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8 123 . 10% 1 492 20% .
5 160
4 64% 36% N
4.1 . 4 592
4.1.1 56% ;
8123 o
7222 89% .
1% 4 863 67% ; 8 123
5% 2618 36% ; 18 2
2
Table 2 Distribution of samples in different industries
111 N 318 N 408
N 462 N 618 188
494 NN 197 N 576
769 726 N 114
N N 237 273 383
N N 1122 207
155 N 765
4.1.2
3.
3
Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the variables
1/4 3/4
o 0.04 0.07 -0.48 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.93
inst 0.05 0.07 0 0.002 0.02 0.07 0.60
Sfund 0.04 0.07 0 0.0003 0.01 0.05 0.58
otin 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.003 0.01 0.38
st 0.13 0.17 0 0.01 0.04 0.22 0.83
size 11.89 1.48 3.12 11.01 11.88 12.75 17.86
alev 0.29 0.18 0 0.15 0.29 0.41 0.94
grow 0.14 1.79 -9.98 -0.33 0.14 0.67 9.94
nage 2.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
3 4.
. 4 N
0.93 —-0.48;
58% 0.
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of variables
of inst Sfund gent st size alev grow nage
o 1.00
inst 0.36" 1.00
Sfund 0.37" 0.94" 1.00
otin 0.14" 0.43" 0.24" 1.00
Sst 0.12" 0.10" 0.10" 0.02" 1.00
size 0.22" 0.34" 0.33" 0.13" 0.26" 1.00
alev -0.33" | -0.11" | -0.11" | -0.04" 0.01 0.17" 1.00
grow 0.30" 0.08" 0.08" 0.01 0.03" 0.06" | -0.08" 1.00
nage 0.01 -0.06" | -0.07" | 0.03" -0.20" | 0.04" | -0.06" | -0.01 | 1.00
) 5%
5
Table 5 Regression for corporation performance and proportions of institutional holdings
I(s=0) M(s=1) M(s=2) v
] 0.206*** 0.209 *** 0.201 %% ) 0.018"
inst cinst
(0.009) (0.013) (0.013) (0.01)
0.001 0.018 0.005 0.014
fst ot
(0.004) (0.017) (0.004) (0.009)
) 0.009 *** 0.008 *** 0.010** ) 0.001
Size csize
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
—0.121* | -0.118*** —-0. 1227 -0.011
alev calev
(0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.010)
0.009 *** 0.009 *** 0.009 *** -0.000 2
grow cgrow
(0.000 3) (0.000 5) (0.000 4) (0.001)
0.194*** 0.092 0.239 7% -0.511 7%
nage cnage
(0.047) (0.100) (0.054) (0.135)
0.000 1 0.001 0.001 0.001
dsta cdsta
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
—0.009 *** -0.004** -0.0127** —0.009 ***
dest cdest
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
dum
Obs 8 086 3409 4 677 Obs 8 086
R? 0.331 0.352 0.322 R? 0.320
F-test 2.87 Fest 57.83
: “khkk o 1% Kkk o 5% Wk ooy 10% ; ()bs
- R2
4.2 (8) 5.
4.2.1 1 5 [ -1
(7) (2004 —2012 )
(7) 1 (2004 —2007 ). 2 (2008
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0.117 1% 0. 065 0.117
H1.
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Table 6 Regression for corporation performance and proportions of institutional holdings
1 2
I I I v v VI
' 0.065* | 0.117* | 0.138** | 0.146*** _ ~0.003*** -0.002 8**
inst cinst
(0.019) (0.026) (0.017) (0.050) (0.000 9) (0.001 3)
. 0.0227 0.022 2 0.131%% | 0.129*** , 0.003 81 0.004 36
e (0.0158) | (0.0158) | (0.0150) | (0.015 1) e (0.007 76) (0.007 88)
‘ 0.0154*** | 0.014 2% | 0.019 6*** | 0.019*** ‘ ~0.003 45*** | —0.003 14***
e (0.0025) | (0.0025) | (0.0015) | (0.0016) o (0.000 893) (0.000 942)
e —0.1887" | ~0.186™** | -0.155™** | -0.15*** e -0.007 45 -0.008 23
(0.01) (0.01) (0.009) (0.009) (0.006 88) (0.006 97)
0.007 *** 0.007 *** 0.007 *** | 0.007 *** 0.000 973 0.000 9
grow (0.0005) | (0.0005) | (0.0004) |(0.0004) | & (0.000 6) (0.000 6)
0.000 681 | 0.000741 | -0.002 14 | -0.002 27 ~0.000 3 ~0.000 4
nase (0.003) (0.003) | (0.0023) |(0.0023) | ¥ (0.001 8) (0.002)
dum
Obs 3 409 3 364 4677 4 631 Obs 8 086 8 057
R 0.256 0.253 0.239 0.239 R 0.229 0.229
Ul-est 0 0 0 0 Fest 3.94
Hausman-test 0 0 0 0
WeakID-test 0 0
Sargan-test 0 0.003
e 1%, “**7” 5% : Obs ;R ; Ulest
p ; WeakIDest p ; Sargan-est p
6 m v 2 H1. 6 1 2
(2008 —2012 )
1 1
I 2
0. 138 1%
2008 —2012
1 (10) \%
0.138 H1 VI. \Y%
\Y ( inst)
(ischg) (cinst) -0.003
0. 146 1% 1% 2
1
0. 138 0. 146 v
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(13). 1
0.098 1% 2
0.098 H3. ( cotin) —-0.047
7 VI VI 1%
(8). Vi
( ¢fund) 0. 056
7
Table 7 Regression for corporation performance and funds and other institutional holdings
1 2
I 1 m v v VI VI
i 0.017 0.006° | 0.116%** 0. 008 *** ot |05
(0.0008) | (0.120) | (0.026) (0.015) (0.023)
A 0.017 ' 20.047
olin colin
(0.103) (0.014)
B 0.0492 | 0.124° 0.301° N 0.002 1 0.005 5
(0.0602) | (0.119) (0.154) (0.0077) | (0.008)
0.0227 | 0.0222 | 0.0226 | 0.0230 | 0.128%* ~ [20.003 97| ~0.003 1%
o (0.0159) | (0.0158) | (0.0158) | (0.0159) | (0.0151) e (0.001) | (0.0009)
N 0.015%% | 0.014%* | 0.0144™* | 0.016 6™ | 0.019 2% . 20,009 | -0.014 3%
(0.0024) | (0.0024) | (0.0024) | (0.0024) | (0.0016) (0.007) | (0.007)
o 01887 | 01867 | 017 | o0t | o | 0.001 | 0.001 35
(0.0103) | (0.0103) | (0.0103) | (0.0103) | (0.00931) (0.0006) | (0.0007)
0.007%*% | 0.007%* | 0.007%** | 0.007*** | 0.007*** 0.0007 | -0.0005
grow (0.0005) | (0.0005) | (0.0005) | (0.0005) | (0.0004) T 0002 | (0.002)
0.0007 | 0.0007 | 0.0008 | 0.0006 ~0.002 5
neee (0.003) | (0.003) | (0.003) | (0.003) (0.002 3)
dum
Obs 340 3 364 3 364 3 364 4631 Obs 8 057 8 057
R 0.256 0.253 0.254 0.253 0.230 0.239 0.215
Ultest 0 0 0
WeakiD-est 0 0 0 0 0
Sargan-test 0 0 0 0.017 0
QR 1%, “**7” 5%, " 10% ; Obs P R? ; Ulest
p ; WeakID-test ; Sargan-test P

