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1
Table 1 Sample descriptive statistics
P25 P75
CASH, ,, 10 710 -0.153 0.329 -1.360 -0.250 -0.126 -0.015 0.541
Media, 10 710 558.854 569.057 0 165.000 402. 000 740. 000 2 490. 000
In Media, 10 710 5.491 1.855 0 5.112 5.999 6.608 7.820
MKT, 10 710 8.223 2.044 4.470 6.560 8. 190 9.870 11.800
HHI, 10 710 0.046 0. 068 0.007 0.009 0.010 0. 060 0.367
Size, 10 710 21.496 0.980 19. 825 20.772 21.397 22.116 23.78
Leverage, 10 710 0.476 0.188 0.093 0.338 0.493 0.623 0.798
ROE, 10 710 0.079 0.090 -0.173 0.029 0.072 0.127 0.286
MTB, 10 710 2.119 1.238 0.892 1.239 1.695 2.554 6.014
Dividend, 10 710 0.566 0.496 0 0 1.000 1.000 1.000
CFO, 10 710 0.063 0.099 -0.147 0.007 0.057 0.116 0.308
CFO_risk, 10 710 0.071 0.059 0.008 0.028 0.053 0.095 0.255
CAPEX, 10 710 0.079 0.072 0.001 0.023 0.058 0.114 0.277
Debtstr, 10 710 0. 848 0.171 0.381 0.768 0.915 0.986 1.000
Bankdebt, 10 710 0.397 0.245 0 0.201 0.422 0.59%4 0.813
State, 10 710 0.558 0.497 0 0 1.000 1.000 1.000
Topl, 10 710 0.379 0.155 0.132 0.252 0.360 0.501 0.699
Contest, 10 710 0.549 0.518 0.019 0.123 0.373 0.843 1.947
Boardsize, 10 710 9.302 1.927 3.000 9.000 9.000 10. 000 19
Indboard, 10 710 0.355 0.041 0.273 0.333 0.333 0.375 0.455
Duality, 10 710 0.153 0.360 0 0 0 0 1.000
Compensation, 10 710 13.481 0.795 11.837 12.920 13.512 14.048 15.032
Mshare, 10 710 0.041 0.121 0 0 0 0.001 0.516
Age, 10 710 8.814 4.531 1.000 5.000 9. 000 12.000 22.000
2 Pearson
. 2 1) .4) ( State)
( CASH) ( In Media) 5% ( Topl) . ( Boardsize)
( Ind-
H1 board) ( Compensation)
.2) ( MKT) ( Mshare)
.3)
( HHI)

