Corporate Governance and Valuation of GLCs in Singapore

James S. Ang

College of Business

Florida State University

Tallahassee, FL 32306-1110

Tel: (850) 644-8208

Fax: (850) 644-4225

E-mail: jang@cob.fsu.edu

David K. Ding

Division of Banking and Finance

Nanyang Business School, S3-1A-19

Nanyang Technological University

Singapore 639798, SINGAPORE

Tel: (65) 790-4927

Fax: (65) 791-3697

E-mail: akyding@ntu.edu.sg
First Draft: March 2001

Current Version: Thursday, May 17, 2001
The authors acknowledge the research assistance of Melvin Kong, Zak Wee Lo, and Charles Tang.

Corporate Governance and Valuation of GLCs in Singapore
Abstract

Based on the existing literature, we construct a corporate governance and transparency index to investigate the relationship between government involvement, corporate governance, transparency, and the value of a firm.  We do this in the context of Government Linked Companies (GLCs) in Singapore.  Our results show that, in the short run, higher transparency is detrimental to firm value.  We also find strong evidence of good corporate governance and government involvement contributing to higher firm valuations in Singapore that are not consistent with those of previous studies.  We propose that our findings are due to the unique governance structure in Singapore where government involvement, in addition to good corporate governance and greater transparency, add value to firms due to non-quantifiable benefits that they provide.

Corporate Governance and Valuation of GLCs in Singapore

1. Introduction
Past studies show that companies perform much better after they are privatized (Megginson, Nash and Randenborgh, 1994).  Perotti (1995) states that it is desirable for state-owned companies to be privatized as this will shift control and residual income to investors and improve incentives.  These studies show that government involvement lowers firm value.  Slovin and Sushka (1993) show that companies with concentrated ownership affects firm value.  One of the main reasons is the minority investors’ belief that the major shareholders of the firm will influence the management to maximize their personal interest.  Likewise, investors may be apprehensive of government influence on the management of GLCs to adopt policies that take care of the public’s needs rather than shareholders’ interest.

It is important for the corporation to be governed in a manner that ensures that management will maximize the wealth of every shareholder.  Corporate governance deals with the ways in which suppliers of finance to corporations assure themselves of getting a return on their investment (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997).  From the research done by Felton, Hudnut and Heeckeren (1996), we know that investors with low turnover ratios are willing to pay a premium for firms that have a higher level of corporate governance.  They feel that these companies will be able to take care of the interest of the minority shareholders and also believe that good governance will enhance the value of the companies in the long run.  However, their findings may not apply to every country as Mak and Phan (1999) have shown that there is a weak relationship between firm value (return on asset and return on equity ratio) and the level of corporate governance among Singaporean companies. 

Transparency is one of the key aspects of corporate governance.  According to Phan (1998), “transparency in corporate governance is defined as a state of affairs in which the decision-making process in the boardroom is open for review.”  The shareholders and other stakeholders should be able to obtain timely and reliable information on the goals and performance of a company with a high level of transparency.  Botosan and Plumlee (2000) show that the level of disclosure in the annual report of a company is negatively related to its cost of capital.

Many authors have studied the relationship between corporate governance and firm value (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Shleifer and Vishny, 1997) and the relationship between government involvement and firm value (Megginson, Nash and Randenborgh, 1994; Claessens, 1997).  We want to find out if GLCs in Singapore are unique relative to those from other countries.  Our results show that firm value is strongly related to corporate transparency.  In the short run, higher transparency is detrimental to firm value; there is a strong relationship between corporate governance, government involvement, and firm value.  However, we support the notion that strong corporate governance adds value to firms due to the non-quantitative benefits that it provides.
The paper is organized as follows.  Section 2 describes the background of Temasek Holdings and Singapore GLCs.  Section 3 reviews the pertinent literature about corporate governance, corporate disclosure, firm value, and GLCs.  We establish our hypotheses in Section 4 and present our data and methodology in Section 5.  Section 6 analyzes our results, Section 7 presents further results from event studies, and Section 8 concludes.

2.  Background of GLCs in Singapore

Temasek Holdings was formed in 1974 to hold all Singapore government investments.  Temasek-controlled companies account for one-tenth of Singapore's economic output.  Their total market capitalization is S$88.2 billion, or about 25 percent of the local stock market capitalization of S$353 billion.
  The original purpose behind the government’s involvement in the business was to accelerate Singapore’s economic development by initiating industrialization in the early 1960s.  As part of the effort for the industrialization drive, the government took an active entrepreneurial role by investing in a wide range of companies in the manufacturing, financial, banking, trading, transportation, shipbuilding, and other service sectors.  Many of the companies were joint ventures with foreign investors.  Some were of strategic and national importance while others were due to commercial interests.