“«©

90%
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2 65 %;
1 10% 2 8
35%. 8 1 ( 2004
—2007 )
0.222
1% ;
0.189 1%
( Chow Test) .
2 (2008 —2012
)
0.27 1%
4.2.4 0.256 1%
A 2004 - 2012
8
Table 8 Regression for corporation performance and concentrations of proportions of funds and other institutional holdings
2004—2007 2008—2012
Jund 0.222 0™ 0.189 0™ 0.270 0™ 0.256 0™
(0.016 8) (0.026 8) (0.025 3) (0.021 6)
Obs 599 1631 1071 1 466
R 0.474 0. 460 0.368 0.370
Dy 1% ; Obs i R
4.3 261
3 29 3% .
wind 1% 1.4%;
. 3
; ( winsorize)
1%
. ( 3
. . )



9
Table 9 Robustness tests of corporation performance and proportions of institutional holdings
2
I I I v \ Al
] 0.062 1™ | 0.116*** 0.137* 0.15** . -0.003 6" -0.001 9"
nst cinst
(0.019) (0.027) (0.017) (0.051) (0.001 6) (0.000 9)
) 0.015 6™ | 0.014 4™ | 0.023 27 | 0.023 1** ) -0.002 497 | —0.002 76 ***
Size csize
(0.002 4) (0.002 5) (0.0015) (0.001 6) (0.000 89) (0.000 95)
—0.1897% | —0.1877 | -0.154™ | -0.153** -0.018 2% | -0.017 3**
alev calev
(0.010) (0.010) (0.009 3) (0.009 5) (0.007 0) (0.007 1)
0.007 *** 0.007 *** 0.007 8*** | 0.008*** 0.001 34** 0.001 33**
grow cgrow
(0.000 51) | (0.00051) | (0.00040) | (0.000 4) (0.000 65) (0.000 65)
0.000 736 | 0.000812 | -0.00233 | -0.002 36 0.003 51** 0.003 47 **
nage cnage
(0.003 0) (0.003 0) (0.002 3) (0.002 3) (0.001 7) (0.001 7)
dum
Obs 3422 3377 4702 4 656 Obs 8 124 8 095
R? 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.24 R? 0.23 0.23
Ul-est 0 0 0 0 Fest 3.72
Hausman-test 0 0 0 0
WeakID-test 0 0
Sargan-test 0 0.003
Lo 1%, 7 5%, 7 10% ; Obs R ; Ul-test
p ; WeakID-est p ; Sargan-est p
A 2004 —2012
2004 —2007
2008 —2012 ;
2002 §
» 11
( )
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Effect of institutional holdings on corporate performance: From the perspec—

tive of the institutional investors’ self-protection

ZHANG Di=in' * LI Zhong-hai'
1. School of Economics Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China,

2. Research Center of Financial Econometrics and Risk Management Nanjing University Nanjing

210093 China

Abstract: Considering institutional investors’ self-protection a game model between insiders and institutional
investors is built to reveal the micro mechanism how institutional holdings influence corporate performance. An
empirical test is performed on the listed firm samples in Shanghai and Shenzhen A Stock Market between
2004 ~2012. The results show the structural change of the effects of institutional investors on corporate per—
formance during the first period (2004 —2007) and the second one (2008 —2012) . The results also show that
although during these two periods the institutional investors as a whole had positive effects on corporate per—
formance the effect in the second period was obviously weaker than in the first period. The mutual fund hold-
ings rather than the other institutional holdings could improve corporate performance. The main reason is that
during the sample period the holding ratio of the mutual fund decreased and the ratio of other institutional in—
vestors increased rapidly which resulted in the overall weakening of the positive effect of the institutional in—
vestors on corporate performance.

Key words: institutional holdings; agency conflict; corporate performance; institutional investors’ self-pro—

tection



