16 12 Vol. 16 No. 12
2013 12 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES IN CHINA Dec. 2013

)
€]

2

REE', X, 2R
(1. 510275; 2. 510006)

DBt At 1999 —2009 64 11 718 ANHOK W 2 8] # R S AT 5 I8 UJG L LA = A2 5 0 A
Atanal b tn £ ARHEABORB AT R ZRERE S THRM G WA ZRE, LKL b
A S HOK W G 69 3 AT A AR B T 30w AR B RAK G AR AR LA 8 B 25 B AR R M
R R, AL E R S AR O I JE IR AR R G AL R A B, B =3 o
My R IAZ R AR 5 LA RAK 5 B JEAR K, = aF e 40 64 L @ % vm K RIR AR 2 3 o ) 45
Ay ) s 6 B AR AR AT e R EF KRS B EEAHRES—, R LA E B
BER R R AT 0 M s 2O 3540, B AT 8] £ A0 W AT 69 32 R A IL AR AR & B AR K,
B AR S] AN ) B 3R AT 69 W 20 AR

DM MR BARAE; MEae

. F276; F830.91 A : 1007 —9807(2013) 12 - 0057 - 11
0 ;
1
2
1
? 2
2 3 3
? 1999 - 2009
11 718 : ;
o : 2011 - 11 =21; : 2012 —05 —15.
: (71002055; 70972074) : (09YJA630155; 09YJC630089) ;
(11wkpy05) ; ( 11ZGXM63002) ;
(14000 - 3126202) ; 985 3

(1984—) . Email: chloe_chan@ 139. com



2013 12

La Porta. Lopez-de-Silanes. Shleifer Vish—

ny ¢ (

5
Manne

8
Love

LLSV)

Manne

Klapper

210 el Miller "

2.1
( outright theft)
( fraud) (

) Y Al
" Cheungd "
1998 -2000

. Jiang
ROA ROA

ST ( special treatment)
1

CAR

. Jensen  Meckling **
20% -30%
CAR ?

20 21

CAR.



ROA,_, = B, + B,Tunnel,_, + B,Hld,_, +
BsHIld,_, x Tunnel,_, + B,Size,_; +
BsLev, ; + BsYear,_, + B,Ind,_; +

BsDis,_, + &, (2)
6 - 8
Sep,_, Zscore,_,
Duality, ,
Hld,_,
9 - 18

9
CAR, = Ay + A Tunnel,_, + A, Hld, +
AySize, + A Lev, + AsYear, +
AeInd, + A, Dis, + &, (3)
CAR, -42 126
2 Tunnel,_,
; - HId,
( 10
2 ’ Sep, 11
2 Zscore, 12
Duality, ) ; Size,
2.2 Len,
; Year,<Ind, Dis,
- 8 —
. |
ROA,_, = B, + B,Tunnel,_, + B,Hld,_, + ' 13
B;Size,_, + ByLev,_, + BsYear,_, + CAR, = Ao + A Tunnel,_, + AzHl_d” *
BuInd,_, + B,Dis,_, + ¢, (1) A HId, x Tunel, | + A, Size, +
ROA._, ; AsLev, + AYear, + A;Ind, +
Tunnel, AgDis, + &, (4)
/ Hld, | 14 - 16
( Sep, Zscore,
Sep, ., 3 Duality,
Zscore,_, 4 Hid,
Duality,_, ); 2005
Size,_,
; Lev,_,
; Year,_, <Ind,_,\Dis,_, N N Reform. 2007
2007
Reform 0 2007 (2007 )
5 Reform 1.

CAR, = Ay + A Tunnel,_, + A,Reform +
AsReform x Tunnel, | + A Hld, +
AsHId, x Tunnel, | + A¢Size, +
A Lev, + Agnd, + Ay Dis, + &5 (5)
17 - 24 9 - 16

Reform Reform x Tunnel,_,



2013

12

1
Table 1 Variable definition

Tunnel
ROA
CAR
Hld

Sep
Zscore
Duality
Lev
Size
Ind
Year

Dis

Reform

2007 Reform =0,
2007 ( 2007 ) Reform =1

13

[op]

2.3

(2001)

CSMAR

CSMAR

12 ( ).«

CSMAR
1999 -2009 Statal0. 0.

3

3.1

340 2009
11718

: Winsorize

11718 . Tunnel,_,
69.83%.

