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Table 1 Variable definitions
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2
Table 2 Descriptive statistics

oP 18.479 16. 000 9.408 66. 000 4.470
AIR1 0.332 0.367 0.198 1.013 -0.105
AIRS 1.183 1.450 0.691 3.479 -0.206

PASVI 5.070 4.989 0.977 8.231 3.465

SASVI 7.175 7.104 0.736 10.32 5.531

TASVI 6.167 6.144 0.706 9.118 4.919

NAPS 4.706 4.390 1.839 12.230 1.670

EPS 1.009 0. 860 0.628 4.950 0.290

TA 6.926 4.755 15.507 182.384 1.259

ADR 0.349 0.334 0.156 0.764 0.035

Lot 138 0.903 0.567 1.049 8.748

Proc 3.531 2.787 2.424 15. 064 0.967

FI 1.969 1.825 0.875 5.431 0.230

Age 4 548 4 342 1530 8 252 1961
MKT 0.079 0.055 0.120 0.371 -0.082

Ranking 5.906 6.000 1.284 7.000 1.000
Turnoverl 19. 895 0.131 30.295 94.442 0.008
TurnoverS 66.771 0.595 95.414 328.471 0.044

OSM 228.895 176. 155 367.257 4 217.367 11.000

MVFS 4.001 3.258 2.500 15.486 1.320

NFR 0.759 0.750 0.025 0.900 0.723

4.1 N . PO
PO
Coelli ¥ Frontier 4. 1
3. 3 (3).(4)
(1) .(3)
PO
(2) .(4)
17.4%
0. 238 1%
3 (1) (2) y ‘ PO

0.001  0.605 0% 1.
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Table 3 Two-tier stochastic frontier analysis of IPO pricing efficiency
SFA SFA
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
NAPS 0.3247 | 0.3477 | 0.604™ | 0.5127°% | 0.4547"* 0.494
(3.549) (4.424) (5.046) (6.682) (5.801) (2.367)
£PS 0.496* | 0.4427 | 0.268™ | 0.288 7" | 0.249% 0.426
(7.572) (7.246) (2.864) (4.794) (6.163) (2.111)
- —0.3327 | —0.350 7 | —0.5327 | —0.464 7 | —0.716 7 | -0.3627"
(-6.323) | ( -6.014) | ( -6.095) | ( —7.474) |( -14.718) | ( —2.078)
DR 0.129 | 0.155™ | 0.190™ | 0.180°" | 0.346™ | 0.170 ™
(3.372) (3.853) (4.287) (5.087) (8.739) (3.779)
0.360™ | 0.414™ | 0.561™ | 0.574™% | 0.8537"" 0.486 "
Proc
(6.516) (14.598) (6.924) (11.085) (24.318) (2.263)
Lot 0.1517 | 0.142 | 0.119™* | 0.076 ™" 0.018 0.010
( 6.480) (5.540) (5.092) (2.927) (0.518) (0.217)
| 2.545° | 2,109 | 2.020 1.3417° 1.344 ™ 1.166
(5.289) (4.089) (5.467) (3.551) (2.755) (1.180)
~0.046 o o 0.032
PASVI 0.238 0.428
( -0.867) (5.138) (4.740) (0.997)
e ~0.024 -0.337™*
( -0.141) ( -2.398)
. -0.134™* 0.654 % | 0.844 7" 0.026
( -2.307) (6.065) ( 8.425) (0.064)
~0.032 ~0.050 -0.208" -0.006
Age
( -0.268) (-0.422) | ( -1.696) | ( —0.091)
0.258 -0.225 *x -0.004
VKT 2.104 0.00
(0.495) ( -0.554) (2.217) ( -0.017)
. 0.055 -0.025 -0.063 ~0.045*F
Ranking
(3.200) ( -0.927) | ( =1.209) | ( -2.026)
s 0.183 -1.078 -0.702 0.000
(0.354) ( -0.987) | ( -0.725) (0.000)
0.000 0.013 0.928 ™ | 0.803 " 1.000™ | 0.054 "
Y (0.001) (0.605) (19.172) (15.895) | (7.385E6) | (18.807)
INEFF 0.000 0.019 0.273 0.174 0.433 0.010
N 138 138 138 138 52 86
ok 1%.5% 10% : t
(4) WG 0
Hu
23 23
IPO N
(5) .(6)
Paga-
0 no 46
PO
IPO IPO
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PO (1) .(3)
4.2 IPO 1PO
IPO Da °
Shapiro-Wilk "
4 5
5
4
0IS Table 4 Normality test of IPO abnormal initial return
W 1% z P
0o AIR1 138 0.922 | 8.487 | 4.827 | 0.000
Efron  Tibshirani Bootstrap
5 AIRS 138 0.876 | 13.452 | 5.867 | 0.000
5
Table 5 Investor attention and IPO abnormal initial return
5
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
0.101 % 0.076 0.451 0.209"
TASVI
(3.99) (2.01) (5.67) (1.85)
0.104 0.085" 0.504 *** 0.260"
SASVI
(4.33) (1.73) (6.12) (1.84)
0.095** 0.083 ™ 0.040 0.138
INEFF
(2.44) (2.31) (0.27) (0.99)
-0.001 -0.001
Turnoverl
(-1.17) | ( -0.86)
~0.004 | —=0.003 ™"
TurnoverS ’ '
(-3.66) | ( -3.33)
oS 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.00) ( -0.02) (0.07) (0.04)
-0.070 -0.079" -0.040 -0.057 | -0.475™ | —0.425™*| -0.180 -0.210
InMVFS
(-1.54) | (-1.91) | (-0.99) | ( -1.19) | ( =3.55) | ( -3.40) | ( -1.37) | ( -1.57)
NFR -0.776 -0.825 -0.485 -0.602 -3.476 -4.117 -0.984 ~1.468
(-1.12) | (-1.36) | (=0.73) | (-0.92) | ( -1.40) | ( -1.53) | ( -0.45) | ( -0.72)
i 0.026 0.026 -0.004 0.004 0.291** | 0.250"" 0.033 0.044
n
(0.70) (0.62) ( -0.08) (0.10) (2.39) (2.33) (0.22) (0.28)
" 0.024 0.027 0.019 0.023 -0.017 -0.002 -0.062 -0.049
& (0.50) (0.57) (0.43) (0.44) | (=0.13) | (=0.01) | (-0.50) | ( -0.45)
-0.007 -0.003 -0.007 -0.004 -0.008 -0.007 -0.017 -0.010
Ranking
(-0.63) | (-0.25) | (=0.53) | (-0.31) | (-0.23) | (-0.20) | ( =0.51) | ( -0.32)
0.239 0.016 0.278 0.081 1.463 0.961 2.050 1.529
(0.32) (0.02) (0.47) (0.12) (0.68) (0.40) (1.09) (0.81)
N 138 138 138 138 138 138 138 138
ok kR 1%+ 5% 10% ; z
PO
( SASVI) 3.

