91 0.88 0.97 0.97 0.66 
This table shows the comparison of goodness-of-fit indexes among three models: the nested model, full mediation model, and partial mediation 
model. The results show that the chi-square difference between the full mediation model and nested model was significant, whereas between the 
full mediation model and partial mediation model it was insignificant. The goodness-of-fit indicators all showed that the full mediation and partial 
mediation models performed better fitness than the nested model. These results imply that anticipated guilt serves as a mediator between self-
accountability and consumer boycott behavior. Thus, H4 is supported. 
 
To gain more insights into the potential influence of CSI typology on consumer boycott behavior, the 
present study further distinguished the four CSI incidents into product/service-related CSIs (N=205) and 
corporate culture-related CSIs (N=172). This study conducted T tests and found that, in cases of corporate 
culture-related CSIs, consumers showed a significantly lower boycott intention (Mean product/service crisis=3.64 
< Mean culture crisis=4.7, p-value<0.001) than those in the cases of product/service-related CSIs, implying that 
a product/service-related crisis is more likely to induce consumer boycott behavior. The results may be 
ascribed to the potential damages to personal consumption rights and physical risks. However, these two 
groups of consumers reveal indifferent purchase intention in their near future (Mean product/service crisis=1.97 < 
Mean culture crisis=2.10, p-value=0.12). 
 
This study further distinguished between respondents who had consumed the brand (N=115) and those who 
never had (N=262) by employing the T test to examine consumer responses in the boycott intention and 
purchase intention. The data indicated that consumers who had consumed products or services of the 
company involved in the scandal indicated a significantly lower intention to boycott the company 
(Mean=3.9, SD=1.38, p-value=0.006) than those who had never consumed its products of services 
(Mean=4.36, SD=1.49). These consumers also revealed greater purchase intention (Mean=2.61, SD=0.78, 
p-value<0.001) than those with no prior experiences with the products or services (Mean=1.77, SD=0.70). 
Among consumers with prior consumption experiences (N=115), subjects in the product/service-related 
CSI scenario (N=46) were more inclined to boycott the company than those in the corporate culture-related 
CSI scenario (N=69) (Mean culture CSIs=3.19; Mean product/service CSIs＝4.38, p-value <0.001). For subjects with 
no prior consumption experiences (N=262), their boycott intention was still significantly higher in the 
product/service-related CSI scenario (N=136) than the corporate culture-related CSI scenario (N=126) 
(Mean product/service CSIs=4.86; Mean culture CSIs=3.81, p-value<0.001). 
 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 
With stakeholders becoming more interested in the ethics and sustainable actions of their banks, financial 
institutions have started publishing CSR reports or disclosing their CSR initiatives on their websites to 
address their sustainability engagement (Botshabelo, Mbekomize, and Phatshwane, 2017; Palazzo et al., 
2020). Researchers have suggested that banks/insurance organizations, like many other companies, are 
dedicated to showing stakeholders their long-term commitment via a variety of CSR communication 
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strategies (Palazzo et al., 2020). A more holistic understanding of CSI is also pivotal in the banking industry 
because irresponsible practices may harm stakeholders’ trust and generate customer sanctions that then 
cause financial risks. Therefore, the findings of this research may shed light on developing communication 
strategies in response to CSI. 
 
This present study answered previous researchers’ call (Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020) for the further 
investigation of consumers’ boycott behaviors based upon a psycho-cognitive framework that incorporates 
both external and internal drivers of consumer boycotts. The perceived egregiousness and anticipated guilt 
served as mediators triggering consumer boycotts. This study also examined consumers’ boycott intention 
in four different cases with the typology of product-related irresponsible practices and corporate culture-
related irresponsible practices. Consumers’ prior consumption experience, which may yield higher 
substitute costs, was considered. This study aimed to contribute to the current understanding of consumer 
boycotts, providing insights for organizations facing CSI issues. By employing SEM to analyze 377 
samples collected online and offline, the research provided statistical evidence to test the hypotheses. 
 
This study results led to four major findings. First, the results revealed that negative publicity will not 
necessarily increase perceived egregiousness, whereas internal blame attribution serves as a critical 
antecedent of perceived egregiousness and, consequently, consumer boycott behaviors. Second, consumers’ 
intrinsic self-accountability leads to a greater extent of anticipated guilt and, thus, boycott intention. Third, 
justice restoration potential and substitute costs are influential in yielding consumer boycott behaviors. 
Finally, compared with corporate culture-related irresponsible practices, product/service-related 
irresponsible practices are more likely to induce boycotts due to the direct linkage to consumers’ rights and 
risks. Interestingly, consistent with the cost-benefit analysis perspective, consumers with prior consumption 
experiences were more reluctant to participate in a boycott due to the higher substitute cost.  
 
Furthermore, this study demonstrated an insignificant relationship between negative publicity and 
perceived egregiousness. The researcher ascribes this outcome to the design of the communication message. 
Although negative publicity may yield negative image association (Einwiller, Fedorikhin, Johnson, and 
Kamins, 2006), the effect may depend on the media source credibility, the disclosure of message argument, 
the exposure frequency as well as intensity, and the follow-up reports of the transgressing company’s 
remedies. In other words, despite the negative exposure putting the target company under the spotlight, it 
does not necessarily lead to a greater extent of perceived egregiousness. As some researchers have 
suggested, negative information can serve as a double-edged sword that increases a firm’s awareness and 
product accessibility in the meantime because, over time, people may forget the negative content but still 
remember the product or brand name (Cleeren et al., 2013). On the other hand, whether consumers can 
access sufficient information and how they process information are also critical in forming consumers’ 
ethical judgment, thereby influencing their perception of egregious misconduct. Future researches are 
needed for further examination. 
 
Moreover, the findings indicate that consumers’ perceived egregiousness is mainly derived from the blame 
attribution—that is, whether they can ascribe the harm of CSI to a specific target (Carvalho et al., 2015; Lei 
et al., 2012; Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020). Consistent with previous findings (Kahr et al., 2016; 
Scheidler and Edinger-Schons, 2020), this study has provided additional evidence demonstrating that 
consumers tend to evaluate a company’s culpability and ability to control the occurrence of incidents. In 
this way, blame attribution influences perceived egregiousness and negative emotions that then encourage 
consumer boycotts.  
 
Drawing on the self-standard and self-discrepancy theory, this study found that self-accountability 
motivates boycott participation via the anticipated feeling of guilt. This finding is in line with the arguments 
presented in previous literature. Consumers with higher self-standards in ethics are inclined to engage in 
ethical and pro-social choices in order to avoid the anticipated guilt (Antonetti and Baines, 2015; 
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Braunsberger and Buckler, 2011; Peloza et al., 2013). Although Rowe et al. (2017) found that the effect of 
pride can better predict ethical consumer behavior than the effect of guilt can, the current study 
demonstrated that anticipated guilt indeed acts as a mediating role in influencing boycott participation. As 
Gregory-Smith et al. (2013) indicated, negative emotions can discourage consumers from making unethical 
decisions. Although consumers may feel determine to maintain their intrinsic morality, they are more likely 
to feel culpable for irresponsible practices and have negative emotions toward the suffering parties. To 
avoid such negative feelings, consumers are motivated to take helping or pro-social actions (i.e., boycott 
the transgressing company) to restore their moral identity as well as reduce the vicarious emotional tension. 
 