Temasek Holdings’ long-held management philosophy is to appoint the right people, let them get on with the running of the enterprise and make sure the decision-making process is transparent.  Contrary to public opinion, Temasek Holdings states that its GLCs operate like any profit-oriented company in the private sector.  They only reserve their right to have a say in the appointment of the chief executive.  The performance of GLCs should be judged by the strength of each firm’s board of directors and their management, not who their shareholders are.  While GLCs may be perceived to have better credit risks than non-GLCs, they are expected to raise funds on commercial terms.  Financial institutions that deal with the GLCs will have to make their independent assessment with no reference to Temasek Holdings or the Singapore government.  Like any shareholder, Temasek Holdings expects its companies to be profitable and generate a good rate of return on investment.  However, it will divest or liquidate any GLC that continuously under-perform.

In the 1980s, Temasek Holdings embarked on a process of divesting its investments in companies that could function independently and are no longer of national or strategic importance.  The reasons for privatization are to give the public ownership of major enterprises in Singapore and to allow the companies to face the rigors and discipline of the market.  Though Temasek Holdings recognizes that there are no compelling reasons for the Government to hold controlling stakes in the GLCs, it maintains that divestments cannot take place overnight.

However, in February 2000, SingTel failed in its bid for Cable & Wireless HKT, losing to Hong Kong’s newly established Pacific Century Cyberworks.  Subsequently, in May 2000, SingTel again failed in its acquisition of a 20% stake in Malaysia’s Time-dotCom.  The Prime Minister of Singapore admitted after SingTel’s failure to win C&W HKT that the government’s stakes in companies were hindering efforts to expand out of the tiny island-state, because of what he called an inaccurate perception that they were not independently run.

3.  Literature Review

We focus on the key factors that influence the level of corporate governance.  Past research on the issues concerning the performance of GLCs and factors affecting firm value are investigated.

3.1  Corporate Governance and Transparency

The appointment of the board of directors provides the shareholders with an avenue to monitor the performance of the management and to ratify the management’s decisions (Fama and Jensen, 1983).  In order to allow the board to execute its duties efficiently, it is vital that the company distinguishes the roles of the Chairman and the Chief Executive Officer (CEO). This has been an emphasis in the Cadbury Report (Perry, 1995).  As the board is in charge of mapping the long-term direction and strategy of the company and to monitor the management’s performance, conflicts may arise between the board and the management while the board is carrying out its duty.

Another key issue concerning the structure of the board is the role of the non-executive directors in serving as a “watchdog” and “policeman,” representing shareholders' interests on the board and ensuring companies behave more ethically while fulfilling their statutory duties (Fraser, 1998).  In addition, research also shows that the presence of non-executive directors helps to enhance the level of corporate disclosure (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Weir 1997).  In order for the non-executive directors to perform their functions effectively, the Hampel Report
 proposed that the board should comprise of at least one-third of non-executive directors (James, 1998.
Among the non-executive directors, there should be independent directors who are capable of performing their duties independently from the management, controlling shareholders and the corporation (Gregory, 1999).  The presence of independent directors in the board provides independent judgement on issues of strategy, performance, resources, key appointments and standard of conduct (Perry, 1995).

Fama and Jensen (1983) argued that independent directors, who tend to be major decision-makers at other organizations, have incentives to signal to the markets that they are experts in decision control by acting in shareholders interests.  The importance of the presence of independent directors in the board is magnified as inside directors are found to be less likely to challenge the CEO to whom their careers are tied (Weisbach, 1983).  Weisbach reports that boards with at least 60 percent independent directors are more likely than other boards to fire a CEO whose performance has declined (Bhagat and Black, 1997).  Furthermore, Rosenstein and Wyatt (1990) find that the appointment of outside directors to the board brings about a positive performance of the company’s stock.

Organizing the board in a committee structure can further enhance the effectiveness of the board.  In order to choose the right candidate to hold different posts within the board, the nominating committee is first established.  A study shows that if the CEO is part of nominating committee or if there is no nominating committee, fewer independent directors will be appointed (Shivdasani and Yermack, 1999).  This may be a deliberate attempt by the CEO to reduce the level of monitoring by the board, thus exacerbating the agency problem.

Another important committee is the audit committee.  It plays an integral role in overlooking financial reporting, audit functions, risk management, and control (Bishop, et al., 2000).  On top of these basic functions, they also need to overlook the business, strategic, and financial issues.  In order to carry out these functions effectively, the committee is made up of only independent directors.  However, if the board is too small, there should at least be an independent chairman (Phan, 1998).

