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Pay performance Sensitivity and the Behavior of Corporate R isk—taking

Shi DalLin
(CFLD Beijing 100000 China)

Abstract: In this paper 716 listed companies range from 2002 to 2011 are used as our sample. We use the dynamic Sys—

to study the relationship between managers

pay-performance sensitivity interaction effect and corporate risk-taking. We get the following results: managers pay-perform—

ance sensitivity has a significant positive correlation to corporate risk-taking managers salary levels and corporate financial flex—

ibility could affect the relationship between managers pay-performance sensitivity and corporate risk-taking. In terms of corpo—

rate risk-taking there is complementary effect between managers pay-performance sensitivity and managers salary there is sub—

stitution effect between managers pay-performance sensitivity and corporate financial flexibility.

Key words: pay-performance sensitivity; corporate risk-taking; interaction effect; endogeneity



