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(
2015 )
1
Fig.1 The development of common institutional ownership
3.2 . ( NumComown)
1 2.5 2
. 1 ( Synch) 22
-0.174 0.902 - ©, ( TotalComown)
2.831 1.883 0.038 0.519
52%
( ComDummy) 0.285
28.5%
1
Table 1 Descriptive statistics
Synch 31 675 -0.174 0.902 -2.831 -0.114 1.883
ComDummy 31 675 0.285 0.451 0 0 1
NumComown 31 675 0.288 0.546 0 0 2.500
TotalComown 31 675 0.038 0.092 0 0 0.519
Age 31 675 2.140 0.717 0.693 2.197 3.258
Size 31 675 22.003 1.266 19.633 21.828 25.961
Lev 31 675 0.451 0.203 0.057 0.453 0.903
Roa 31 675 0.034 0.062 -0.274 0.034 0.187
Mb 31 675 0.648 0.244 0.125 0.660 1.129
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1
Table 1 Continues
Soe 31 675 0.456 0.498 0 0 1
Top1 31 675 0.358 0.153 0.090 0.336 0.749
Inst 31 675 0.263 0.250 0 0.177 0.880
Big4 31 675 0.060 0.238 0 0 1
Yret 31 675 0.193 0.698 -0.699 -0.004 3.086
Turnover 31 675 2.333 1.850 0.198 1.788 9.212
Indsize 31 675 24.281 1.112 21.136 24.558 25.430
3.3 061 -0271 1%
2 (5) -~ (0
(n ~ (3
1% 19.1%  14.3%9.
R2
(4 ~ (6 Hla
( ComDummy) -0.063 (4y ~ (6)
1% ( Inst)
36.2%7. 2
( NumComown) .
( TotalComown) -0.
2
Table 2 Baseline regression results
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
-0.135™* -0.063**
ComDummy
(-11.325) (-5.267)
-0.124™* -0.061 ***
NumComown
(-11.919) (—=5.753)
-0.516™** -0.2717**
TotalComown
(-6.771) (-3.701)
-0.026 -0.031 -0.022
Age
(-0.982) (-1.167) (-0.816)
0.064 % 0.062*** 0.060***
Size
(4.281) (4.152) (4.062)
@ : ComDummy (0.063) /Synch (-0.174) = -0.362.
® . NumComown (0.061) x (0.546) /Synch (=0.174) = -0.191; TotalComown (0.271) x (o.

092) /Synch (-0.174) = -0.143.
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2
Table 2 Continues
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
—0.437*** -0.431*** —0.435**F
Lev
(-8.810) ( —8.688) (-8.754)
0.218** 0.226** 0.200"
Roa
(2.128) (2.208) (1.959)
b 0.537*** 0.5377*** 0.5527***
( 10.756) (10.767) (11.070)
0.069 ** 0.069 ** 0.071**
Soe
(2.261) (2.258) (2.304)
-0.126 -0.128 -0.121
Top1
(-1.612) (-1.639) (—1.545)
-0.217*** -0.205*** -0.230***
Inst
(—6.301) (=5.926) (-6.776)
0.046 0.043 0.045
Big4
(1.142) (1.062) ( 1.096)
-0.235*** —0.2347*** -0.235***
Yret
( -21.458) (-21.367) ( —21.466)
-0.079 *** -0.080*** -0.080 ***
Turnover
( —20.366) ( —20.536) ( -20.451)
Indsize -0.062*** -0.062*** -0.061 ***
(-4.592) (—4.607) (-4.556)
-0.074 % -0.073*** -0.091 *** -0.039 0.012 -0.006
Constant
(-2.751) (-2.742) ( —3.406) (-0.091) (0.028) (-0.013)
Firm & Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675
Adj.R? 0.218 0.219 0.216 0.286 0.287 0.286
N 1%.5% 10%
3.4 1) (PSM) .
PSM
(Age)
( Size) . ( Lev)
R 111 6 136
5 986
ATT ~0.063 1%
® 3  Panel A () ~ (3)

ATT
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2) Heckman

Heckman ( L. Synch)
3 Panel B
(n -~
300 4)
( HS300)
300 HS300
1 0.
( ComDummy) Probit >
( IMR) . ( IMR)
2SLS 9,
3 500 500
Panel A (4) In500 1 0;
(HS300) 1% 500 300
300 In300 1 0. 3 Panel B
(4)
3 Panel A (5) ~ In300  In500 -0.051 -0.028 1%
(7) 5%
Panel B
: (5 ~
3)
( . )
3
Table 3 The endogeneity analysis
Panel A
PSM Heckman
Synch Comdummy Synch
(n (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7
-0.067 " -0.067 "
ComDummy
(-3.920) (-4.999)
-0.059 *** —0.068 ***
NumComown
(-3.879) (-5.737)
-0.2877"* -0.2277**
TotalComown
(—2.865) (—2.989)
0.206 37
HS300
(6.83)
CSMAR 2005