Good transparency is essential in keeping the agency problem in check by reducing information asymmetry (Diamond and Verrecchia, 1991).  It allows investors and shareholders to have a better understanding of the operation and performance of the firm and helps to raise investors’ confidence in the company.  This helps to attract large investors thus liquidity of the securities increases. Disclosure helps to lower the risk bearing capacity available to through market makers. Consequently, the firm’s cost of capital will be lowered. Fishman and Hagerty (1989) further reinforce the merits of good transparency. In their studies, they show that when they increase disclosure, it helps to increase the price efficiency of the security. When the price of the security is efficiently determined, it lead to more efficient investment decision. Unfortunately, managers have the tendency to withhold strategic information or release news only at certain time to create a signaling effect or to maximize the performance of the firm’s share price (Siew and Chuan, 1991).  This is detrimental to investors as they need timely and relevant information to make sound investment decisions.
Margaret and O’Brien (1994) claim that mergers and acquisitions help to enhance the level of corporate governance of the company.  Besides, studies by Mandelker (1974), Langetieg (1978), Dodd and Warner (1980) and Asquith (1981) provide evidence that mergers have a favorable effect on the market value of the firm.  However mergers and acquisitions may only have a positive effect on the value of the acquiring firm in the short run  (Margaret and O’Brien, 1994).  In the long run, the value of the firm may decrease as the acquisition may be done at the expense of the company’s long-term relationship with the supplier, employees, or customers, or its long-term investment projects.

3.2  Firm Value

The price-to-earnings ratio (P/E) is a widely used proxy for measuring a firm's value (Damodaran, 1994).  Price to book ratio (P/BV) is another ratio that is broadly used as a proxy of firm value.  There are several reasons why investors find P/BV ratios useful in measuring a firm’s value.  Firstly, the book value provides a relatively stable, intuitive measure of value that can be compared to the market price.  Secondly, given reasonably consistent accounting standards across firms, P/BV ratios can be compared across similar firms for valuation purposes.  For firms with negative earnings, which cannot be valued using P/E ratios, P/BV ratio is a viable alternative (Damodaran, 1994).
The level of leverage of the company may affect firm value as it alters the firm’s tax liability and risk level (Wiggins 1990).  Also, some managers use leverage to create a positive signaling effect on the performance of the company.  However, monitoring and agency costs increase with higher leverage.  In addition, the firm may face certain covenants that impede the ability of the management to carry out certain policies (Lewellen and Emery, 1986).  This may not be advantageous to the company, as the additional cost will reduce the value of the firm.  The company will be more prone to acquisition by other firms or institutional investors if its projects are financed through share issue.  Consequently, the acquisition campaign helps to increase the value of the acquired firm, as it will lead to a surge in share price (Israel, 1999).

The size of the firm also affects its value. Previous research shows that large firms enjoy a higher accounting rate of return than their smaller counterparts (Reinganum and Smith, 1983).  With larger production quantity, large firms are able to enjoy economies of scale that small firms could not achieve.  Besides, large firms are perceived to have lower risk and more stable earnings.  Therefore large firms enjoy more attention from the investors than smaller firms do.  Moreover, large firms are more committed to research and development (R&D) activities.  By investing in R&D, large company is able to develop new products more efficiently to suit the changing needs of the market (Mowery, 1983).  However, Evans (1987) claims that firm growth decreases at a diminishing rate with firm size.  As a firm expands, it may become less efficient due to more bureaucratic style of management.  Thus a large firm is less flexible and may not be able to swiftly react to market changes.  As there is a difference in findings on the relationship between firm size and firm value (rate of returns), there may be a high possibility that firm size does not have enough explanatory power for firm value (Chan and Chen, 1988).

Past studies show that privatized firms with a high level of foreign ownership tend to have higher rates of returns than that with a high level of employee ownership.  On top of that, the monitoring of the management by the foreign shareholder helps to maintain a higher level of corporate governance for the firm.  Furthermore, high foreign ownership in a firm normally leads to higher wages of the employee.  Indirectly, this helps to boost the employees’ motivation and productivity. 

Empirical studies show that monopoly reduces society welfare by having high level of deadweight losses (Gisser, 1986).  Firms with monopoly power are normally perceived to be inefficient because they do not face much competition.  Even if a monopoly were to display good financial results, it is probably due to the performance efficiency (e.g., economies of scale) rather than due to its monopoly power (Kim and Singal, 1993). Some even practice price discrimination to further exploit the consumer.  However, such unfair exploitation of consumer welfare may lead to government intervention. 

