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Fig. 1 The setting of anti-takeover provisions for listed companies in China
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“ (DR) . ( AM) .
14 ( RCSM) . (GP) .
@ ( DNTS) . ( CAT) . (LP) . (ESA) .
(SB) . ( BQE) . ( WK) ( PD)
( DNOL) . ( GMP) . 1.
Tabel 1 Judgment criteria of anti-takeover provisions
(2018 ) 89
1
(2017) 82
2 (2014 ) 96
3 (2010 ) 82
4 (2016 ) 96
(2016) 53
5
(2007 ) 71
6 (2016 ) 53
(2018) 78
7
(2011 ) 111
8 (2008 ) 53
9 (2016 ) 13
10 (2016 ) 107
11 (2016 ) 108
12 (2018 ) 109
13 (2018 ) 108
14 (2018 ) 108
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Table 2 Distribution characteristics of anti-takeover provisions

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
2003 1 057 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2004 1139 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2005 1138 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2006 1120 69 18 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2007 1 156 116 30 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2008 1118 195 50 15 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2009 1 092 265 79 21 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 1282 353 111 27 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 1422 427 152 36 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 2 Continues
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
2012 1414 521 189 50 18 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 1 345 564 206 56 18 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 1363 609 245 67 20 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 1434 696 285 80 19 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 1523 762 318 87 21 5 5 2 2 1 2 2 1
2017 1754 869 378 107 28 8 5 2 2 1 2 3 0
2018 1810 925 363 98 29 8 4 2 2 1 2 3 0
2019 1782 1073 401 111 33 10 5 3 3 3 3 3 0
22 949 7482 | 2825 769 226 47 23 9 9 6 9 11 1
( ROA) . ( CF) .
BN “ ( Topl) . (ID) . ( SOE) .
( Size) . ( Industry) ( Year) .
(Age) . ( Growth) . ( Lev) . 3
3
Table 3 Variable definition
IE Biddle  * . s
ATP
Size
Age 1
Growth
Lev
ROA
CF
Topl
D
SOE 1 0
Industry
Year
3 3.2
5 Pearson
3.1 Spearman
0.6
IE 0.066. 10.
6.6% . ATP
ATP 0. 498 1E

0. 498
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Tabel 4 Results of descriptive statistics
P25 P75
IE 34 366 0.066 0.080 0.001 0.017 0.038 0.085 0.471
ATP 34 366 0.498 0.881 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 12.000
Size 34 366 21.919 1.298 19.270 20.984 21.751 22.654 25.937
Age 34 366 1.987 0.885 0. 000 1.386 2.197 2.708 3.258
Growth 34 366 0.192 0.475 -0.611 0.000 0.105 0.277 3.240
Lev 34 366 0.442 0.216 0.051 0.272 0.437 0.599 1.030
ROA 34 366 0.038 0.062 -0.274 0.015 0.037 0.067 0.198
CF 34 366 0.047 0.074 -0.187 0.007 0.047 0.089 0.253
Topl 34 366 0.360 0.153 0.090 0.240 0.340 0.468 0.750
D 34 366 0.369 0.054 0.250 0.333 0.333 0.400 0.571
SOE 34 366 0.384 0.486 0. 000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
5
Tabel 5 Results of correlation test
1E ATP Size Age Growth Lev ROA CF Topl 1D SOE
IE 1 0.016™ [ -0.026™| =0.152™| 0.090 ™ | -0.042"| 0.160™ | 0.177"" | 0.056 " -0.005 [-0.040""
ATP 0.015™ 1 0.116™ | 0.128 ™ | -0.038"| -0.043™| 0.014™ | 0.019™ | -0.064""| 0.038™ | -0.066"""
Size | —0.049 | 0.087 " 1 0.389 [ 0.092° | 0.389™ |-0.036"| 0.067 ™ | 0.144™ | 0.037"" | 0.264 """
Age | =0.159™ | 0.108™ | 0.353 1 —-0.059™| 0.363 | -=0.267 | -0.019™ | -0.098| -0.005 | 0.351"
Growth | 0.072™" | =0.015™* | 0.055™" | 0.028™ " 1 0.051°* | 0.247™* | 0.067™* | 0.020™" | =0.013™* | =0.011"
Lev -0.059 | —=0.038™ | 0.359™ | 0.376™ | 0.061 " 1 —0.439 [ -0.137°] 0.033™" | -0.032"""| 0.271
ROA 0.127°% | 0.032 | 0.040™ | -0.208""| 0.177 " | -0.396""" 1 0.376™" | 0.107** -0.006 |-0.146™
CF 0.156 | 0.020™ | 0.065™ 0.001 0.024™% | -0.144™| 0.336™ 1 0.099™* | -=0.031**| 0.029 "
Topl 0.055™ | =0.079™ | 0.184™ | -0.094""| 0.026 ™ | 0.028* | 0.115™ | 0.096 ™" 1 -0.006 | 0.253**
D -0.008 | 0.024™ ] 0.059™ | -0.012"* | -0.007 |-0.029"| -0.006 |-0.031"""| 0.005 1 -0.091"
SOE | —0.043™ | —0.067 | 0.284™ | 0.341™ | -0.017""] 0.262™" | -0.082""*| 0.029™ | 0.255™ |-0.089 " 1
VIF — 1.100 1.730 1.540 1.080 1.790 1.510 1.220 1.230 1.060 1.470
1. p <01 Fp <0.05 7 p <0.01; 2. Pearson Spearman
3.3
6 (1) (2) (3)
ATP 0.005 1% ATP