0.5



2 Pearson

Table 2 Pearson correlation matrix of main variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CASH, ,, 1.000
2 In Media, -0.105"| 1.000
3 MKT, -0.084"|0.236" | 1.000
4 HHI, -0.190" |-0.028" |-0.041" | 1.000
5 Size, -0.084"|0.333" | 0.088" |0.086" | 1.000
6 Leverage, -0.152"|-0.027" |-0.079" | 0.002 |0.376" | 1.000
7 ROE, 0.027" [0.228" |0.124" |0.067" | 0.254" |-0.064" | 1.000
8 MTB, -0.028"|0.113" | 0.113" |0.031" |-0.314"|-0.344"| 0.259" | 1.000
9 Dividend, 0.057" [0.166" |0.164" |0.024" |0.229" |-0.167"|0.373" |0.027" | 1.000
10 CFO, 0.137° [0.053" | —0.004 | 0.084" | 0.005 |-0.172"|0.290" |0.186" |0.148" | 1.000
11 CFO_risk, 0.045" | 0.000 |0.075" |0.060" |-0.090"|-0.027"|0.083" |0.114" | -0.010| -0.005 | 1.000
12 CAPEX, 0.063" [0.113" | 0.013 | 0.008 |0.038" |[-0.179"|0.186" |0.066" |0.234" |0.200" [-0.046"
13 Debtstr, 0.080" [-0.098"|0.091" |-0.102" |-0.344"|-0.184" |-0.050" | 0.143" |-0.048"| 0.047" |0.113"
14 Bankdebt, -0.069" |-0.104" |-0.137" |-0.090" | 0.085" |0.346" |-0.193" |-0.250" |-0.102" [-0.212" |-0.173"
15 State, 0.045° [-0.062"|-0.206" | 0.071" | 0.182" |0.137" |-0.055"|-0.166" | 0.006 |0.041" [-0.121"
16 Topl, 0.075" [-0.026"|-0.054" | 0.064" | 0.231" | =0.001 | 0.120" |-0.086" | 0.164" | 0.066" | 0.009
17 Contest, 0.007 | -0.008 | 0.028" |-0.032"|-0.236" |-0.106" | 0.002 |0.132" |-0.035" [-0.024" | 0.044"
18 Boardsize, 0.066" | 0.002 |[-0.101"|0.050" |0.214" |0.104" |0.025" |-0.1197]0.082" | 0.046" |-0.089"
19 Indboard, -0.0737|0.123" | 0.087" | 0.002 |0.029" | -0.016 | 0.030" |0.086" | —0.012 [-0.030" | 0.062"
20 Duality, -0.016 [ 0.038" | 0.130" | =0.005 |-0.111"|-0.122" [ 0.027" |0.114" | 0.019 |-0.023"|0.056"
21 Compensation, |-0.098" | 0.398" | 0.418" |0.054" | 0.400" | —0.006|0.363" |0.112" |0.295" |0.081" |0.055"
22 Mshare, -0.054"|0.143" 10.257" | -=0.003 |-0.172" [-0.268" | 0.091" |0.186" | 0.147" [-0.038" | 0.095"
23 Age, -0.113"|0.067" | 0.031" |-0.024"|0.232" |0.274" |-0.039" |-0.038" |-0.240" |-0.033" | —0.006

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
12 CAPEX, 1.000
13 Debtstr, -0.179" | 1.000
14 Bankdebt, 0.096" [-0.342"| 1.000
15 State, -0.056"|-0.129" [ 0.056" | 1.000
16 Topl, 0.071° [-0.070"| -0.016 | 0.237° | 1.000
17 Contest, 0.058" [0.058" |-0.052" |-0.253"|-0.686" | 1.000
18 Boardsize, 0.053" |-0.1017]0.070" |0.204" [0.031" [0.027" | 1.000
19 Indboard, 0.006 | -0.010 |-0.046" [-0.117" |-0.021" | =0.009 |-0.293" | 1.000
20 Duality, 0.088" |0.078" |-0.057"|-0.190" |-0.059" | 0.074" |-0.116"|0.079" | 1.000
21 Compensation, | 0.075" [-0.085" |-0.196" |-0.063" |-0.038" [ 0.038" | 0.043" | 0.110" |0.075" | 1.000
22 Mshare, 0.223" 10.130" |-0.142" |-0.362" |-0.135" | 0.290" [-0.127"|0.102" [0.216" |0.116" | 1.000
23 Age, -0.3387|-0.134" | 0.019" | 0.149" |-0.173"|-0.156" |-0.058"| 0.037" | —-0.129 | 0.126" |-0.419"
5%
3.2 H1 3
3 H2 4
OLS ) 1 H3. R’

2 30%



— 100 — 2018
-0.007 p<0.01)
VIF 4.81 ~5.02
10 H1

t

3
In Media ( 2:8 = 3

3 0LS
Table 3 Results of multivariate regression analysis using OLS method
: CASH, , |
1 2 3 4

In Media, —0.007 *** ( —4.861) | —0.009™*( -=5.399) | —0.007***( —4.522)

In Media, x MKT, -0.003*** ( -3.586)