1 (1999 - 2009)
Fig. 1 Distribution of acquisition sample in 1999 — 2009

)

o F

1999
2 642

7.77%



34.57% ROA,_| 0.47%
74.05% ; Sep,_, 0.2159 18.18%
; Zscore,_,
18. 01 308.92
; Duality,_, 0.12 50%
CAR
-163.23% 2.02%.
Table 2 Descriptive statistics
Tunnel,_, 0. 000 4 0.698 3 0.07717 0.1199
ROA,_, -0.733 1 0.1818 0.004 7 0.1187
Hld,_, 0.088 1 0.740 5 0.345 7 0.153 9
Sep, 0 1 0.2159 0.269 2
Zscore,_; 1.011 9 308.914 0 18.011 5 44.960 4
Duality,_, 0 1 0.12 0.323
Lev,_; 0.084 9 2.189 8 0.556 2 0.304 1
Size,_, 18.687 7 24.147 2 21.107 5 1.0452
Lev, 0.082 2 3.401 2 0.580 5 0.401 4
Size, 18.183 9 24.352 9 21.176 9 1.136 0
CAR, -1.6323 1.684 1 0.020 2 0.570 8
3.2
4 . 3 A
(A4 )ROA ROE ROE
-14.55%. ( BI
(AL ) 3.3
(A4 ) 4
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CAR
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Table 3 Group comparison
A
ROA,_, ROE,_, CAR,
Al( ) 0.038 3 0.038 5 0.062 1 0.078 8 -0.0230 -0.005 7
A2( ) 0.026 3 0.030 9 0.0217 0.067 1 0.022 6 0.043 8
A3( ) 0.020 8 0.024 1 0.024 6 0.051 1 0.025 1 0.049 5
Ad( ) -0.0208 0.013 2 -0.1455 0.029 4 0.024 7 0.042 6
Ad Al T -0.059 1*** -0.207 7% 0.047 77
B
ROA,_, ROE,_, Tunnel,_, CAR,
BI( ) 0.0076 | 0.0215 |-0.0351] 0.0475 | 0.0756 | 0.0360 | 0.0093 | 0.024 4
B2( ) 0.0092 | 0.0225 |-0.0257| 0.0469 | 0.0832 | 0.0406 | 0.0075 | 0.0269
B3( ) 0.0195 | 0.0292 |-0.0017| 0.0626 | 0.0601 | 0.0251 | 0.0219 | 0.047 8
B4( ) 0.0282 | 0.0321 | 0.0251 | 0.0663 | 0.0593 | 0.0245 | 0.0108 | 0.024 4
B4 Bl T 0.020 1 *** 0.060 2*** -0.016 27 0.001 6
C
T
0.069 6 0.063 3 0.006 3 *** 8.691 5
B4 0.059 3 0.054 9 0.004 5*** 3.2913
Bl 0.075 6 0.064 6 0.011 0*** 7.475 3
N 10% 5% 1%
4
Table 4 Correlation analysis
ROA, , Tunnel, | Hld, , Sep,_, Zscore,_, | Duality,_, Lev, Size,_, CAR,
ROA,_, 1.000 0
Tunnel, ; |-0.411 5™ 1.0000
Hid, ., |0.1190™* |-0.108 7| 1.0000
Sep,_y |-0.083 6| 0.071 1 |-0.179 8***| 1.0000
Zscore,_, 0.0038 [—0.023 1% 0.480 2™ [-0.0902***| 1.0000
Duality,; | —0.021 5™ | 0.025 5% |-0.043 6| 0.021 3™ |-0.0250**| 1.000 0
Lev,_y  |-0.487 17 0.396 3% |=0.091 2| 0.095 0™ |-0.0252**| -0.0059 | 10000
Size,_; | 0.234 27 120,313 6] 0.229 57 |- 0. 114 8*| 0.078 6 [-0.049 9|~ 0.090 4**| 1.0000
CAR, |-0.051 0™ 0.068 0™ | -0.0157 | -0.0100 | -0.0036 | 0.0076 |0.077 0™ |-0.0383*| 1.0000
e e 10% \5% 1%
3.4 Hld,
5 1
Jiang
2
2 Sep,,