8§ 10 13

»

Dummy
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Dummy Dummy ATP 5%
0. (4) Logit
6
Table 6 Regression results of anti-takeover provisions and corporate investment
Full Sample Under-investment Sample Over-investment Sample Full Sample
IE IE LIE : Dummy
(1 (2) (3) (4)
0. 005 *** 0.002 0.005** 0.066 "
ATP
(3.098) (1.010) (2.474) (2.200)
-0.001 -0.003 *** -0.003** -0. 186"
Size
( -1.105) ( -8.849) (-2.354) ( -7.083)
B -0.014*** 0. 004 *** -0.014*** -0.540
ge
( —14.850) (9.051) ( —11.925) (15.962)
0.010*** -0.002 *** 0.013*** 0.328***
Growth
(7.640) (-4.774) (6.924) (-9.384)
L 0.016*** 0.011*** 0.025*** 0.344**
v
(4.227) (5.525) (4.456) (2.431)
0.066 *** -0.023*** 0.081*** 2.610***
ROA
(6.309) ( —4.696) (4.439) ( -8.015)
cF 0. 137 *** -0.011*** 0.153*** 5.058 ***
’ (15.035) ( -3.249) (11.537) ( -19.273)
0.004 -0.002 0.006 0.060
Topl
(0.755) (-1.019) (0.940) (0.330)
D 0.020" 0.009 ** 0.030™** 0.665
(1.805) (1.998) (1.982) (1.643)
-0.005*** -0.002 *** -0.006** 0.081
SOE
( -3.257) (-3.189) ( —2.540) (1.301)
0. 104 *** 0. 066 *** 0.150*** 1.708 ***
Constant
(6.034) (9.748) (6.466) (3.043)
Year FE YES YES YES YES
Ind FE YES YES YES YES
N 34 366 23 490 10 867 34 366
Adj R? 0.082 0.114 0. 066 0.168
1. " p <01 Fp<0.05 7 p <0.01; 2.
3.4
3.4.1
IE = By + B,Treat + B,Treat x Post +
PSM + DID. PSM B;Post + Controls + & (2)

Treat

Treat

0; Post



— 114 — 2023

Post IE
Post

7  PSM + DID Treat x
7 PSM +DID
Table 7 Regression results of PSM + DID

PSM + DID
(1) (2)
-0.002 0.000
Treat Treat x Year, _,
( -0.661) (0.136)
0.006 ** -0.001
Treat x Post Treat x Year, 5
(2.130) ( -0.384)
—0.006** -0.000
Post Treat x Year, _,
( —2.486) ( -0.098)
—0.002** -0.001
Size Treat x Year, _,
( -2.276) ( -0.403)
-0.013*** 0.008 **
Age Treat x Year,
( -10.405) (2.162)
0.010** 0.010™**
Growth Treat x Year,
(7.004) (2.868)
0.018*** 0.009 **
Lev Treat x Year, .,
(4.174) (2.467)
0.081 *** 0.0127**
ROA Treat x Year, 4
(6.641) (2.972)
0.134*** 0.010**
CF Treat x Year, , ,
(12.610) (2.534)
0.001 -0.001
Topl Treat
(0.129) ( -0.541)
0.023" -0.007 ***
1D Post
(1.779) ( -2.849)
-0.006 ***
SOE Control YES
( -2.955)
0.120*** 0.119***
Constant Constant
(6.007) (6.016)
Year FE YES Year FE YES
Ind FE YES Ind FE YES
N 26 170 N 26 170
Adj R? 0.083 Adj-R? 0.084