According to this study’s findings, when consumers believe that their actions can substantially redress 
justice and fairness, their willingness to boycott a company will be higher. This result is consistent with 
prior researchers’ findings (White et al., 2012) and the concept of “make a difference” proposed by Klein 
et al. (2004). Reflecting the belief and confidence of restoring fairness in the world, justice restoration 
potential can encourage consumer boycotts. Once individuals believe their engagement and actions are able 
to coerce the transgressing company to change and contribute to improving the welfare of the third party, 
they are more willing to boycott the company. 
 
As the findings indicate, consumer boycotts are also closely related to boycott costs. The additional time 
and efforts that consumers need to pay for similar products and services will constrain their boycott 
participation, implying that boycott activity is driven by not only helping behavior, but also self-benefitting 
behavior. Specifically, consumers will assess the pros and cons they receive from boycotts. Furthermore, 
consumers with prior consumption experiences revealed significantly lower boycott intention and were 
more likely to purchase the target case’s product/service in the near future. These results are not surprising 
as these consumers often face higher substitution and switching costs. When benefitting from the 
product/service of the transgressing company, consumers are inclined to tolerate the irresponsibility. 
Meanwhile, consumers with no prior consumption experience showed a greater willingness to avoid future 
purchases after the CSI. Without the constraint of substitute costs, they face no conflicts between benefits 
and costs.  
 
Finally, this study has provided evidence showing that, in different types of CSIs, consumers react 
differently in terms of their boycott decisions. In particular, product/service-related CSIs are associated 
with consumers’ consumption rights and risks. For example, the Ting-Hsin food oil product crisis directly 
jeopardized consumers’ physical health, whereas the UA’s overbooked flight that resulting in dragging 
customers off the plane evidently damaged customers’ benefits. In contrast, CSIs involving unpaid labors 
and sexual harassment—although both pertinent to stakeholders’ interests—showed relatively less power 
in triggering consumer boycotts. These misconducts impinge less urgently or immediately on individuals’ 
consumption rights.  
 
Managerial Implications 
 
Despite more than 40% of companies listed Fortune’s top 50 facing consumer boycotts (John and Klein, 
2003), marketers and policy makers still have an insufficient understanding of boycott behaviors and 
motivations (Braunsberger and Buckler, 2011; Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009). Boycotts not only damage a 
firm’s revenues, but also encourage consumers to switch to competitors’ products. Beyond the theoretical 
contributions to understanding consumer boycotts, the findings from this study provide several practical 
implications for companies.  
 
First, companies should try to measure the level of perceived egregiousness and learn the antecedents of 
this perception so they can craft more effective strategies in response to boycott participation. The current 
study found that, although external communication plays a pivotal role for a company facing CSI issues, it 
is not so much a question of whether the public relations department is able to reduce the exposure of 
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negative publicity but rather how the company influences consumers’ blame attribution and takes 
immediate as well as accountable actions in response to the scandals. As demonstrated in the present study, 
the latter is conducive for mitigating the egregiousness perception and, subsequently, consumers’ resistance 
reactions. In other words, firms should consider approaches that can abate their culpability and consumers’ 
egregiousness perceptions. Transferring the public focus to the subsequent initiatives may be feasible. For 
example, response actions like immediately apologizing with sincerity and showing a firm’s accountability 
as well as the locus of causality of the specific event may allow consumers to modify their judgments of 
the company’s culpability by providing them with relatively sufficient information. These remedial 
measures may alleviate consumers’ perceived egregiousness and, in turn, their participation in a boycott. 
 
Second, the results of this study indicated that consumers’ self-accountability can lead to boycotts because 
they attempt to avoid feelings of guilt. Although this study did not focus understanding consumers’ morality 
standards, the findings suggest that marketers should learn more about the ethical self-perception of 
consumers nowadays because their standards of morality are actually associated with a firm’s business 
sustainability by motivating consumers to adopt pro-social behaviors against transgressing companies. 
According to Kotler, Kartajay, and Setiawan (2021), young consumers, particularly the Generation Z, tend 
to reveal a greater extent of self-accountability than other generations because they have been educated to 
care about sustainability issues and show s higher preference for ethical products or brands with social and 
environmental responsibilities (Kotler et al., 2021). More importantly, marketers should consider how to 
leverage the salient self-conscious emotion, guilt, in its crisis communication strategies to influence 
consumers’ boycott behaviors as well as future purchase decisions. Considering the negative feelings of 
guilt and ethically conscious consumers, crisis communication messages may convey credible information 
demonstrating the remedial actions taken to fix societal contracts. The communication strategies could not 
only sway consumers’ judgments, but also attenuate the effect of negative emotions on consumer boycotts. 
Furthermore, with a belief of making a difference in the world, consumers may feel responsible for society 
and the environment. As the findings of this study indicated, stronger justice restoration potential will 
increase the intention to boycott. Thus, companies should conduct market research to get a better 
understanding of consumers’ ethical attitudes, the issues they are concerned about, and their self-
perceptions, which may be conducive for enacting remedial strategies as well as message appeal design. 
 
Third, a boycott often implies higher substitute costs for some customers due to the existing emotional bond 
or purchase inertia stemming from past consumption. This does not suggest that companies can neglect 
irresponsible events; rather, these companies should make even more efforts in their remedial initiatives. 
By doing so, they are more likely to expand markets and sustain their long-term profits, not only enhancing 
existing customers’ trust and belief, but also convincing current non-users that they are taking their 
responsibilities seriously and worthy of trust. In addition, companies involved in a CSI crisis should 
prioritize resource allocation when dedicated to CSR or societal impacts. A firm or brand should be more 
cautious in campaigns and communication strategies when the incidents are directly associated with the 
product or service crisis, which would especially attract consumers’ attention and concerns in view of the 
potential harm to individual self-benefits. In this circumstance, companies should placate the target 
audience by ensuring their benefits of consumption, health, and safety.  
 
Limitation and Future Research 
 
This study is limited in several ways. Despite this study’s attempts to develop a conceptual framework that 
includes both psycho and cognitive antecedents of consumer boycott, consumer boycott per se could be a 
complex process driven by intertwined motivations and a wide array of reasons under different contexts. 
For example, Although the present study categorized these antecedents into external factors (e.g., negative 
publicity) and individual-level factors (e.g., self-accountability and justice restoration potential), more 
individual-level factors in terms of demographics may also be incorporated to understand consumer boycott 
behaviors. Specifically, will an individual’s geographic area and cultural context influence their boycott 
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behaviors? The herding effect and bandwagon effect might be more prominent in some cultural contexts, 
making it more likely to yield group animosity and encourage boycott participation. Are young consumers, 
such as Generation Z or Centennials, more likely to use their purchase power to impose sanctions against 
unethical brands because of their rising consciousness of CSR and sustainability concerns (Kotler et al., 
2021)? In this vein, it would be interesting to examine whether these groups of consumers experience 
stronger anticipated guilt and perceived egregiousness if their favored brands become involved in 
product/service-related versus corporate culture-related CSI issues. By considering different individual-
level factors and sample distributions, future research can investigate whether the significant results still 
hold and whether new findings emerge in boycott behaviors.  
 