2006 —2019
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Table 3 Continues
Panel A
PSM Heckman
Synch Comdummy Synch
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
-0.128*** | -0.133*** -0.121
IMR
(—4.651) ( —4.857) (—4.421)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm & Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 12 122 12 122 12 122 24 827 24 827 24 827 24 827
Adj.R? 0.281 0.282 0.281 0.093 0.317 0.317 0.317
Panel B
Synch ComDummy Synch
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
-0.067 *** -5.184"
ComDummy
(—3.876) (-1.781)
-0.059 *** -1.893***
NumComown
(-3.557) (-3.528)
—0.444 % -11.317"
TotalComown
(-3.533 3) (-1.941)
0.104 7% 0.103*** 0.102***
L.Synch
(9.457) (9.594) (9.331)
-0.051 ***
In300
(-2.781)
-0.028 **
In500
(-2.144)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm & Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 22 390 22 390 22 390 23 746 23 281 23 281 23 281
Adj.R? - - - 0.044 -5.678 -0.723 -0.684
5%
5
10%
( Synchz) ( ComDummy10. NumComown10- To—
talComown10) .
4) >
OLS
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(3) ComDummy -0.069 1% ( Visit)
NoiseTrd 0.060 ComDummy
5% Sozel Z 6  Panel A
1.519 (D~ (3)
( ComDummy) (1)
“ ” . (2) ComDummy
0.078 1%
(4 ~ (9
( Com— (3) ComDummy  Visit
Dummy) -0.058 -0.062 1% 10%
( NumComown) Sobel Z -1.929 10%
( NoiseTrd)
8.26%.Panel A
“ ” ( NumComown) .
( TotalComown)
4 6.21%
6.27%
4.1
“ N 412 ¢ 7
» ? “
4.1.1 ¢ v ”
39 6
a1
“ ( Exir)
6 Panel B
() ~ (6)
( ComDummy) ( NumCo-
mown)
( TotalComown) (7)
“ (8) TotalComown
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Exit
10%

TotalComown

(9)
-0.015 1%
1789 10%
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Bernard *
Bena Y
( Pem)
1

0.
( ComOwnxPcm) (4)

7 (4)
(6)

( ComDummy) .
( NumComown) . ( Total-
Comown) ( Pem)
-0.075.-0.052.-0.247 1% 5%

423

48

(4)
( ComOwn X Soe)
7 . (7)

(8 ~ (9

( NumComown) .
( TotalComown)
( Soe) 0.036  0.531
1%

4.3
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50
mOwnRes)
mOwnSen)
(4) 8 (1)
(3)
1%
“
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8
Table 8 The type of common institutional ownership
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
-0.077 ***
ComDummyRes
(-5.919)
-0.068 ***
NumComownRes
(-6.619)
—0.944 ***
TotalComownRes
(=7.726)
-0.019
ComDummySen
(-0.925)
0.003
NumComownSen
(0.120)
0.029
TotalComownSen
(0.338)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Firm & Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675 31 675
Adj.R? 0.287 0.287 0.287 0.286 0.286 0.286

2003

—2019

A
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The power of sharing. Common institutional ownership and stock price syn—
chronicity
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Abstract: Based on the diversified investment of institutional investors in the industry this paper explores the
influence of common institutional ownership on the pricing efficiency of the capital market from the perspective
of stock price synchronicity. It is found that common institutional ownership can generate a “synergy effect”
and reduce firms’ stock price synchronicity to maximize the portfolio value. This result is mainly driven by an
“information efficiency effect” excluding the “noise trading” hypothesis. The mechanism analysis shows that
common institutional ownership can improve the information disclosure quality by “voting with hands” and
“yoting with feet” with the impact of “voting with feet” being stronger than “voting with hands”. The hetero—
geneity test finds that under conditions of low economic policy uncertainty intense industry competition and
non-SOEs  common institutional ownership had a more significant inhibitory effect on stock price
synchronicity. In addition different types of common institutional ownership have heterogeneous effects on
firms’ stock price synchronicity. This paper not only enriches the study of the factors influencing stock price
synchronicity but also discovers a new mechanism of corporate governance. The findings provide a theoretical
basis for regulating institutional investors’ diversified investment behaviors in the industry and improving the
pricing efficiency of the capital market.

Key words: common institutional ownership; information efficiency; stock price synchronicity