In Media, x HHI, -0.079 *** ( —4.905)
MKT, ~0.006*** ( =3.810) | —0.005™*( —=3.504) | —0.005***( -3.423) | —0.005***( -3.586)
HHI, 0.690** (2.068) 0.706** (2.124) 0.707** (2.128) 0.571" (1.690)
Size, ~0.017*** ( —=4.370) | —0.012*( =3.061) | -0.011***( =2.871) | -0.012***( -3.111)

Leverage, —0.207 " ( =11.200) | =0.211™( =11.368) | —=0.212*** ( =11.418) | —0.213*** ( —11.487)
ROE, 0.052( 1.436) 0.058( 1.589) 0.058( 1.597) 0.062" (1.714)
MTB, ~0.020%*% ( =7.172) | —0.019*** ( -6.642) | —0.019***( -6.688) | —0.019***( —6.682)

Dividend, 0.0157*(2.491) 0.0157*(2.422) 0.0157*(2.361) 0.0157*(2.471)
Cro, 0.256 (6. 660) 0.254 ™ (6.614) 0.253 ™ (6.590) 0.257 "% (6.684)

CFO_risk, 0.486*** (8. 060) 0.489 % (8.116) 0.487 %% (8.092) 0.494 % (8.213)
CAPEX, 0.026( 0.588) 0.033(0.750) 0.032(0.725) 0.032( 0.740)
Debtstr, 0.174 ™% (9.316) 0.170™** (9. 123) 0. 171 (9.134) 0.169 ***(9.057)

Bankdebt, —-0.109 ™ ( -8.495) | —0.112™*( -8.740) | —0.112™**( -8.780) | —-0.111™**( -8.675)
State, 0.011" (1.880) 0.011" (1.811) 0.011" (1.746) 0.012" (1.909)
Topl, 0.131*** (4.715) 0. 119 %% (4. 286) 0.121**% (4.345) 0.121**% (4. 345)
Contest, 0.036*** (4.702) 0.034*** (4. 410) 0.035*** (4. 473) 0.034*** (4.374)

Boardsize, 0.006 *** (4.534) 0.006 *** (4.474) 0.006 *** (4.341) 0.007 *** (4.657)

Indboard, —-0.228 % ( -3.302) | —-0.210™**( -=3.028) | —-0.215**( =3.101) | -0.211***( -3.044)
Duality, 0.008( 1.004) 0.008( 0.979) 0.009( 1. 080) 0.007( 0. 845)

Compensation, —0.011%*( -2.474) —-0.008" ( —1.741) -0.008" ( —1.800) -0.007" ( -1.678)
Mshare, —0.155™ ( =4.551) | —0.143™*"( =4.203) | -0.1427"( -4.165) | -0.143™**( -4.210)
Age, ~0.008*** ( —9.457) | —0.008™*( =9.350) | —0.008***( -9.615) | —0.008*** ( -9.399)
0.378 % (3.745) 0.268 *** (2. 586) 0.270 % (2. 604) 0.271 % (2.612)
10 710 10 710 10 710 10 710
F 91,07 *** 88. 46 *** 86.51 *** 86.19
VIF 5.02 4.92 4.81 4.83
R? 0.311 0.312 0.313 0.314
D) e e 1% 5% 10% i (2) t




— 101 —

In Media, x MKT,
( 3:8=-0.003 p<0.01)

H2. 4

In Media, x

HHI, 1%
4:8=-0.079 p<0.01)

H3

( Leverage) .

dend) .
( CFO_risk) .
( Debtstr)

( CFO) .
( CAPEX) .

( Bankdebt)

. 2

( Topl) .
( Contest) ( Boardsize)
( Indboard) .
( Mshare)

( Compensation)

[43 ”»

(

3.3

3.3.1

113 »

2SLS
EI Ghoul .