In addition, when a negative corporate scandal or CSI occurs, a firm’s subsequent remedy may immediately 
attenuate or intensify the perceived egregiousness and boycott behaviors. Further research should scrutinize 
the circumstances and corporate initiatives that may alleviate consumers’ negative emotions and revenge 
behavior. As Yilmaz and Alhumoud (2017) suggested, the accused company’s response to crisis—whether 
appropriate or inappropriate—will influence perceived egregiousness. Therefore, future research could 
explore how and which type of CSI response strategies can be effectively used to alleviate perceived 
egregiousness and boycott intention. 
 
Finally, the generalizability of the framework needs to be addressed. Although the research objects in this 
study included both domestic and international cases that share high awareness and publicity, covered key 
incidents in early 2017, and encompassed product/service-related and corporate culture-related crises, the 
selection of research cases could still be biased due to the researchers’ subjective interpretations. Using 
consumers’ recall of CSI incidents may enable subjects to experience real-life scandals; however, multiple 
factors may be out of the researchers’ control and, consequently, influence the research findings (Scheidler 
and Schons, 2020). As a result, an interesting avenue for future research would be to conduct an 
experimental design to clarify the effect of different CSI types on perceived egregiousness and consumer 
boycott behaviors. In the present study, CSI scenarios were simplified and categorized into product/service-
related harm and corporate culture-related harm involving customers and employees as stakeholders. The 
current academic contributions could be extended, by examining boycott participation in different 
typologies of CSI incidents. Furthermore, the majority of subjects (80%) in the current study were between 
18 and 34 years old, which may constrain the generalizability of the framework. Extended groups of 
respondents should be recruited. The sample in this study corresponded to Centennials, who care deeply 
about sustainability issues and prefer brands that contribute to social and environmental responsibilities 
(Kotler et al., 2021). Moreover, this study was limited in its cross-sectional data analysis. A longitudinal 
analysis or process study could clarify the complicated relationships among variables. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Anderson, J.C. and D.W. Gerbing (1988) “Structural Equation Modeling in Practice: A Review and 
Recommended Two-Step Approach,” Psychological Bulletin, vol. 103(3), p. 411-423. 
 
Antonetti, P. and P. Baines (2015) “Guilt in Marketing Research: An Elicitation-Consumption 
Perspective and Research Agenda,” International Journal of Management Reviews, vol. 17, p. 333-355. 
 
Antonetti, P. and S. Maklan (2016) “An Extended Model of Moral Outrage at Corporate Social 
Irresponsibility,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 135(3), p. 429–444.  
 
Antonetti, P. and S. Maklan (2017) “Concerned Protesters: From Compassion to Retaliation,” European 
Journal of Marketing, vol. 51(5/6), p. 983–1010.  
 



The International Journal of Business and Finance Research ♦ VOLUME 16 ♦ NUMBER 1 ♦ 2022 
 

87 
 

Bagozzi, R.P. (1981) “Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and 
Measurement Error: A Comment,” Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 18(3), p. 375-381.  
 
Bagozzi, R.P. and U.M. Dholakia (2002) “Intentional Social Action in Virtual Communities,” Journal of 
Interactive Marketing, vol. 16(2), p. 2-21.  
 
Bennett, R. and R. Kottasz (2012) “Public Attitudes towards the UK Banking Industry Following the 
Global Financial Crisis,” International Journal of Bank Marketing, vol. 30(2), p. 128-147. 
 
Bentler, P.M. and D.G. Bonett (1980) “Significance Tests and Goodness of Fit in the Analysis of 
Covariance Structures,” Psychological Bulletin, vol. 88, p. 588–606. 
 
Botshabelo, I., C.J. Mbekomize and P.M.D. Phatshwane (2017) “Corporate Social Responsibility 
Reporting in Banking Industry: An Analysis of Disclosure Levels in Botswana,” International Journal of 
Business and Management, vol. 12(12), p. 224-241. 
 
Braunsberger, K. and B. Buckler (2011) “What Motivates Consumers to Participate in Boycotts: Lessons 
from the Ongoing Canadian Seafood Boycott,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 64, p. 96-102. 
 
Baumeister, R.F., A.M. Stillwell and T.F. Heatherton (1994) "Guilt: An Interpersonal Approach," 
Psychological Bulletin, vol. 115(2), p. 243-267.  
 
Carlsmith, K.M., J.M. Darley and P.H. Robinson (2002) “Why do We Punish? Deterrence and Just 
Deserts As Motives for Punishment,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, vol. 83, p. 284-299. 
 
Carvalho, S.W., E. Muralidharan and H. Bapuji (2015) “Corporate Social Irresponsibility: Are 
Consumers’ Biases in Attribution of Blame Helping Companies in Product-Harm Crises Involving 
Hybrid Products?” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 130(2), p. 651-663. 
 
Chambers, C. and R. Day (2009) “The Banking Sector and CSR: An Unholy Alliance?” Financial 
Regulation International, vol. 12(9), p. 1-7. 
 
Chevalier, J.A. and D. Mayzlin (2006) “The Effect of Word of Mouth on Sales: Online Book Reviews,” 
Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 43(3), p. 345-354. 
 
Cissé-Depardon, K. and G. N'Goala (2009) “The Effects of Satisfaction, Trust and Brand Commitment on 
Consumers' Decision to Boycott,” Recherche et Applications en Marketing, vol. 24(1), p. 43–66.  
 
Clark, C.E., A.P. Bryant and J.J. Grin (2017) “Firm Engagement and Social Issue Salience, Consensus, 
and Contestation,” Business & Society, vol. 56(8), p. 1136–1168.  
 
Cleeren K., H.J. van Heerde and M.G. Dekimpe (2013) “Rising from the Ashes: How Brands and 
Categories Can Overcome Product-Harm Crises,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 77(March), p. 58-77. 
 
De Matos, C.A. and C.A. Vargas Rossi (2007) “Consumer Reaction to Product Recalls: Factors 
Influencing Product Judgment and Behavioral Intentions,” International Journal of Consumer Studies, 
vol. 31, p. 109-116. 
 
Dean, D.H. (2004) “Consumer Reaction to Negative Publicity Effects of Corporate Reputation, Response, 
and Responsibility for A Crisis Event,” Journal of Business Communication, vol. 41(2), p. 192-211. 
 



YF. Chiang | IJBFR ♦ Vol. 16 ♦ No. 1 ♦ 2022 
 

88 
 

Dovidio, J.F., J.A. Piliavin, S.L. Gaertner, D.A. Schroeder and R.D. Clark III (1991) “The Arousal: Cost-
Reward Model and the Process of Intervention: A Review of the Evidence.” In Prosocial Behavior, 
Margaret S. Clark, ed. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, p. 86–118. 
 
Du, Shuili, C.B. Bhattacharya and S. Sen (2011) “Corporate Social Responsibility and Competitive 
Advantage: Overcoming the Trust Barrier,” Management Science, vol. 57(9), 1528- 1545.  
 