6 Sep,_ Tunnel,_
pt 1 t-1
3 Zscore,_,
7
Zscore,_, Tunnel,_,
4
Duality, 8
5 8 5 Size,_,
Hld, ,  Tunnel,_, . Lev,
5 ROA
Table 5 Regression results of ROA and Tunneling
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Tunnel —-0.230%* | —0.213*** - 0.231*** —0.2317% | —0.276 % | —0. 167 | —0.2417** | - 0.228***
1 (0.0191) | (0.0217) (0.019 1) (0.0191) | (0.0425) | (0.0272) | (0.0208) | (0.0204)
Hid 0.0163 *** 0. 006 6
! (0. 005 5) (0. 007 3)
Ald,_, x 0. 148
Tunnel,_, (0.110)
Se - 0.008 07 0.004 6
Pt (0.003 58) (0.004 4)
Sep,y % - 0.207 ***
Tunnel,_, (0.080 3)
-4.52 x 107 - 0.000 17***
Zscore,_,
(1.40 x 107°) 3.10 x 107°)
Zscore, | X 0.001 1**
Tunnel,_, (0.000 5)
Duality -0.003 4 —0.000 8
Yot (0.002 9) (0.003 7)
Duality,_; x -0.0380
Tunnel,_; (0.056 5)
Size 0.014 0™** | 0.011 97** 0.014 6™ 0.014 4% 1 0.014 17 | 0.011 8 | 0.014 6*** | 0.014 4***
! (0.0013) | (0.0012) (0. 001 3) (0.0013) | (0.0013) | (0.0012) | (0.0013) | (0.0013)
Lev —0.165** | —0.136** - 0. 166 *** —0. 166 | —0.165* | —0.135™* | —0.166™* | - 0. 166™**
! (0.009 1) | (0.0089) (0.009 1) (0.0091) | (0.0091) | (0.0088) | (0.0091) | (0.009 1)
Ind,_,
Year,_,
Dis,_,
—0.170* | —0.184*** -0.173** —0.170% | —0.169™* | —0.155™** | —0.174™** | - 0. 170 ***
(0.0262) | (0.0255) (0. 026 2) (0.0261) | (0.0262) | (0.0266) | (0.0262) | (0.0262)
N 11 718 10 882 11 718 11 718 11 718 10 882 11 718 11 718
R? 0.351 0.327 0.351 0.351 0.352 0.329 0.352 0.351
i1 NN 10% 5% 1%
2. ROA,_; Tunnel,_, Hld,_, Zscore,_, Duality,_,
Size,_, Lev,_, Ind,_, Year,_,
Dis,_; N N
3. CSMAR 2003 (2)  (6) 10 882
9 - 12 CAR