(2) .(4)
( INEFF)
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Table 6 Robustness check for analysis of IPO pricing efficiency
SFA
0.121"
PASVI( )
(1.699)
-0.828 ™
WG
( —4.054)
0. 666
Y
(18.540)
INEFF 1.165
N 59
o e 1% 5% 10% ;
t
7
IPO
5
7
Table 7 Robustness check for IPO abnormal initial return
(1) (2) (3) (4)
0.065 ™ 0.259
TASVI( )
(2.01) (2.92)
0.106 ™ 0.459
SASVI( )
(2.86) (3.73)
0. 147 0.083
INEFF
(1.05) (0.21)
N so | s | s | s
e e 1% 5% 10% ;
z
])a 9 19
19 ) ( 33 )
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Investor attention and IPO abnormal initial return: A new perspective based

on two-tier stochastic frontier analysis

LUO Qv WU Jing-tong
Economics and Management School Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China

Abstract: This paper investigates the impact of investor attention on the IPO abnormal initial returns from the
perspectives of the primary and secondary market respectively. Using a sample of 138 GEM IPO firms listed
between April 2012 and December 2015  the results of two-tier stochastic frontier analysis show that the stocks
are generally issued at premiums. Higher investor attention before the issuance pricing leads to greater gap be—
tween the issue price and the intrinsic value resulting in a lower pricing efficiency. Furthermore the implicit
window guidance restrains the pricing bubble in the primary market. It is also found that both the pricing bub—
ble and the investor attention in the secondary market have significant positive impacts on IPO abnormal initial
returns.

Key words: investor attention; 1PO abnormal initial return; stochastic frontier analysis; pricing efficiency;

overvaluation