Peloza, J. and J. Shang (2011) “How Can Corporate Social Responsibility Activities Create Value for 
Stakeholders? A Systematic Review,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 39(1), p. 117-
135. 
 
Einwiller, S.A., A. Fedorikhin, A.R. Johnson and M.A. Kamins (2006) “Enough is Enough! When 
Identification No Longer Prevents Negative Corporate Associations,” Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, vol. 34(2), p. 185–194. 
 
Espinoza, M.M. (1999) “Assessing the Cross-Cultural Applicability of A Service Quality Measure: A 
Comparative Study between Quebec and Peru,” International Journal of Service Industry Management, 
vol. 10(5), p. 449-468. 
 
Fornell, C and D.F. Larcker (1981) “Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables 
and Measurement Error,” Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 18, p. 39-50. 
 
Friedman, M. (1985) “Consumer Boycotts in the United States, 1970–1980: Contemporary Events in 
Historical Perspective,” Journal of Consumer Affairs, vol. 19 (1), p. 96–117. 
 
Friedman, M. (1999) Consumer Boycotts. New York: Routledge. 
 
Grappi, S., S. Romani and R.P. Bagozzi (2013) “The Effects of Company Offshoring Strategies on 
Consumer Responses,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 41(6), p. 683-704. 
 
Gregory-Smith, D., A. Smith and H. Winklhofer (2013) “Emotions and Dissonance in ‘Ethical’ 
Consumption Choices,” Journal of Marketing Management, vol. 29(11-12), p. 1201-1223. 
 
Herold, D.M., T. Dietrich and T. Breitbarth (2021) “Banking on Bullshit: Indifferences towards Truth in 
Corporate Social Responsibility,” International Journal of Bank Marketing, vol. 39(4), p. 618-637. 
 
Hair, J.F., R.E. Anderson, R.L. Tatham and W.C. Black (1998) Multivariate Data Analysis, N.J. : 
Prentice-Hall. 
 
He, H., S. Kim and A. Gustafsson (2021) “What Can We Learn From #StopHateForProfit Boycott 
Regarding Corporate Social Irresponsibility and Corporate Social Responsibility?” Journal of Business 
Research, vol. 131, p. 217-226. 
 
Hoffmann S. and S. Műller (2009) “Consumer Boycotts Due to Factory Relocation,” Journal of Business 
Research, vol. 62(2), p. 239–247. 
 
Hoffmann S. (2013) “Home Country Bias in Consumers’ Moral Obligation to Boycott Offshoring 
Companies,” Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, vol. 21(4), p. 371-388. 
 
Ishak, S., K. Khalid and N. Sulaiman (2018) “Influencing Consumer Boycott: Between Sympathy and 
Pragmatic,” Journal of Islamic Marketing, vol. 9(1), p. 19-35. 



The International Journal of Business and Finance Research ♦ VOLUME 16 ♦ NUMBER 1 ♦ 2022 
 

89 
 

John, A. and J.G. Klein (2003) “The Boycott Puzzle: Consumer Motivations for Purchase Sacrifice,” 
Management Science, vol. 49 (9), p. 1196–1209. 
 
Kahr, A., B. Nyffenegger, H. Krohmer and W.D. Hoyer (2016) “When Hostile Consumers Wreak Havoc 
on Your Brand: The Phenomenon of Consumer Brand Sabotage,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 80(May), p. 
25-41. 
 
Klein, J.G. and N. Dawar (2004) “Corporate Social Responsibility and Consumers’ Attributions and 
Brand Evaluations in a Product-Harm Crisis,” International Journal of Research in Marketing, vol. 21(3), 
p. 203-217. 
 
Klein, J.G., N.C. Smith and A. John (2004) “Why We Boycott: Consumer Motivations for Boycott 
Participation,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 68(July), p. 92-109. 
 
Kline, R.B. (1998) Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, The Guilford Press, New 
York, NY.  
 
Kolbel, J.F., T. Busch and L.M. Jancso (2017) “How Media Coverage of Corporate Social Irresponsibility 
Increases Financial Risk?” Strategic Management Journal, vol. 38, p. 2266-2284. 
 
Kotler, P., H. Kartajaya, and I. Setiawan (2021) Marketing 5.0: Technology for Humanity, John Wiley & 
Son, Inc. 
 
Kozinets, R.V. and J.M. Handelman (1998) “Ensouling Consumption: A Netnographic Exploration of 
Boycotting Behavior,” Advances in Consumer Research, vol. 25(1), p. 475–480.  
 
Kroll, J. and E. Egan (2004) “Psychiatry, Moral Worry, and Moral Emotions,” Journal of Psychiatric 
Practice, vol. 10, p. 352–360.  
 
Lange, D. and N.T. Washburn (2012) “Understanding Attributions of Corporate Social Irresponsibility,” 
Academy of Management Review, vol. 37(2), p. 300–326.  
 
Laufer D. and W.T. Coombs (2006) “How Should A Company Respond to A Product Harm Crisis? The 
Role of Corporate Reputation and Consumer-Based Cues,” Business Horizons, vol. 49, p. 379-385. 
 
Lei, J., N. Dawar, and J. Lemmink (2008) “Negative Spillover in Brand Portfolios: Exploring the 
Antecedents of Asymmetric Effects,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 72(3), p. 111-123. 
 
Lei, J., N. Dawar and Z. Gürhan-Canli (2012) “Base-Rate Information in Consumer Attributions of 
Product-Harm Crises,” Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 49, p. 336-348.  
 
Lerner, Melvin (1980) The Belief in a Just World: A Fundamental Delusion. New York: Plenium Press.  
 
Lerner, M. and C.H. Simmons (1966), “Observer’s Reaction to the ‘Innocent Victim’: Compassion or 
Rejection?” Journal of Personality Social Psychology, vol. 4 (2), p. 203–210.  
 
Liu, Y. and V. Shankar (2015) “The Dynamic Impact of Product-Harm Crises on Brand Preference and 
Advertising Effectiveness: An Empirical Analysis of the Automobile Industry,” Management Science, 
vol. 61(10), p. 2514-2535. 
 



YF. Chiang | IJBFR ♦ Vol. 16 ♦ No. 1 ♦ 2022 
 

90 
 

McDonald, R.P. and M.R. Ho (2002) “Principles and Practice in Reporting Structural Equation 
Analyses,” Psychological Methods, vol. 7(1), p. 64-82. 
 
Mulaik, S.A., L.R. James, J. Van Alstine, N. Bennet, S. Lind and C.D. Stilwell (1989) “Evaluation of 
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Structural Equation Models”, Psychological Bulletin, vol. 105(3), p. 430-445.  
 
Palazzo, M., A. Vollero and A. Siano (2020) “From Strategic Corporate Social Responsibility to Value 
Creation: An Analysis of Corporate Website Communication in the Banking Sector,” International 
Journal of Bank Marketing, vol. 38(7), p. 1529-1552. 
 
Peloza, J., K. White and J. Shang (2013) “Good and Guilt-Free: The Role of Self-Accountability in 
Influencing Preferences for Products with Ethical Attributes,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 77(January), p. 
104-119. 
 