Tunnel,_,
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2 Tunnel, |
3 C
10 14
13
7
Reform x
16 Tunnel,_, 18 22
Duality, , Tunnel,_,
ROE ROA
6 CAR
Table 6 Regression results of CAR and Tunneling
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Tunnel 0.152** 0.229** 0.152** 0.1517% -0.175 0.203" 0.112 0.183**
o (0.069 6) (0.091 1) (0.069 6) (0.069 6) (0.157) (0.118) (0.074 1) (0.073 8)
Hid,., 0.0213 -0.047 5
(0.035 2) (0.043 2)
Hid,_, x 1.052*
Tunnel,_, (0.427)
. -0.044 5" -0.0517"
‘Sep/,—]
(0.023 5) (0.028 3)
Sep,_y X 0.119
Tunnel,_, (0.332)
6.14 x 107° -0.000 183
Zscore,_;
(9.66 x 107) (0. 000 175)
Zscore,_y % 0. 004 29
Tunnel,_, (0.002 63)
. 0. 004 95 0.034 1
Duality,_,
(0.016 0) (0.021 3)
Duality, | x -0.419"
Tunnel,_, (0.226)
ROA,
Size —-0.007 90 |-0.018 0***| —0.007 56 | —0.007 37 | -0.007 35 |-0.017 9***| -0.007 40 | - 0.006 99
! (0.005 54) | (0.005 80) | (0.00548) | (0.00547) | (0.00554) | (0.00581) | (0.00548) | (0.005 49)
Lev 0.011 4 0.045 47 0.0112 0.0111 0.0125 0.044 5" 0.011 4 0. 009 30
o (0.018 3) (0.022 6) (0.018 3) (0.018 3) (0.018 3) (0.023 1) (0.018 3) (0.018 4)
Ind,_,
Year,_,
Dis,_,
0.327 %% 0. 5457 0.326 7 0.3237% 0.3337%* 0. 5467 0.324 7% 0.316**
(0.125) (0.133) (0.125) (0.125) (0.125) (0.133) (0.125) (0.125)
N 11718 10 882 11 718 11 718 11 718 10 882 11 718 11 718
R? 0. 008 0.012 0. 008 0. 008 0. 009 0.012 0. 009 0. 009
1. RN N 10% 5% 1%
2. CAR, Tunnel,_, Hld,_, Zscore,_; Duality,_,
Size,_, Lev,_, Ind,_, Year,_, Dis,_,
3. CSMAR 2003 (1) (15) 1088
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Table 7 Regression results of CAR and Tunneling in the impact of the share segregation reform
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Tunnel, | 0. 174 0. 428 0.174** 0.173** -0.134 0.399 *** 0. 136" 0. 206 ***
(0.072 6) (0.110) (0.0725) (0.072 5) (0.159) (0.130) (0.076 9) (0.076 1)
Reform 0. 002 34 0.010 4 0.002 15 0. 001 25 0. 000 556 0.0107 0. 002 00 0.001 01
(0.014 0) (0.0150) (0.013 8) (0.0137) (0.014 0) (0.0150) (0.013 ) (0.0137)
Reform x -0.0508 | -0.335** -0.050 3 -0.049 6 -0.0195 | -0.338** -0.042 8 -0.049 1
Tunnel,_, (0.128) (0.152) (0.128) (0.128) (0.127) (0.152) (0.127) (0.128)
Hid,, 0.014 5 -0.048 4
(0.035 2) (0.043 2)
Hld, | x 0. 947 **
Tunnel,_, (0.425)
. -0.0456" -0.054 0"
‘Sep/,—l
(0.023 4) (0.028 3)
Sep,y % 0. 137
Tunnel,_, (0.332)
6.90 x 1073 -0.000 143 | -0.006 54
Zscore,_,
(9.67 x107) (0.000 176) | (0.005 49)
Zscore,_; X 0.003 72 0.014 0
Tunnel,_, (0.002 64) | (0.0185)
Duality, | 0. 001 85 0.0327
(0.016 0) (0.021 4)
Duality,_; x —0.4417
Tunnel,_, (0.227)
Size,_, -0.007 27 |-0.018 5***| —0.007 12 | —0.006 94 | —0.006 65 |- 0.018 4***| —0.006 94 | - 0.006 54
) (0.00554) | (0.00581) | (0.00548) | (0.00547) | (0.00554) | (0.00582) | (0.00548) | (0.00549)
Le,_, 0.016 2 0.048 47 0.016 1 0.016 0 0.017 3 0.047 4** 0.016 4 0.014 0
(0.018 4) (0.0227) (0.018 4) (0.018 4) (0.018 4) (0.0231) (0.018 4) (0.018 5)
Ind,_,
Dis,_,
0.300** 0. 5347 0.301** 0.298** 0. 308 ** 0. 535*** 0.300** 0.290**
(0.124) (0.133) (0.124) (0.124) (0.124) (0.133) (0.124) (0.124)
N 11 718 10 882 11718 11718 11 718 10 882 11 718 11 718
R? 0. 005 0.011 0. 005 0. 005 0. 005 0.011 0. 005 0. 005
i1 N 10% 5% 1% .
2. ROE,_, Tunnel,_, Reform Hld,_, Zscore,_,
Duality,_, Size,_, Lev,_, Ind,_,
Year Dis,_; N N
3
1999 - 2009 11 718
3
3
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Could acquisitions reduce the tunneling behavior of target companies?

CHEN Yu-gang' CHEN Wen+ing® LI Shan-min'
1. School of Business Sun Yat-sen University Guangzhou 510275 China;
2. School of Economics and Statistics Guangzhou University Guangzhou 510006 China

Abstract: Based on 11 718 acquisition events data during 1999 —2009 in Chinese listed companies the posi-
tive study results show that the severer the tunneling behavior the worse the performance of the company.

Tunneling of all samples prior to the acquisition is significantly higher than that after the acquisition  indica-
ting the behavior of tunneling of these listed companies weakened after the acquisition. The group with the low—
est level of tunneling has a negative wealth effect of shareholders after being acquired and the group with the
highest level of tunneling has a positive wealth effect. Regression analysis found that the greater the degree of
separation of control rights and cash flow rights is the greater the negative impact of tunneling on perform—
ance; the smaller the degree of restriction of the block shareholders the smaller the negative impact of tunne—
ling on performance; if the position of chairman and general manager is occupied by the same person before
being acquired the wealth effect will weaken after the acquisition to improve tunneling; the greater the degree
of the separation of control rights and cash flow rights in the target company before the acquisition the smaller
the wealth effect of the target company is.

Key words: M&A; tunneling; target company; wealth effects