1. p<0.1 ™ p<0.05 7 p <0.01; 2.

13

Cluster

»
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IE, =B, +B,Treat x Year,_, +B,Treat xYear,_; +
BsTreat x Year, , + B,Treat x Year, | +
BsTreat x Year, + B¢Treat x Year,,, +
B;Treat x Year,,, + ByTreat x Year, ; +
BoTreat x Year,,, + B, Treat +
By, Post + Conirols + & (3)

Year,_, Year,_,

4 1 . Year,

. Year, ,,

1

Year, ,,
4 . (1)

6 Trear x
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Treat x Year,  Treat x Year
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t+ 4

[43 ”»”

Treat x Year, _,
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0
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Fig. 2 Parallel trend chart

PSM

PSM

PSM

PSM

3
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1 n
i — Y ATP,
n 4
8 Shock 1
0. Post_S
2016 2017
IE = &, + & Shock + £,Shock x Post_S + 8 (1) Shock x Post_S
& Post_S + Controls + & (4) 1%
Shock
1 n
— > ATP,
n =i
8
Table 8 Regression results of other endogeneity tests
(1) (2) (3)
0.001
Shock
(0.462)
-0.008 ***
Shock x Post_S
( -2.661)
-0.266""*
Post_S
( -4.361)
0. 006 *** 0. 005 ***
ATP
(4.991) (5.506)
8ATP
-0.000 -0.001** -0.001
Size
( -0.249) (-2.122) ( —1.609)
-0.0147* -0.014*** -0.013***
Age
(—9.258) ( -23.644) ( —18.556)
0.010*** 0.010*** 0.011***
Growth
(5.319) (10.816) (7.808)
0.010" 0.016*** 0.017***
Lev
(1.880) (6.281) (5.331)
0.063 *** 0. 065 *** 0.050 ***
ROA
(4.010) (8.004) (4.739)
cF 0.126*** 0.136*** 0. 129 ***
(9.763) (21.852) (17.084)
0.001 0.004 0.001
Topl
(0.143) (1.389) (0.344)
0.027" 0.021 *** 0.015
ID
(1.647) (2.623) (1.919)
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Table 8 Continues
(1) (2) (3)
-0.006 *** —0.005 *** —-0.007 ***
SOE
( -2.601) ( -5.185) ( -6.256)
0.090 *** 0.103*** 0.106***
Constant
(3.125) (11.068) (9.531)
Year FE YES YES YES
Ind FE YES YES YES
N 17 686 34 366 34 366
Adj R? 0.082 0.082 0.078
1. T p <01 p <0.05 7 p <0.01; 2. t Cluster
Industry_ATP
( Distribution Moments)
Industry_ATP ®, “ . Madsen Mcemull-
ATP in* . %
Industry_ATP
) ( ) .
(
Industry_ATP
8 (2) 8
ATP (3) ATP
1%
. Cragg-Donald Wald F 3.4.2
6 361.29 ;
Kleibergen—Paap rk Wald F 144.11 1%
Hainmueller * N
( Entropy Balancing) o
1) Chen ' Ni%
® ( Higher-order Moments) PSM
( Tolerance Level) PSM
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Bid- Richard-

dle * son >

(1) 9 (4)
ATP
.2) Chen ' 1%

FWL . .