Richards, M., P. Palmer and M. Bogdanova (2008) “Irresponsible Lending? A Case Study of A UK 
Credit Industry Reform Initiative,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 81(3), p. 499-512. 
 
Rowe, Z.O., H.N. Wilson, R.M. Dimitriu, K. Breiter and F.J. Charnley (2017) “The Best I Can Be: How 
Self-Accountability Impacts Product Choice in Technology-Mediated Environments,” Psychology & 
Marketing, vol. 34(5), p. 521-537. 
 
Scheidler, S. and L.M. Edinger-Schons (2020) “Partners in Crime? The Impact of Consumers’ Culpability 
for Corporate Social Irresponsibility on Their Boycott Attitude,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 109, 
p. 607-620. 
 
Sen, S., Z. Gürhan-Canli and V. Morwitz (2001) “Withholding Consumption: A Social Dilemma 
Perspective on Consumer Boycotts,” Journal of Consumer Research, vol. 28 (December), p. 399–417. 
 
Shen, L. (2017) “The 10 Biggest Business Scandals of 2017,” Fortune, Accessed January 1, 2018 at 
http://fortune.com/2017/12/31/biggest-corporate-scandals-misconduct-2017-pr/ 
 
Smith, N.C. (1991) “Morality and the Market: Consumer Pressure for Corporate Accountability,” Journal 
of Business Ethics, vol. 10(11), p. 881-882. 
 
Sun, W. and Z. Ding (2020) “Is Doing Bad Always Punished? A Moderated Longitudinal Analysis on 
Corporate Social Irresponsibility and Firm Value,” Business and Society, June, p. 1-38. 
 
Tanaka, J.S. and G.J. Huba (1989) “A General Coefficient of Determination for Covariance Structure 
Models Under Arbitrary GLS Estimation,” British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical 
Psychology, vol. 42, p. 233–239. 
 
Trautwein, S. and J. Lindenmeier (2019) “The Effect of Affective Response to Corporate Social 
Irresponsibility on Consumer Resistance Behavior: Validation of a Dual-Channel Model,” Journal of 
Marketing Management, vol. 35(3-4), p. 253-276. 
 
Wang, A. (2006) “When Synergy in Marketing Communication Online Enhance Audience Response: The 
Effects of Varying Advertising and Product Publicity Messages,” Journal of Advertising Research, vol. 
46(2), p. 160-170. 
 
Weiner, B. (1986) An Attributional Theory of Motivation and Emotion. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
 

http://fortune.com/2017/12/31/biggest-corporate-scandals-misconduct-2017-pr/


The International Journal of Business and Finance Research ♦ VOLUME 16 ♦ NUMBER 1 ♦ 2022 
 

91 
 

White, K., R. MacDonnell, and J.H. Ellard (2012) “Belief in A Just World: Consumer Intentions and 
Behaviors Toward Ethical Products,” Journal of Marketing, vol. 76(January), p. 103-118. 
 
Xie, Chunyan and R.P. Bagozzi (2019) “Consumer Responses to Corporate Social Irresponsibility: The 
Role of Moral Emotions, Evaluations, and Social Cognitions,” Psychology & Marketing, vol. 36, p. 565-
586.  
 
Yang, J. and J.H. Rhee (2019) “CSR Disclosure Against Boycotts: Evidence from Korea,” Asian Business 
and Management, vol. 19, p. 311-343. 
 
Yilmaz, H. and A. Alhumoud (2017) “Consumer Voycotts: Corporate Response and Responsibility,” 
International Review of Management and Marketing, vol. 7(3), p. 373-380. 
 
Yuksel U. and V. Mryteza (2009) “An Evaluation of Strategic Responses to Consumer Boycotts,” 
Journal of Business Research, vol. 62(2), p. 248–259. 
 
Zeng, T., A-F. Audrain-Pontevia and F. Duriff (2021) “Does Corporate Social Responsibility Affect 
Consumer Boycotts? A Cost-Benefit Approach,” Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 
Management, vol. 28, p. 796-807. 
 
Zhu, D.H. and Y.P. Chang (2013) “Negative Publicity Effect of the Business Founder’s Unethical 
Behavior on Corporate Image: Evidence from China,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 117, p. 111-121. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
The author acknowledges funding from the Ministry of Science and Technology of Taiwan. The project 
number is 105-2410-H-035-028. 
 
BIOGRAPHY 
 
Yi-Fang Chiang is an assistant professor of the Department of Cooperatives and Social Entrepreneurship at 
Feng Chia University. She earned her PhD from the Graduate Institute of International Business at National 
Taiwan University. Her research has appeared in journals such as Online Information Review, Management 
Review, Journal of Management and Business Research, and Taiwan Journal of Marketing Science. She 
can be reached at the College of Business of Feng Chia University, No. 100, Wenhwa Rd., Xitun, Taichung, 
Taiwan 40724. 
 





REVIEWERS 
The IBFR would like to thank the following members of the academic community and industry for their much appreciated 
contribution as reviewers. 

 

 
 

Hisham Abdelbaki, University of Mansoura- Egypt 
Isaac Oluwajoba Abereijo, Obafemi Awolowo University 
Naser Abughazaleh, Gulf University for Science and Technology 
Nsiah Acheampong, University of Phoenix 
Iyabo Adeoye, National Horticultural Research Instittute, Ibadan, 
Nigeria. 
Michael Adusei, Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and 
Technology 
Paolo Agnese, LUISS Guido Carli University 
Haydeé Aguilar, Universidad Autónoma de Aguascalientes 
Mohd Ajlouni, Yarmouk University 
Sylvester Akinbuli, University of Lagos 
Anthony Akinlo, Obafemi Awolowo University 
Efiong Akwaowo, Ashford University 
Yousuf Al-Busaidi, Sultan Qaboos University 
Khaled Aljaaidi, Universiti Utara Malaysia 
Alawiya Allui, Prince Sultan University 
Hussein Al-Tamimi, University of Sharjah 
Paulo Alves, CMVM, ISCAL and Lusofona University 
Ghazi Al-weshah, Albalqa Applied University 
María Antonieta Andrade Vallejo, Instituto Politécnico Nacional 
Jeff Anstine, North Central College 
Olga Lucía Anzola Morales, Universidad Externado de Colombia 
Antonio Arbelo Alvarez, Universidad de la Laguna 
Hector Luis Avila Baray, Instituto Tecnologico De Cd. 
Cuauhtemoc 
Graciela Ayala Jiménez, Universidad Autónoma de Querétaro 
Fabiola Baltar, Universidad Nacional de Mar del Plata 
Samar Baqer, Kuwait  University College of Business 
Administration 
Nagib Bayoud, Tripoli University 
Ahmet Bayraktar, Rutgers University 
Daniel Boylan, Widener University 
James E. Briley, Northeastern State University 
Kyle Brink, Western Michigan University 
Giovanni Bronzetti, University of Calabria 
Ana Cecilia Bustamante Valenzuela, Universidad Autónoma de 
Baja California 
Raymond Cairo, University of Surrey 
Albanelis Campos Coa, Universidad de Oriente 
Carlos Alberto Cano Plata, Universidad de Bogotá Jorge Tadeo 
Lozano 
Alberto Cardenas, Instituto Tecnológico de Cd. Juarez 
Edyamira Cardozo, UNIVERSIDAD NACIONAL 
EXPERIMENTAL DE GUAYANA 
Sheila Nora Katia Carrillo Incháustegui, Universidad Peruana 
Cayetano Heredia 
Emma Casas Medina, Centro de Estudios Superiores del Estado de 
Sonora 
Benjamin Castillo Osorio, Universidad del Sinú-Sede Monteria 
María Antonia Cervilla de Olivieri, Universidad Simón Bolívar 
Priyashni Chand, University of the South Pacific 
Surya Chelikani, Quinnipiac University 
Yahn-shir Chen, National Yunlin University of Science and 
Techology, Taiwan 
Bea Chiang, The College of New Jersey 
Shih Yung Chou, University of the Incarnate Word 
Te-kuang Chou, Southern Taiwan University 