42 6 37

( Industry _media)
( Stockstr)
( pln Media)

2SLS
4 . Industry _media
1%

Stockstr

pln Mediapln Media, x

MKT, \pln Media, x HHI, 1%
3
( change—
in-change model)
5
5
Aln Media
H1

Aln Media x AMKT
10%
H2. Aln Media x AHHI



— 102 —

2018

4 2SLS

Table 4 Robust test results after using instrument variable 2SLS model to control endogeneity problem

:In Media,

1 CASH,

t+1

1

2

3

4

pln Media,

~0.057*** (- 16.703)

~0.067*** ( -18.121)

~0.054*** ( 16.118)

pln Media, x MKT,

~0.009*** ( -9.020)

pln Media, x HHI,

~0.136*** ( —4.939)

Industry_media,

0.813 %% (9.728)

Stockstr, —0.427*( -5.879)
MKT, -0.013" ( —1.685) -0.002 ( —1.416) -0.001 ( -0.951) —0.002 ( -1.644)
HHI, 0.499 (0.407) 0.816** (2.500) 0. 855 *** (2. 646) 0.575" (1.699)
—12.133*%( -16.700) | —0.471"*( -4.106) | —0.538***( —4.710) | —0.436**( -3.780)
10 710 10 710 10 710 10 710
F 189. 98 *** 99.61 *** 98.30*** 97.40***
R? 0.427 0.326 0.330 0.328
Sy T 1% 5% 10% 1(2) t
5
Table 5 Robust test results after using Change-in-Change model to control endogeneity problem
: ACASH
1 2 3 4
Aln Media -0.001 ***( -3.158) | —0.001***( -3.288) | —0.001™*( -3.140)

Aln Media x AMKT

-0.002" ( -1.887)

Aln Media x AHHI

0.036 (0.768)

3.3.2

AMKT 0.000( -0.006) 0.000( -0.014) 0.001 (0.137) 0.000( -0.014)
A HHI —0.584™ % ( =2.622) | -0.559**( =2.509) | —0.555"*( -2.493) | -0.555**( -2.490)
—-0.034* ( -2.025) -0.032" ( —1.924) -0.032" ( -1.912) —-0.032" ( -1.948)
8 698 8 698 8 698 8 698
F 34,59 *** 33.80*** 32.92%** 32.81 %%
R? 0.174 0.175 0.175 0.175
(1) FFF T 1% 5% 10% (2)

1 (3)

Dittmar
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(2) (2) 0
CASH. ,,, = B, + B,Size;, + B,Leverage,, + B;MTB, , + B,Dividend; , + B;CFO,, + B;CFO_risk,, +
B,CAPEX, , + Z Industry + Z Year + ¢, ,,, (2)
6
Table 6 Robust test results after using another method to measure excess cash holding
(2) ( 0 )
1 2 3 4
In Media, —0.028* % ( =3.219) | —0.029***( =3.319) | —0.028***( -3.269)
In Media, x MKT, -0.003 ( -0.850)
In Media, x HHI, ~0.226** ( -2.451)
MKT, 0.016**(2.107) 0.018**(2.342) 0.018** (2.355) 0.018** (2.283)
HHI, —4.310™%( =2.817) | —4.248™%( =2.779) | —4.220™*( =2.760) | —4.690*** ( ~3.049)
5.219%%*(9.073) 4.803 %" (8.156) 4.806** (8. 160) 4.886** (8.287)
4 394 4 394 4 394 4 394
¥ 15.557%%* 15. 427 14.99 *** 15.167%
R? 0.096 0.098 0.098 0.099
D) T 1% 5% 10% 1(2) t
6 In Media 3
1% WISENEWS
H1
H2 In Media x PYTHON
MKT
In Media x HHT 5% Media_T |
H3
. Media _S Media T
3.3.3
53
—Media_T
Media_S