INV. ATP . Chen |
Controls Growth Mclean % | (2021) 7
Emy > Extr € Comrols - &y —
Earp € Controls 8 (1)
Eurp 1% Inv, =y +0,ATP; ,_, +1,ATP, _, xTobin(Q), ,_, +
1y TobinQ; ,_, + Controls;, | + & (6)
Inv, =y, +y,ATP; ,_, +v,ATP. ,_ xGrowth, , , +
v3Growth, ,_, + Controls;, | + & (7)
Inv /
93% . .
. Tobin(Q) Q Growth
" o (5 (6)
ATP x Tobin()
ATP x Growth 5% 1%
Takeover_Dummy, /Takeover_Success,
= v, + viATP, + Conirols, + & (5)
Takeover_Dummy
1 0: Takeover _Success
ATP_Dummy
1 0. 9 (2) (3) ATP _Dummy 1 0.
ATP 1% 9 (7) ATP_Dummy
9 (8)
AATP
(9)

ATP
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Table 9 Regression results of robustness tests
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
e 0.658 7
ATP (3.461)
ATP -0.1737% | —0.473*** 0.003 *** 0.003** 0. 002 *** 0.007 ***
(-2.699) | ( -2.650) (2.697) (2.513) (2.653) (3.031)
ATP x -0.001**
TobinQ ( -2.034)
Kk
TobinQ 0005
(6.375)
ATP x ~0.005 Sk
Growth ( -2.647)
kKK
Growth 0.031
(18.893)
ATP_ 0.003 ™
Dummy (2.240)
*k
AATP 0.005
(2.237)
S -0.024 0.127** 0.130 —0.004 0. 004 *** 0.003 7 -0.001 —0.0837" | —0.0207*
ize
( -0.334) (2.183) (1.224) (-7.362) (4.896) (4.196) (-1.068) |( -20.079) |( -13.898)
4 -0.2247" | 0725 0.251 -0.007** | =0.019™ | —=0.016™* | -0.014™* | 0.005" -0.010™*
e
€ (-2.979) (7.223) (1.075) (-10.692) |( -20.341) |( —19.288) | ( -14.676) (1.930) ( -5.776)
Crowth 0.249 %% 0.5327% 0.005 *** 0.004 *** 0.010*** 0.000 0.008 ***
rowi
(3.149) (3.268) (5.587) (4.112) (7.609) (0.064) (6.083)
Lo 16747 -0.057 -0.048 0.011*** 0.015™™ | 0.011™ | 0.016™ | -0.053** | -0.023***
v
(3.879) (-0.168) | ( -0.070) (3.961) (4.025) (3.175) (4.162) (-5.154) | ( -4.233)
ROA —1.4427% -1.899** 2.601 0.038*** 0. 1147 0.1217% 0.067 *** 0.035 7% 0. 1117
) ( -3.022) (-2.191) (1.374) (4.450) (10.997) (12.648) (6.404) (3.043) (10.654)
cF —3.145** -0.675 -2.8117* 0.058 *** 0.1157% 0.1247% 0.137*% -0.002 0.047 ***
(-2.571) | ( -0.958) | ( -2.008) (9.126) (15.062) | (16.857) (15.139) | ( -0.253) (6.414)
Topl 2,577 -0.147 -0.122 0.000 -0.008" -0.009 ** 0.003 0.050 *** 0.037 ***
0
’ (3.600) (-0.419) | ( -0.152) (0.001) (-1.739) | ( -2.030) (0.583) (3.019) (4.456)
[D 7.151 % 0.801 -1.177 0.022 %% 0.012 0.009 0.019" -0.020 -0.007
(3.289) (0.855) ( -0.601) (2.800) (1.077) (0.913) (1.670) (-1.387) | ( -0.515)
SOE -0.862*** 0.120 -0.331 -0.004*** -0.003** -0.003" -0.006*** 0.003 -0.005
' (-3.799) (1.042) (-1.275) (-3.857) (-2.166) | ( —1.954) | ( -3.388) (0.886) (-1.594)
Constant -2.639 ~8.879*** -1.405 0. 147 *** 0.023 0.041*** 0.104*** -0.008*** | 0.498 ***
Constan
(-1.547) (-7.022) | ( -0.616) (12.816) (1.378) (2.890) (6.076) (-2.712) (16.062)
Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Ind FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Firm FE| NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
N 34 366 34 366 495 34 366 30 058 30 867 34 366 30 866 34 366
Adj R? 0.036 0.074 0.155 0.047 0.161 0.192 0.081 0.092 0.082
D17 p<0.1 ¥ p<0.05 % p<0.01; t ;2. Cluster 3. (1)
Biddle  * 4. (2) Takeover_Dummy;5.  (3)

Takeover_Success; 6.

t-1 ;7.