Monica Clavel San Emeterio, University of La Rioja 
Caryn Coatney, University of Southern Queensland 
Iyanna College of Business Administration,  
Michael Conyette, Okanagan College 
Cipriano Domigo Coronado García, Universidad Autónoma de 
Baja California 
Semei Leopoldo Coronado Ramírez, Universidad de Guadalajara 
Esther Eduviges Corral Quintero, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California 
M. T. Coto, Intl. Academic Sevices 
Dorie Cruz Ramirez, Universidad Autonoma del Estado de 
Hidalgo 
Tomás J. Cuevas-Contreras, Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad 
Juárez 
Edna Isabel De La Garza Martinez, Universidad Autónoma De 
Coahuila 
Hilario De Latorre Perez, Universidad Autonoma De Baja 
California 
Javier de León Ledesma, Universidad de Las Palmas de Gran 
Canaria - Campus Universitario de Tafira 
Huang Department of Accounting, Economics & Finance,  
Rajni Devi, The University of the South Pacific 
Hilario Díaz Guzmán, Universidad Popular Autónoma del Estado 
de Puebla 
Cesar Amador Díaz Pelayo, Universidad de Guadalajara, Centro 
Universitario Costa Sur 
E. M. Ekanayake, Bethune-Cookman University 
Mahmoud Elgamal, College of Business Administration - Kuwait 
University 
Avilés Elizabeth, CICESE 
Prince Ellis, Argosy University 
Esther Enriquez, Instituto Tecnologico de Ciudad Juarez 
Ernesto Escobedo, Business Offices of Dr. Escobedo 
Zaifeng Fan, University of Wisconsin whitewater 
Perrine Ferauge, University of Mons 
Olga Ferraro, University of Calabria 
Ernesto Geovani Figueroa González, Universidad Juárez del 
Estado de Durango 
Carlos Fong Reynoso, Universidad de Guadalajara 
Ana Karen Fraire, Universidad De Guadalajara 
Carmen Galve-górriz, Universidad de Zaragoza 
Teresa García López, Instituto De Investigaciones Y Estudios 
Superiores De Las Ciencias Administrativas 
Blanca Rosa Garcia Rivera, Universidad Autónoma De Baja 
California 
Helbert Eli Gazca Santos, Instituto Tecnológico De Mérida 
Peter Geczy, AIST 
Lucia Gibilaro, University of Bergamo 
Denisse Gómez Bañuelos, CESUES 
Carlos Alberto González Camargo, Universidad Jorge Tadeo 
Lozano 
Hector Alfonso Gonzalez Guerra, Universidad Autonoma de 
Coahuila 
María Brenda González Herrera, Universidad Juárez del Estado de 
Durango 
Ana Ma. Guillén Jiménez, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California 
Hongtao Guo, Salem State University 
Zi-yi Guo, Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 



REVIEWERS 
The IBFR would like to thank the following members of the academic community and industry for their much appreciated 
contribution as reviewers. 

 

 
 

Araceli Gutierrez, Universidad Autonoma De Aguascalientes 
Danyelle Guyatt, University of Bath 
Glen Hansen, Utica College 
Peter Harris, New York Institute of Technology 
Shahriar Hasan, Thompson Rivers University 
Zulkifli Hasan, Islamic University College of Malaysia 
Fariza Hashim, Prince Sultan University 
Peng He, Investment Technology Group 
Niall Hegarty, St. Johns University 
Andreina Hernandez, Universidad Central de Venezuela 
Arturo Hernández, Universidad Tecnológica Centroamericana 
Jorge Hernandez Palomino, Universidad Autónoma de Mexico 
Alejandro Hernández Trasobares, Universidad de Zaragoza 
Azucena Leticia Herrera Aguado, Universidad Tecnológica de 
Puebla 
Claudia Soledad Herrera Oliva, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California 
Paulin Houanye, University of International Business and 
Education, School of Law 
Daniel Hsiao, University of Minnesota Duluth 
Xiaochu Hu, School of Public Policy, George Mason University 
Qianyun Huang, City University of New York - Queens College 
Jui-Ying Hung, Chatoyang University of Technology 
Fazeena Hussain, University of the South Pacific 
Luis Enrique Ibarra Morales, Universidad Estatal de Sonora 
Alma Delia Inda, Universidad Autonoma Del Estado De Baja 
California 
Stoyu Ivanov, San Jose State University 
Shilpa Iyanna, Abu Dhabi University 
Mercedes Jalbert, The Institute for Business and Finance Research 
Terrance Jalbert, University of Hawaii 
Gaspar Alonso Jiménez Rentería, Instituto Tecnológico de 
Chihuahua 
Lourdes Jordán Sales, Universidad de Las Palmas de Gran Canaria 
Gricelda Juarez-Luis, Instituto Politécnico Nacional 
Tejendra N. Kalia, Worcester State College 
Gary Keller, Eastern Oregon University 
Ann Kelley, Providence college 
Ann Galligan Kelley, Providence College 
Ifraz Khan, University of the South Pacific 
Katherine Kinkela, Iona College 
Halil Kiymaz, Rollins College 
Susan Kowalewski, DYouville College 
Bohumil Král, University of Economics-Prague 
Jan Kruger, Unisa School for Business Leadership 
Christopher B. Kummer, Webster University-Vienna 
András Kun, University of Debrecen 
Mei-Mei Kuo, JinWen University of Science & Technology 
Miguel Ángel Latorre Guillem, Universidad Católica de Valencia 
"San Vicente Mártir" 
John Ledgerwood, Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University 
Yen-Hsien Lee, Chung Yuan Christian University 
Santiago León Ch., Universidad Marítima del Caribe 
Victor Lewis, National University 
Luis Alberto Limón Valencia, Instituto Tecnológico Superior de 
Cajeme 
Shulin Lin, Hsiuping University of Science and Technology 