7
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7
Table 7 Robust test results after using another method to measure media coverage
: CASH,
1 2 3 4 5 6
. -0.005 -0.005 -0.005
Media_T,
( -1.242) (-1.201) ( -1.226)
. -0.007 ***
Media_T, x MKT,
( -3.756)
-0.032
Media_T, x HHI,
( -0.308)
o -0.009 *** -0.008 *** -0.008 ***
Media_S,
( -3.109) (-2.874) (-3.133)
o -0.003**
Media_S, x MKT,
(-2.021)
-0.145
Media_S, x HHI,
(-1.361)
-0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004
MKT,
(-1.191) ( -1.236) ( -1.415) ( —1.266) (-1.195) (-1.369)
. -1.959 7 -1.9747 -1.954 7% -1.957%* -1.957%* -1.966
' (-11.102) (-11.299) ( —11.426) (—11.293) (-11.313) (—11.364)
-0.288 -0.272 -0.285 -0.326 -0.321 -0.296
( -1.358) ( -1.301) ( -1.230) ( —1.290) ( —1.499) (—1.477)
3191 3191 3191 3191 3191 3191
F 16.67 *** 17.33 7% 15.98 *** 16. 83 *** 17.19 %% 16.38***
R? 0. 170 0.173 0. 169 0.172 0.173 0.175
(L) T 1% 5% \10% 1 (2) t
7 Media T
3%
Media_S 1%
8
In Media-
In Media x MKT.
3.3.4 In Media x
HHI 1%
1% winsorize 3

1%
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8
Table 8 Robust test results after winsorizing at 1%
CCASH,, |
1 2 3 4
In Media, —2.603**%( -4.983) | =3.026™"( -5.387) | -2.244*%( -4.492)

In Media, x MKT, -0.798*** ( -3.278)

In Media, x HHI, —42.779*** (1 =17.709)
MKT, —1.193™( -2.109) -1.031" ( -1.828) -1.012" ( =1.797) -1.097" ( -1.948)
HHI, —1.2e +3™ ( =11.031)1.2e +3 *** ( —11.028)-1.2e +3 *** ( —=11.059)-1.2¢ +3™** ( -11.178)

206.355*** (5.937) 168.970 *** (4.815) 169.324 *** (4. 823) 170. 11277 (4. 841)
10 710 10 710 10 710 10 710
F 9.96*** 9.70 *** 9.43 % 9. 49 ***
R? 0.193 0. 194 0. 194 0. 197
D) T 1% 5% 10% 1 (2) 1%  winsorize ;
(3) t
3.3.5 12
( )
10
21
{ (2001) ) 20
9
9
Table 9 Robust test results after reclassifying industries
:CASH, , |
1 2 3 4
In Media, —0.006*** ( =3.686) | —0.007***( -4.362) | —0.005™*( -3.125)

In Media, x MKT, —0.003 " ( -3.825)

In Media, x HHI, —0.088 ***( —4.261)
MKT, ~0.005** ( =3.439) | —0.005™*( =3.231) | —=0.005™*( =3.156) | —0.005***( -3.254)
HHI, 0. 606 *** (5.353) 0.579 % (5.076) 0.569*** (5.001) 0.583 ™ (5.079)

0.248** (2.562) 0.176" (1.792) 0.179" (1.818) 0.173" (1.759)
10 710 10 710 10710 10 710
F 75. 68 *** 73.86 % 72.77 72.40 %
R? 0.316 0.317 0.317 0.318
D) e 1% 5% 10% :(2) CASH, ., HHI,
1 (3) t

