21 7 Vol.21 No.7
2018 7 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES IN CHINA Jul. 2018
o
Y
1 12
(1. 116025; 2. 116025)
2004 —2012
« »”
( )
: F276.1 A : 1007 -9807(2018) 07 -0113 - 14
0 “
» “« ”»
b 1992
( CalPERS)
6 CEO
« »”
?
?
(
) 3-5 “
() 1 2016 —12 -26; 12017 -10 - 13.
: (71702025; 71471031; 71171036; 71772030) ; ( 12&ZD607,
15ZDA011) ; ( 14AZD089) ; (17YJC790149; 15YJC790041) ;
( LI5AGLO03) ; ( LN2016JD008; LN2016JD014) ;
( DUFE2016002) .
(1982—) . Email: waiwaiwang@ 163. com
@ IBM John Akers Robert Stempel James Robinson Paul Lego Kay Whit—

more

Rod Canion.



— 114 — 2018 7
67 8 9 10 “« ”
N N
11 “« ” “ ”»
“«
”
14 15 T
“ “ . Coffee :
“« ” ” “ ”
€« 2” 113 ”
12 13
“«
” “ “
”» »” « 2” “«
”
16 - 18
( )
19 20
“ ” “ ”
21
N N .
“« ”
1
; la
“ ”

1b



7 — 115 —
22 “@
9 23
« ( )
”» “ » 24
114 ” 3.
3
2a 2
2b 2.1
2004 —2012 A
( ) « ” @ N
) CSMAR
1 2)
. i 3) B 4)
’ N 1%
)
2 1
2 498
36
29 30
( ) ( )
e 2a 2b ( D |
2004 —2012
® 10 34 2011
7.8 7.61 97.6% ( 2012 4 20



— 116 — 2018 7
1 2004 —2012
Table 1 Statistics of various types of top management turnover in China’s listed companies in 2004 to 2012
(%) (%) (%) (%)
2218 38.89 38.89 1773 39.12 39.12
165 2.89 41.79 136 3.00 42.12
1 150 20. 16 61.95 887 19.57 61.69
44 0.77 62.72 31 0.68 62.38
1171 20.53 83.25 951 20.98 83.36
75 1.32 84.57 57 1.26 84.62
133 2.33 86.90 113 2.49 87.11
267 4.68 91.58 216 4.77 91.88
101 1.77 93.35 95 2.10 93.98
19 0.33 93.69 13 0.29 94.26
278 4.87 98.56 192 4.24 98.5
82 1.44 100 68 1.50 100
5703 100 100 4532 100 100
1.« ” 1 .2. ” 1
1 ( ) 1
35 36 1 “ ’” R “ ” . “ ” R «
( forced-turnover) N N N i
( normal-turnover) “ ”
« S 2 2004 —2012
2 2004 —2012
Table 2 Annual statistics of forced & normal top management turnover of Chinese listed companies from 2004 to 2012.
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
1357 1358 1429 1536 1583
115 154 147 165 89
363 350 340 327 389
478 504 487 492 478
(%) 75.9 69.4 69.8 66.5 81.0
2009 2010 2011 2012
1737 2 083 2315 2442 —
72 165 279 276 1462
403 347 280 271 3070
475 512 559 547 4532
(%) 84.8 67.8 50.1 49.5 67.7
L ( ) ; = /
1 2004 —2012

2005
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Fig. 1 Changing trend of firm performance and forced-turnover
3
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Table 3 Single variable group difference test
( ROA)