Yingchou Lin, Missouri University of Science and Technology 
Lynda Livingston, University of Puget Sound 
Graciela López Méndez, Universidad de Guadalajara-Jalisco 
Virginia Guadalupe López Torres, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California 
Melissa Lotter, Tshwane University of Technology 
Ma. Cruz Lozano Ramírez, Universidad Autónoma De Baja 
California 
Xin (Robert) Luo, Virginia State University 
Andy Lynch, Southern New Hampshire University 
Angel Machorro Rodríguez, Instituto Tecnológico de Orizaba 
Cruz Elda Macias Teran, Universidad Autonoma de Baja 
California 
Eduardo Macias-negrete, Instituto Tecnologico de Ciudad Juarez 
Firuza Madrakhimova, University of North America 
Aracely Madrid, ITESM, Campus Chihuahua 
Deneb Magaña Medina, Universidad Juárez Autónoma de Tabasco 
Abeer Mahrous, Cairo university 
Tshepiso Makara, University of Botswana 
Ioannis Makedos, University of Macedonia 
Carlos Manosalvas, Universidad Estatal Amazónica 
Gladys Yaneth Mariño Becerra, Universidad Pedagogica y 
Tecnológica de Colombia 
Gladys Marquez-Navarro, Saint Louis University 
Omaira Cecilia Martínez Moreno, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California-México 
Jesús Apolinar Martínez Puebla, Universidad Autónoma De 
Tamaulipas 
Jesus Carlos Martinez Ruiz, Universidad Autonoma De Chihuahua 
Mario Jordi Maura, University of Puerto Rico 
Francisco Jose May Hernandez, Universidad del Caribe 
Aurora Irma Maynez Guaderrama, Universidad Autonoma de 
Ciudad Juarez 
Romilda Mazzotta, University of Calabria 
Mary Beth Mccabe, National University 
Linda Margarita Medina Herrera, Tecnológico de Monterrey.  
Campus Ciudad de México 
Marco Mele, Unint University 
Alaitz Mendizabal Zubeldia, Universidad del País Vasco 
Fidel Antonio Mendoza Shaw, Universidad Estatal De Sonora 
Gulser Meric, Rowan University 
Miwa Merz, San Jose State University 
Avi Messica, Holon Institute of Technology 
Cameron Montgomery, Delta State University 
Oscar Montiel, Universidad Autonoma de Ciudad Juarez 
Oscar Javier Montiel Mendez, Universidad Autonoma de Ciudad 
Juarez 
Juan Nicolás Montoya Monsalve, Universidad Nacional de 
Colombia-Manizales 
Cleamon Moorer, Madonna University 
Sandip Mukherji, Howard University 
Jennifer Mul Encalada, Universidad Autónoma De Yucatán 
Gloria Muñoz Del Real, Universidad Autonoma de Baja California 
Alberto Elías Muñoz Santiago, Fundación Universidad del Norte 
Tony Mutsue, Iowa Wesleyan College 
Ertambang Nahartyo, UGM 
Linda Naimi, Purdue University 
Arezoo Nakhaei, Massey University 



REVIEWERS 
The IBFR would like to thank the following members of the academic community and industry for their much appreciated 
contribution as reviewers. 

 

 
 

Cheedradevi Narayanasamy, National University of Malaysia 
Erwin Eduardo Navarrete Andrade, Universidad Central  de Chile 
Gloria Alicia Nieves Bernal, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de 
Baja California 
Bertha Guadalupe Ojeda García, Universidad Estatal de Sonora 
Erica Okere, Education  Management Corp 
Erika Olivas, Universidad Estatal de Sonora 
Dennis Olson, Thompson Rivers University 
Idowu Emmanuel Olubodun, Obafemi Awolowo University 
Godwin Onyeaso, Shorter University 
Ramona Orastean, Lucian Blaga University of Sibiu-Romania 
Erick Orozco, Universidad Simon Bolivar 
Rosa Martha Ortega Martínez, Universidad Juárez del Estado de 
Durango 
Diaeldin Osman, Alabama State University 
José Manuel Osorio Atondo, Centro de Estudios Superiores del 
Estado de Sonora 
Carmen Padilla-Lozano, Universidad Catolica de Santiago de 
Guayaquil 
Vera Palea, University of Turin 
Julian Pando, University of the Basque Country 
Daniel Paredes Zempual, Universidad Estatal de Sonora 
Dawn H. Pearcy, Eastern Michigan University 
Luz Stella Pemberthy Gallo, Universidad del Cauca 
Andres Pereyra Chan, Instituto Tecnologico De Merida 
Eloisa Perez, MacEwan University 
Iñaki Periáñez, Universidad del Pais Vasco (spain) 
Hector Priego Huertas, Universidad De Colima 
Pina Puntillo, University of Calabria (Italy) 
Rahim Quazi, Prairie View A&M University 
Anitha Ramachander, New Horizon College of Engineering 
Charles Rambo, University of Nairobi 
Eric Amin Ramirez Castillo, Universidad Autónoma Benito Juarez 
de Oaxaca 
Prena Rani, University of the South Pacific 
Alma Ruth Rebolledo Mendoza, Universidad De Colima 
Kathleen Reddick, College of St. Elizabeth 
Oscar Bernardo Reyes Real, Universidad de Colima 
Maurizio Rija, University of Calabria. 
Carmen Rios, Universidad del Este 
Juan Carlos Robledo Fernández, Universidad EAFIT-
Medellin/Universidad Tecnologica de Bolivar-Cartagena 
Natalia G. Romero Vivar, Universidad Estatal de Sonora 
Fabrizio Rossi, University of Cassino and Southern Lazio 
Humberto Rosso, Universidad Mayor de San Andres 
Matthew T. Royle, Valdosta State University 
José Gabriel Ruiz Andrade, Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California-México 
Antonio Salas, Universidad Autonoma De Chihuahua 
Rafiu Oyesola Salawu, Obafemi Awolowo University 
Claudia Nora Salcido, Facultad de Economía Contaduría y 
Administración Universidad Juarez del Estado de Durango 
Paul Allen Salisbury, York College, City University of New York 
Leire San Jose, University of Basque Country 
Juan Manuel San Martín Reyna, Universidad Autónoma de 
Tamaulipas-México 
Francisco Sanches Tomé, Instituto Politécnico da Guarda 
Edelmira Sánchez, Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez 

