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Equity Ownership Structure the Characteristics of Board and Tunneling:
Empirical Evidence from China’s Listed Companies

Tang Jianxin Li Yonghua and Lu Jianlong

( Economics and Management School of Wuhan University)

Abstract: This paper employing non — financial companies from 2003 to 2010 in China as the sample analyzes whether equity
ownership structure and the characteristics of board are conducive to tunneling. These results indicate that the largest shareholder firstly
tunnels the listed company by acquiring equity control and equity balance can inhibit this tunneling behavior. When the largest
shareholder can not substantively control the listed company by ownership structure they turn to the control of board of directors to
control the listed company which is against the interests of the minority shareholders. The control of board can be used as an alternative
to control by equity so that the largest shareholder can easily tunnel the listed company.
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Abstract: Using quarterly panel data from 17 commercial banks in China during 2000 Q1 to 2011 Q4 this paper compares responses
of banks with different levels of capital buffer to tight and expansionary monetary policy and explores the amplification effect of bank
capital constraints on monetary policy asymmetry based on the credit channel. The results show that under function of tools of
counter — cyclical monetary policy by the central bank there exists a significant asymmetry feature in the credit channel where tight
monetary policy has a stronger effect and expansionary monetary policy has a weaker effect; bank characteristics would affect the
transmission effects of monetary policy which means banks with higher capital buffer and smaller asset size response more to monetary
policy; banks are subject to both statutory deposit reserve requirements and bank capital constraints so bank capital supervision
effectively strengthens the asymmetric effect through credit transmission channel of monetary policy in China.
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