51.635 3.767 1.765 1.834 1.727 0.016 0.018 0.019

48.322 3.398 1.297 1.277 1.221 0.015 0.014 0.014

13.483 4.278 1.896 2.334 2.061 1.280 3.069 3.170

0 0 0.058 0.020 0.039 0.201 0.002 0.002
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Hung * 13
2.2
2.2.1 (Age)
Logistic (In_age) ;
“ ” ( Tenure)
; ( Duality)
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Table 4 Descriptive statistic of the main variables
Age 50.238 49.923 27.000 69. 000 6.256 0.246 3.138
Tenure 4.521 4.192 0 17.000 2.438 0.983 4.370
Duality 1.821 2.000 1.000 2.000 0.384 -1.672 3.796
Lev 0.470 0.485 0.042 0.980 0.210 -0.130 2.297
Dis1 2 28.298 25.570 0 98.360 19.439 0.447 2.272
Size 21.546 21.393 13.076 28.405 1.224 0.803 4.834
State 0.597 1.000 0 1.000 0.491 -0.395 1.156
ROA 0.025 0.018 -0.176 0.167 0.040 -0.073 8.32
Fund 1.894 0 0 333.000 8.003 12.184 251.672
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( Fund)
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( Fund) Fund)
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Table 5 Logistic regression of forced-turnover to institutional investors
1 2 3 4 5 6
5.531 %% 5.520 % 6.082 6.062 ¥ 2.496** 2.635%*
- (8.56) (8.55) (7.79) (7.77) (1.96) (2.08)
oo ~2.063*** ~2.063*** —2.278 %% ~2.278 %% —1.440 % —1. 442
( -13.52) ( -13.52) ( -12.35) ( -12.35) ( -4.47) ( -4.47)
Fomire -0.216*** -0.216 ™ -0.217*** -0.217 % -0.205*** -0.205***
( -18.41) ( -18.41) ( -15.69) ( -15.69) ( -8.48) ( -8.47)
Duality 0.343 % 0.343*** 0.4137*** 0.413 % 0. 121 0.121
(5.68) (5.68) (5.82) (5.81) (1.09) (1.09)
‘ 0.002% 0.002% 0.002 0.002 0.004% 0.004%
Dist 2 (1.89) (1.88) (1.63) (1.63) (1.65) (1.68)
0.348*** 0.347 7 0.387*** 0.385*** -0.154 -0.139
fer (3.34) (3.34) (3.05) (3.04) ( -0.82) ( —0.74)
B ~0.029 ~0.029 ~0.028 ~0.027 0.051 0.043
Size (—1.54) (-1.51) (—1.24) (-1.19) (1.41) (1.22)
] 0.393 %+ 0.393 *** 0.451 % 0.451 ¥ 0.113 0.115
State (8.59) (8.58) (8.39) (8.38) (1.27) (1.30)
o ~3.976** ~3.971 %% ~3.105 % ~3.089 *** ~2.073%* ~2.082%*
( -7.33) (-7.32) ( -3.90) ( -3.88) ( -2.28) ( -2.29)
o -0.003 ~0.001 ~0.119**
( -0.66) ( -0.35) ( -2.23)
e -0.003 ~0.002 ~0.082**
( -0.74) ( -0.47) ( -2.22)
55 969 55 969 47 474 47 474 8 495 8 495
~10 381.820 ~10381.734 | -8086.249 | -8086.188 | -2262.492 | -2263.495
R 0.052 0.052 0.050 0.050 0.038 0.038
Dl v 20" R 10% 5% 1%
® ( 3
4) ( s 6).
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(ATT) . ~0.1915  —0.344 2)
( ) ATT (3 4 )
5
( ) 2.
6
“ ” ( “ »”
) « »” « »” 3
(ATT) (
6 ( « » )
Table 6 Full sample test ( forced-turnover)
“ 7 “ 7 T-test
1.2857 1.8911 -0.605 4 —3.927%%%
ATT 1.2857 1.477 2 -0.1915 -1.25
1.253 1 1.934 3 -0.6811 4,227
ATT 1.253 1 1.597 3 -0.344 2 -2.20**
0.034 6 0.034 0 0. 000 6 0.52
ATT 0.034 6 0.034 3 0. 000 3 0.35
0.031 6 0.030 3 0.001 3 5.74%F
ATT 0.031 6 0.0315 0 0.14
0.001 6 0.002 0 -0.000 4 -0.60
ATT 0.001 6 0.001 6 0 -0.02
0.001 1 0. 000 8 0. 000 2 1.80"
ATT 0.001 1 0.001 1 -0.000 1 -0.33
SLr e ek 10% 5% 1% « » o« ”
7 « »” 5%
“« 2 “« »
« ” ( -0.3862
~0.439 5)
(ATT) «
»” 5%
( ATT) « ”
( ) 3.
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Table7 Group sample test ( forced-turnover)

R ” t R ” t

1.6199 | 1.8911 | -0.2712 -1.55 0.314 1 1.8911 | =1.5770| -5.26***
ATT 1.6199 | 1.9370 | -0.317 1 -1.54 0.3141 | 0.7003 | -0.3862 | —3.01"**

1.5716 | 1.9343 | -0.3627 | -1.98** | 0.3674 | 1.9343 | -1.566 9 | —5.00***
ATT 1.5716 | 1.9637 | -0.392 1| -1.80" 0.3674 | 0.8069 | -0.4395| -2.57**

0.0336 | 0.0340 | -0.000 4 -0.29 0.0396 | 0.0340 0.005 6 2. 34 %%
ATT 0.0336 | 0.0346 | -0.001 1 -0.98 0.0396 | 0.0337 0.006 0 1.99**

0.0313 | 0.0303 0.001 0 3. 86 0.0317 | 0.0303 0.001 4 3. 177
ATT 0.0313 | 0.0313 | -0.000 1 -0.17 0.0317 | 0.0308 0.000 8 1. 64

0.0015 | 0.0020 | -0.000 5 -0.69 0.0031 | 0.0020 0.001 1 0. 89
ATT 0.0015 | 0.001 8 | —0.000 3 -0.91 0.003 1 | 0.001 7 0.001 3 1.78"

0.0009 | 0.000 8 0.000 0 0.29 0.001 0 | 0.000 8 0.000 1 0. 66
ATT 0.0009 | 0.000 9 0.000 0 -0.20 0.001 0 | 0.000 8 0.000 2 0. 68

o 10% 5% 1% 2. o« ”
( 4
)
)
“ »”
( AT 7
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Institutional investors top management turnover and the fluctuation of stock price

WANG Jinde' SHI Yong-dong'’

1. Economics Research Center of Applied Finance Dongbei University of Finance & Economics Dalian
116025 China;

2. School of Finance Dongbei University of Finance & Economics Dalian 116025 China

Abstract: Based on China’ s listed company data from 2004 to 2012  this paper studies institutional investors’
corporate governance effect from the perspective of top management turnover and tries to find out the influence
mechanism of top management turnover events on stock volatility from the perspective of investor behavior. The
empirical results show that: 1) For those companies which suffer losses institutional investors evacuation can
form a strong external pressure forcing executives to leave. But for those companies which still remain profita—
ble institutional investor’ s pressure is not obvious. Overall business performance has always been the main
reason for top management turnover and institutional investors in China have always played their part by “vot—
ing with their feet”; 2) Compulsory executive alteration is a negative signal to institutional investors the new
executive cannot restore the institutional investors’ confidence in the stock holding; 3) The noise traders
( small individual investors) tend to interpret executives turnover in companies suffering losses as good news
whose active buying enlarges the fluctuation of the stock price directly after the turnover happened.

Key words: institutional investors; corporate governance; top management turnover; stock price volatility