Celsa G. Sánchez, CETYS Universidad 
Deycy Janeth Sánchez Preciado, Universidad del Cauca 
María Cristina Sánchez Romero, Instituto Tecnológico de Orizaba 
María Dolores Sánchez-Fernández, Universidade da Coruña 
Luis Eduardo Sandoval Garrido, Universidad Militar de Nueva 
Granada 
I Putu Sugiartha Sanjaya, Atma Jaya Yogyakarta University, 
Indonesia 
Pol Santandreu i Gràcia, Universitat de Barcelona, Santandreu 
Consultors 
Victor Gustavo Sarasqueta, Universidad Argentina de la Empresa 
UADE 
Jaime Andrés Sarmiento Espinel, Universidad Militar de Nueva 
Granada 
Sunando Sengupta, Bowie State University 
Jesus Otoniel Sosa Rodriguez, Universidad De Colima 
Adriana Patricia Soto Aguilar, Benemerita Universidad Autonoma 
De Puebla 
Smita Mayuresh Sovani, Pune University 
Alexandru Stancu, University of Geneva and IATA (International 
Air Transport Association) 
Jonathan Stewart, Abilene Christian University 
Jiří Strouhal, University of Economics-Prague 
Vichet Sum, University of Maryland -- Eastern Shore 
Qian Sun, Kutztown University 
Edith Georgina Surdez Pérez, Universidad Juárez Autónoma de 
Tabasco 
Diah Suryaningrum, Universitas Pembangunan Nasional Veteran 
Jatim 
Andree Swanson, Ashford University 
James Tanoos, Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College 
Jesus María Martín Terán Terán Gastélum, Centro de Estudios 
Superiores del Estado de Sonora 
Ranjini Thaver, Stetson University 
Jeannemarie Thorpe, Southern NH University 
Maria De La Paz Toldos Romero, Tecnologico De Monterrey, 
Campus Guadalajara 
Alejandro Torres Mussatto, Senado de la Republica; Universidad 
de Valparaíso 
Jorge Torres-Zorrilla, Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú 
William Trainor, East Tennessee State University 
Md Hamid Uddin, University of Sharjah 
Intiyas Utami, Satya Wacana Christian University 
Ozge Uygur, Rowan University 
Abraham Vásquez Cruz, Universidad Veracruzana 
Rosalva Diamantina Vásquez Mireles, Universidad Autónoma de 
Coahuila 
Angel Wilhelm Vazquez, Universidad Autonoma Del Estado De 
Morelos 
Lorena Vélez García, Universidad Autónoma de Baja California 
Alejandro Villafañez Zamudio, Instituto Tecnologico de 
Matamoros 
Hector Rosendo Villanueva Zamora, Universidad Mesoamericana 
Oskar Villarreal Larrinaga, Universidad del País Vasco/Euskal 
Herriko Universitatea 
Delimiro Alberto Visbal Cadavid, Universidad del Magdalena 
Vijay Vishwakarma, St. Francis Xavier University 
Julian Vulliez, University of Phoenix 
Janet L. Walsh, Birchtree Global, LLC 



REVIEWERS 
The IBFR would like to thank the following members of the academic community and industry for their much appreciated 
contribution as reviewers. 

 

 
 

Ya-fang Wang, Providence University 
Richard Zhe Wang, Eastern Illinois University 
Richard Weaver, National University 
Jon Webber, University of Phoenix 
Jason West, Griffith University 
Wannapa Wichitchanya, Burapha University 
Veronda Willis, The University of Texas at San Antonio 
Erico Wulf, Universidad de la Serena 
Amy Yeo, Tunku Abdul Rahman College 
Bingqing Yin, University of Kansas 
Paula Zobisch, Forbes School of Business & Technology 
 



HOW TO PUBLISH

Submission Instructions

The Journal welcomes submissions for publication consideration. Complete directions for manuscript 
submission are available at the Journal website www.theibfr.com/journal-submission/. Papers may be 
submitted for initial review in any format. However, authors should take special care to address spelling 
and grammar issues prior to submission. Authors of accepted papers are required to precisely format their 
document according to the journal guidelines, available at www.theibfr.com/guidelines/.

Authors submitting a manuscript for publication consideration must guarantee that the document contains 
the original work of the authors, has not been published elsewhere, and is not under publication consideration 
elsewhere. In addition, submission of a manuscript implies that the author is prepared to pay the publication 
fee should the manuscript be accepted.

Subscriptions

Individual and library subscriptions to the Journal are available. Please contact us  by mail or by email to: 
admin@theibfr.com for updated information.  

Contact Information

Mercedes Jalbert, Managing Editor 
The IBFR
P.O. Box 4908
Hilo, HI  96720
editor@theIBFR.com

Website

www.theIBFR.com



 Review of Business & Finance Studies 
Review of Business & Finance Studies (ISSN: 2150-
3338 print and 2156-8081 online) publishes high-quality 
studies in all areas of business, finance and related 
fields.  Empirical, and theoretical papers as well as case 
studies are welcome. Cases can be based on real-world or 
hypothetical situations.  

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

  

REVIEW BUSINESS &
FINANCE STUDIES

of Business Education 
& AccreditationBE A

AT
 Accounting 

Taxation&

Accounting and Taxation (AT)

Accounting and Taxation (AT)  publishes high-quality 
articles in all areas of accounting, auditing, taxation 
and related areas. Theoretical, empirical and applied 
manuscripts are welcome for publication consideration.

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

Business Education and Acreditation (BEA)
Business Education & Accreditation publishes high-quality 
articles in all areas of business education, curriculum, 
educational methods, educational administration, advances 
in educational technology and accreditation. Theoretical, 
empirical and applied manuscripts are welcome for 
publication consideration. 

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

PUBLICATION OPPORTUNITIES

GLOBAL de NEGOCIOS
EVISTAR

Revista Global de Negocios

Revista Global de Negocios (RGN), a Spanish language 
Journal, publishes high-quality articles in all areas of 
business. Theoretical, empirical and applied manuscripts 
are welcome for publication consideration. 

AAll papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.



The International Journal of Business and 
Finance Research ISSN 1931-0269
The International Journal of Business and Finance 
Research (IJBFR) publishes high-quality articles in all 
areas of finance, accounting and economics. Theoretical, 
empirical and applied manuscripts are welcome for 
publication consideration. 

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

 

R
The International Journal of

Business and Finance
ESEARCH INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND MARKETING RESEARCH

IJMMR

Global Journal of 
Business Research

Global Journal of Business Research 
ISSN 1931-0277
The Global Journal of Business Research (GJBR) publishes 
high-quality articles in all areas of business. Theoretical, 
empirical and applied manuscripts are welcome for 
publication consideration. 

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

International Journal of Management and 
Marketing Research ISSN 1933-3153
The International Journal of Management and Marketing 
Research (IJMMR) publishes high-quality articles in 
all areas of management and marketing. Theoretical, 
empirical and applied manuscripts are welcome for 
publication consideration.

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

Revista Internacional Administración y 
Finanzas ISSN 1933-608X  
Revista Internacional Administracion y Finanzas (RIAF), 
a Spanish language Journal, publishes high-quality articles 
in all areas of business. Theoretical, empirical and applied 
manuscripts are welcome for publication consideration. 

All papers submitted to the Journal are blind reviewed.  
Visit our website www.theibfr.com/our-journals/ 
for distribution, listings and ranking information.

PUBLICATION OPPORTUNITIES


	IJBFR-content-V16N1-2022
	Blank Page

	#1 Wang DS052522803 IJBFR pr
	#2 Rubalcava DS081221767) IJBFR pr
	Blank Page

	#3 Xing DS011222786 IJBFR pr edited
	#4 Liu DS091321773IJBFR pr
	#5 Herath Bandara DS030922794 IJBFR pr
	Blank Page

	#6 Chiang DS092021774 IJBFR PR
	Blank Page

	journal back end


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (None)

  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)

  /CalCMYKProfile (None)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 1

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage false

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile (None)

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 266

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth 8

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 266

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth 8

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 900

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleMonoImages false

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck true

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<

    /CHS <>

    /CHT <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for submission to The Sheridan Press.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /HighResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice





