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Mean Min Median Max Sd N

CROSS 0.6092 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.4880 5126
TIP 0.5131 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.4999 5126
1P 0.5728 0.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.4947 5126
SOE 0.2833 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.4506 5126
TQ 2.6643 0.1224 1.9860 12.3915 2.3094 5126
LEV (%) 42.7208 5.6757 41.4281 88.5872 20.7821 5126
SIZE( ) 128.8068 4.4006 36.0559 3024.3140 350.3405 5126
GROWTH 0.2755 -0.5321 0.1653 3.9169 0.5485 5126
SHRCR (%) 34.4661 2.1970 33.1200 89.9900 14.8837 5126
ROE(%) 9.3269 -23.8800 9.0500 36.4113 8.6144 5126
RTR 30.7427 0.9570 5.2636 945.9836 116.5833 5126
CFO 0.0365 -0.1932 0.0374 0.2235 0.0680 5126
MBI (%) -11.7088 -100.0000 -0.5000 93.5200 33.2066 5126
INCOME 0.5749 0.0509 0.4697 2.3726 0.4103 5126
PE 0.6303 -5.3754 0.4554 7.4718 1.3370 5126
IndTQ 3.4459 0.8454 2.6481 30.9392 3.6121 5126
IndGROWTH 0.7244 -0.0165 0.2239 15.8102 2.2071 5126
IndROE (%) 10.8666 -2.8015 11.2183 24.2450 4.5640 5126
IndINCOME 0.7051 0.1881 0.6635 1.4564 0.2458 5126
HHI 0.0628 0.0164 0.0508 0.5176 0.0482 5126
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3
(5) (6)
(D (2) (3) 4
1IP=0 1P=1
TiP 0.3815%** 0.4281%#* 1.2203%#%** 1.2896%** 1.4198%** -0.0716
(0.0374) (0.0496) (0.0678) (0.0799) (0.0886) (0.0642)
SOE —0.1410%%** 0.0183 —0.09427%%* 0.0037 0.0927 -0.1032
(0.0456) (0.0568) (0.0466) (0.0576) (0.0980) (0.0765)
TIPxIP —1.2946%** —1.3153#%%*
(0.0837) (0.0990)
1P 0.3948%#* 0.7409 %
(0.0540) (0.0998)
Constant 0.5366%** 1.6271°%* 0.3421 *#* 0.5203 0.2635 1.5759
(0.1011) (0.9764) (0.1055) (0.9411) (0.5310) (1.0519)
Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Industry No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Province No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
N 5126 4645 5126 4645 1932 2680
pseudo R? 0.0703 0.2123 0.1091 0.2396 0.3932 0.1647
White Rk ek 1% 5% .10% . ,
H2
, (3).(4) ,TIP  IP , TIPxIP , IP
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(3) 4)
1 (2) 1P=0 IP=1 (%)
TIPXIPxSOE -0.6075%** -0.4795*
(0.2395) (0.2760)
TIPxIP —1.2413%%%* —1.275 %%
(0.0950) (0.1132)
TIPXSOE 0.6255%** 0.5359%%* 0.6896%*** 0.0986
(0.2144) (0.2487) (0.2427) (0.1234)
TIpP 1.1537%#* 1.22307%#* 1.3265%%%* -0.1024
(0.0738) (0.0892) (0.0969) (0.0755)
IPXSOE -0.2199* —0.2722%%* -0.2226%**
(0.1137) (0.1353) (0.1045)
P 0.4640%** 0.7931%** 0.1932%%*
(0.0645) (0.1085) (0.0883)
SOE -0.0056 0.1270 -0.0178 -0.1579 0.1399*
(0.0812) (0.0953) (0.1081) (0.1089) (0.0840)
Constant 0.3176%** 0.5966 0.2907 1.6350 1.3402
(0.1074) (0.9977) (0.5356) (1.0522) (0.8841)
Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province No Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 5126 4645 1932 2680 4645
pseudo R? 0.1123 0.2417 0.3960 0.1649 0.2007
4 (3).(4)
, H3 1P ,TIP  SOE
; IP 1 SOE
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1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
1P=0 IP=1 TIP=0 TIP=1 TIP=0 TIP=1
TIP =3.6692%%* | —4.8647*** | —-1.4707
(1.0067) (1.6345) (1.2605)
P -0.5418 6.4871 %% 0.0024 0.0537%**
(3.5673) (2.2635) (0.0351) (0.0226)
SOE 7.3994%%#3% | 11.5049%*:* 4.5515%* 6.5378%:** 7.0306%** 0.0963#** 0.0533%#**
(1.4407) (2.4377) (1.7995) (2.3456) (1.9018) (0.0211) (0.0176)
Constant -30.9141 23.0986 —65.5347*%** | —48.0064 =29.7719%** | —(0.4606%* —0.4052 %
(18.9729) (25.6144) (23.3899) (30.6445) (11.0972) (0.2553) (0.1012)
Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indusiry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 3123 1320 1803 1312 1811 1312 1811
adj. R? 0.5304 0.6001 0.4489 0.4174 0.6219 0.4424 0.6594
IP=0 ,TIP , P=1 | TIP o
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N