9 N
N 3.3.6

1%
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2008 —2009
2008 —
2009
10
10
Table 10 Robust test results after considering the effect of financial crisis
: CASH, , |
2008  —2009
1 2 3 4 5 6
In Media, 0.004 0.004 0.004 -0.009 *** -0.011*** -0.008 ***
(1.393) (1.436) (1.462) ( -5.064) ( -5.600) (-4.734)
In Media, x MKT, ~0-002 ~0.00377
( -1.564) ( -3.525)
In Media, x HEH, -0.011 -0.087 ***
( -0.371) ( —4.656)
VKT 0.007 ** 0.008 *** 0.007 ** -0.007 *** -0.007 *** -0.007 ***
( -3.954) (2.432) (2.755) (2.428) ( -3.866) ( -3.886)
Hil, -2.882" -2.861" -2.883" 0.267 0.268 0.099
(0.270) ( -1.902) ( -1.887) ( -1.901) (0.739) (0.744)
-0.154 -0.173 -0.157 0.210 0.213 0.240"
(1.685) ( -0.772) ( -0.865) ( -0.788) (1.475) (1.495)
2 304 2 304 2 304 8 406 8 406 8 406
F 26.63*** 25.89 *** 25.86 *** 82.11*** 80. 45 *** 79.93 ***
R? 0. 435 0. 435 0.435 0.324 0.325 0.325
Sy T 1% 5% 10% 1 (2) t
10 2008 —2009 3.4
In Media
H1 . In Media,xMKT,1In Media, x ?
HHI,
3 2

(3)

Firmvalue Tobin’ s Q
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Tobing  Tobing_proxy 11

Firmvalue.

i+l

=B, +B,CASH, ,,, +B,CASH, ,,, xIn Media,, + B;In Media;, + 3,Size;, + BsLeverage,, +
BsROE, . +B,HHI. , +B;State; , +B,MKT., + B,,Topl;, + B, Contest;, + B,,Boardsize;, +
BisIndboard; , + B,,Duality;, + B,sCompensation, , + BsMshare,, + B;Age;, +

Z Industry + 2 Year + ¢, ., (3)
11
Table 11 Regression results of the association between media coverage and the value of excess cash holding
: Tobing, , , : Tobing_proxy, ,
1 2 3 4 5 6
-0.286 """ -0.267** -0.323%** -0.1837 -0.163*** —0.244 %
Cash, ,
(-9.274) ( -8.722) (-9.374) ( —4.533) ( —4.050) ( -5.330)
0.107 *** 0.156*
Cash, ,; x In Media,
(4.795) (5.185)
. 0. 069 *** 0. 064 *** 0.073*** 0. 066 ***
In Media,
(13.960) (12.795) (10.566) (9.486)
7.051*** 8.017 %% 8.022 %% 10. 607 *** 11.631 %% 11.639***
(34.204) (28.841) (31.642) (31.776) (32.214) (34.035)
10 707 10 707 10 707 10 707 10 707 10 707
F 110. 74 % 115.47 %% 111.90*** 121,727 121. 817 118.51 %%
R? 0.236 0.251 0.254 0.240 0.249 0.253
S(1) T 1% 5% 10% 1 (2) Tobing  Tobing_proxy
1(3) t
11 1)
CASH
1% 4
« »”
2008
2)
Cash x In Media
( 3:
B=0.107 p <0. 01; 6:8=0.156 p<0.01)
2004 —2012
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Media coverage and corporate excess cash holdings
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Abstract: The level of cash holdings is an important financial decision that may constantly decide a firm’ s
survival and failure. However excess cash holdings are easily abused and appropriated by large shareholders
and managers thereby causing severe agency problems. Drawing on agency theory this study analyzes the im—
pact of media coverage on corporate excess cash holdings. Using a data set of 10 710 firm-year observations of
Chinese A-share listed companies during 2004 to 2012 this paper finds that firms with higher media coverage
is associated with lower excess cash holdings significantly. Meanwhile institutional environment enhances the
margin effect of media coverage while product market competition reduces the marginal effect of media cover—
age. Furthermore excess cash holdings harm firm value and media coverage can reduce its negative value
effect. The findings may enrich and expand the literature on both cash holdings and media coverage and pro—
vide meaningful implications for corporate cash holding decisions.

Key words: cash holdings; media coverage; institutional environment; product market competition; cash

holdings value