(8)
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o, 10
4 r ATP IE
p ATP IE p
4.1 ATP  Insider Control
p Insider Conirol IE
10
58
Bhattacharya
7.629% 92.308%
O ( Insider
Conirol)
AC Ang 59 60
( + )/
. 61
: EC Core N
62
10
Table 10 Results of mechanism analysis
. IE
Coefficient t-statistic
r ATP IE 0.001 37 2.75
Direct Path
p ATP IE 0.001 27** 2.48
percentage 92.308%
L AC ©EC
Mediated Path
Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic
p ATP  Insider Control 0.012 7*** 14.22 0.477 37%* 23.70
p Insider Control IE 0.010 2*** 3.41 0.000 3" 1.94
Total Mediated Path 0.000 17 3.32 0.000 1" 1.93
percentage 7.692%
1. " p<0.1 ™ p<0.05** p <0.01; 2. ¢
4.2
4.2.1 11
© Stata sem ( [E < - Insider Control ATP) ( Insider Conirol < — ATP) Stata estat teffects
© ol

61 62
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Table 11 Results of descriptive statistics based on differences in terms characteristics( /E)
P25 P75 T
10 694 0.064 0.078 0.017 0.038 0.083
0.006 ***
2216 0.058 0.073 0.014 0.034 0.070
11 349 0.064 0.078 0.016 0.037 0.081
0. 009 ***
394 0.055 0.067 0.017 0.035 0.072
10 684 0.064 0.078 0.016 0.037 0.082
0.004 7
2 238 0.060 0.075 0.015 0.035 0.074
© T p<0.1 *F p<0.05 Y p<0.01.
LATP
. 2 (2 BATP
1% LATP
12
SATP
WATP SATP
WATP . N N N
2 (1 SATP . : «
5% WATP ”
64
MATP
NMATP MATP
63
NMATP
2 (3) MATP
1% NMATP
Ryngaer  Scholten *
BATP
LATP BATP
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Table 12 Results of heterogeneity analysis based on characteristics of antitakeover provisions

(1) (2) (3)
SATP 0.0047
(2.497)
0.002
WATP (0.556)
ouTp 0.003 ***
(2.656)
i 0.014
e (1.572)
MATP 0.012***
(2.847)
NMATP 0001
(1.422)
_ -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
Sie ( -1.070) ( -1.099) ( -1.244)
A ~0.014*** -0.014*** —0.014***
( -14.719) ( -14.681) ( -14.843)
Cronth 0.010*** 0.010 *** 0.010***
(7.615) (7.615) (7.525)
o 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.016***
(4.165) (4.108) (4.249)
ROA 0.067 *** 0. 066 *** 0.067 ***
(6.394) (6.348) (6.427)
F 0. 137 *** 0. 137 *** 0. 137 ***
(15.140) (15.074) (15.162)
o 0.003 0.004 0.004
(0.596) (0.725) (0.855)
» 0.019" 0.019" 0.019"
(1.681) (1.719) (1.720)
ok -0.006 *** -0. 005 *** -0.006 ***
( -3.367) ( -3.234) ( -3.308)
Constant 0.104 *** 0.103 *** 0.106 ***
(6.082) (6.019) (6.177)
Year FE YES YES YES
Ind FE YES YES YES
N 34 366 34 366 343 66
Adj R? 0.081 0.081 0.084
1. p <01 Fp <0.05 Fp <0.01; 2. ;3. Cluster

4.2.2

13
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Table 13 Results of descriptive statistics based on differences in firm characteristics( IE)
P25 P75 T
17 538 0.061 0.074 0.016 0.036 0.077 -0.003**
13 126 0.064 0.077 0.016 0.036 0.082
-0.012***
3702 0.076 0.090 0.019 0.043 0.099
17 187 0.062 0.076 0.016 0.036 0.080
-0.008 ***
17 179 0.071 0.084 0.018 0.040 0.091
33 260 0.066 0.079 0.017 0.038 0.085
-0.014***
1 106 0.080 0.111 0.018 0.039 0.091
© " p<0.1 *F p<0.05 * p<0.01.
64
)
14 (4) (5)
ATP
1%
65
. CSMAR 2020
o 237
14 67 68
ATP
14 (o) (7)
p ATP
0.0I. 1%
(1) .2018 516 N .