(3) (4)
1 2
(D (2) TIP=0 TIP=1
TP 0.1724 %% 0.2785%:*
(0.0494) (0.1108)
SOE 0.1191%* 0.0249 0.1674 %% 0.6583 %
(0.0634) (0.1314) (0.0439) (0.2283)
CROSS 0.1510% 0.0277 -0.2144
(0.0830) (0.0384) (0.1452)
SOExCROSS -0.3295%* 0.0716 —0.9285%3%*
(0.1698) (0.0665) (0.2698)
SOExCROSSXTIP —2.2410%%*
(0.3685)
SOEXTIP 2.3267%%*
(0.3549)
CROSSXTIP —-0.3313%*
(0.1289)
Constant -0.8686 —-1.0642% -0.0243 -1.1375
(0.6156) (0.5998) (0.1805) (0.9812)
Control Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 4979 4979 2397 2582
pseudo R? 0.1530 0.1608 0.1891 0.2681
7
Panel A PSM
Variable Sample Treated Controls Difference S.E. t—stat
CROSS Unmatched 0.6886 0.5256 0.1630%** 0.0134 12.12
ATT 0.6886 0.5919 0.0967##* 0.0143 6.75
Panel B
Num. of Matches Coef. S.E. z—stat Prob>lzl
SATT 4 0.06723%: 0.0140 4.80 0.0000
PATT 4 0.06723%:3 0.0159 4.22 0.0000
®
@® ,5126 15 ;
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Industrial Policy and Cross—industrial M&As:Market Orientation or
Policy Arbitrage
CAI Qing—feng, TIAN Lin
(School of Economics, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China)

Abstract: Using the M&As data of Chinese listed companies from 2006 to 2016 and the information of
national industrial policy support, we empirically studies the impact of industrial policy support on cross—industrial
M&As based on the consideration of M&As involving the support of the national industrial policies of both sides.
We found that the national industrial policy is essentially a policy tool for the government to guide the flow of
social resources to the supported industries by implementing different levels of policy support for various industries
to achieve the transformation and upgrading of the government—led industrial structure. The empirical results show
that firms are more likely to acquire the targets which are supported by the industrial policy across the industry.
Further, the possibility of the cross—industrial M&As is higher if the target is supported by industrial policy while
the acquirer is not. After Considering the nature of business ownership, state—owned enterprises (SOEs) are more
likely to launch the national industrial policy oriented cross—industry M&As. Correspondingly, SOEs will also adhere
to the main business more than non-SOEs if the acquirers are supported by the industrial policy. Further analysis
shows that, the proportion of main business income of some enterprises after M&As increased, it means that some
firms did not transfer resources and business focus to the new industry substantially and their cross —industrial
M&As may be just policy arbitrage. Meanwhile, the M&A behavior of SOEs relative to non-SOEs is less likelial to
be policy arbitrage motivation. This paper enriches the research on the influence of government macro—policies on
corporate decisions, and makes a certain contribution to the research on corporate M&As.

Key Words: industrial policy; cross—industrial M&As; ownership; policy arbitrage
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