b
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Table 14 Results of heterogeneity analysis based on firm characteristics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
TP -0.003** 0.001 0.013 *** 0.000 0.007 *** 0.001 0.031 ***
( -2.149) (1.105) (4.493) (0.127) (3.335) (1.424) (7.247)

Gine -0.002 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.006
( -1.056) ( -0.257) ( -0.634) ( -1.240) ( -0.905) ( -1.306) ( -1.265)

A —0.014™* | —0.013*** | —0.012* | -0.015* | -0.013*** | -0.014*** -0.001
( -8.177) ( -7.001) (-8.308) | ( —-11.440) | ( -9.867) | ( -15.017) | ( -0.157)
Cromth 0.013 *** 0. 005 *** 0.011 *** 0.014 *** 0.005 *** 0.009 *** 0. 028 ***
(4. 446) (3.336) (5.148) (6.452) (3.683) (7.243) (2.670)

o 0.038 *** 0.008 0.009 0. 020 *** 0.017 *** 0.016 *** -0.002
(4.395) (1.331) (1.545) (3.301) (3.629) (4.223) ( -0.080)

ROA 0.093 *** 0.069 *** 0.028 ** 0.086 *** 0.057 *** 0. 064 *** 0.100
(4.726) (3.361) (1.970) (4.539) (4.700) (6.121) (1.618)

F 0.133*** 0.155*** 0.106 *** 0.158 *** 0. 1127%** 0. 140 *** -0.039
(7.995) (11.767) (7.094) (12.549) (9.193) (15.564) ( -0.644)
Topl 0.010 -0.012" 0.016" -0.006 -0.002 0.005 0.283 ***
(0.997) ( -1.678) (1.724) ( -0.702) ( -0.107) (1.000) (3.880)

» 0.038" 0.015 -0.011 0.032** 0.011 0.024** -0.105
(1.783) (0.859) ( -0.610) (2.028) (0.739) (2.128) ( -1.628)

SOE -0.010™** -0.001 -0.005*** 0.004
( -4.083) ( -0.648) ( -3.008) (0.243)
Comstant 0. 166 *** 0.086 *** 0.090 *** 0.128 *** 0.090 *** 0. 104 *** 0. 345 ***
(4.145) (3.468) (3.261) (5.077) (4.312) (5.969) (2.887)

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Ind FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
N 17 538 13 126 3702 17 187 17 179 33 260 1106
Adj R? 0.085 0.112 0.172 0.106 0.063 0.085 0.258

ST p <01 M p <0.05 Y p <0.01; 2. t ;3. Cluster
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Anti-takeover provisions in the articles of association: Value creation or pri-

vate-interest grabbing?

CHEN Keing' WAN Qing-qing' YANG Guo-hao> KANG Yaning'

1. School of Accounting / China Internal Control Research Center Dongbei University of Finance and Eco-
nomics Dalian 116025 China;

2. School of Accounting / Institute of Income Distribution and Public Finance Zhongnan University of Eco-

nomics and Law Wuhan 430073 China

Abstract: This paper constructs a database of anti-takeover provisions through text analysis. The two hypothe—
ses of value creation and private-interest grabbing are tested based on anti-takeover provisions from the per—
spective of corporate investment. Our results supports the hypothesis of private-interest grabbing on the whole:

the enterprises having anti+akeover provisions will reduce corporate investment efficiency. Specifically the

"empire building" rather

management of firms having anti—4akeover provisions tends to seek over-investment in
than under-investment in enjoying “quiet life”. Mechanism test shows that anti-takeover provisions will inten—
sify corporate insider control and affect corporate investment behavior. Furthermore the private-interest grab—
bing is more significant when an enterprise has stronger effect anti-takeover provisions pre-defensive effect
provisions or strengthening management position provisions. Anti-takeover provisions in family enterprises has
a value creation effect but a private-interest grabbing effect in other private enterprises share dispersing en—
terprises or enterprises without actual controller. This paper reveals the path of corporate terms on economic
behavior and provides ideas for deepening the reform of the capital market and promoting the improvement of
corporate governance.

Key words: anti-takeover provisions; corporate investment; value creation; private-interest grabbing; insider

control