3.3  Government-Linked Companies (GLCs)

GLCs are frequently regarded as inefficient and produce poor quality outputs.
  Furthermore, some GLCs have been awarding contracts to one another.  By doing so they have stifled the development of the private sector. A study by World Bank in 1992 reports that more than 80 countries have launched ambitious efforts to privatize their state-owned enterprises. Since 1980s, more than 2000 state-owned enterprises have been privatized in developing countries and 6800 SOE have been privatized in worldwide (Megginson, Nash and Randenborgh, 1994). Another research has shown that firms improve on their mean and median real sales, profitability, capital spending, operating efficiency after privatization. The research also document significantly lower leverage ratios and higher dividend payments after divestiture. Most importantly, the improvements did not occur at the expense of employment security as 64 percent of the sample firms employ more workers after they privatize. In addition, Buckland and Fraser (2000) discover that the cost of capital drops after the privatization of water and sewerage companies.  This is consistent with the work of Becht (1998), who suggests that the liquidity of a company improves when a block owner is dissolved. 

However, concentrated ownership by the government actually increases the GLCs’ value in Czech and Slovak Republics (Claessens, 1997).  This is because large shareholders are able to monitor the management much better in a company with concentrated ownership than the minority shareholders in a company with dispersed ownership. 

In Singapore, government involvement may be one of the key reasons for various failures in the acquisition campaigns of the GLCs.
  This leads to a call for government to accelerate its divestment process.  The move may help to defuse criticism that such acquisitions allow Singapore to exert its influence over other countries' internal affairs, and help to boost the image of Singapore as a liberalized market.  GLCs often reflect the Singapore government's operating style - conservatism and cash stockpiles.
 GLCs are known for their careful and lengthy process of consultation in their decision making.  Such standardized operating procedure may hinder their merger and acquisition activities, where quick decision-making is often vital for clinching major deals.  Therefore, the call for Singapore GLCs to reduce their government control is to minimize their bureaucratic behavior in decision-making.  However, Singapore GLCs have appointed foreign CEOs to steer the companies to greater performance. For example, NOL appointed Jacob Flemmings as the CEO, and John Olds was appointed as the CEO of DBS.  Empirical studies have shown that appointment of local managers to the post of CEO has led to negative management entrenchment effects on the shareholders wealth (Park and Rozeff, 1994). 

4.  Hypotheses
Based on the results of previous studies concerning the relationship between government involvement, corporate governance, transparency, and firm value, three hypotheses are formulated.

Government Involvement and Firm Value

Studies have shown that GLCs perform better in terms of mean and median sales, profitability, capital spending and operating efficiency (Megginson, Nash and Randenborgh, 1994). Also there is an increase in employment of the firms after privatization. On top of that, the research shows that the debt position and dividend payout have also improved.  Another research shows that the cost of capital falls after the GLCs are privatized (Buckland and Fraser, 2000). From these researches, we can see that privatization help to increase the value of the firm. Based on these findings, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis: 1. Government involvement is related to the value of firm.

Corporate Governance and Firm Value

Though research shows that investors value corporate governance (Felton, Hudnut and Heeckeren, 1996), Mak and Phan (1999) conclude that there is little relationship between the level of corporate governance and firm value (ROE and ROA) for Singapore firms.  If corporate governance is positively related to firm value, we can determine if government involvement helps to increase firm value by emphasizing on good corporate governance.  The following hypothesis is investigated:

Hypothesis: 2. Corporate governance is related to the value of firm.

Transparency and Firm Value

Past research shows that transparency adds value to the firm because it helps to lower information asymmetry (Diamond and Verrecchia, 1991; Fishman and Hagerty, 1989). Although it is commonly perceived that GLCs are normally inefficient, we would like to find out if GLCs in Singapore are different from those in other countries.  After establishing the relationship between firm value and transparency, we can deduce if government involvement improves firm value by emphasizing good transparency. Specifically, we want to find out if firm value is consistent with the level of transparency and hypothesize that:

Hypothesis: 3. Firm transparency is related to the value of firm.
5.  Data and Methodology

5.1  Data and Sample Design

The study examines a sample of 8 Singapore GLCs and 8 matching non-GLCs covering the period 1990-2000. The sample was identified through a search of the Reuters Business Briefings and http://www.hoovers.com.
  To be included in the sample, each GLC should meet the following criteria: (1) Temasek Holdings exercises stewardship functions over the company; (2) Temasek Holdings appoints directors to the company’s board; and (3) Temasek Holdings is the single largest shareholder with a direct stake of 20% or more.
  All the GLCs in the sample meet the criteria except for Singapore Press Holding (SPH), as Temasek Holdings is not the largest shareholder in the firm.  However, SPH is still included in our sample due to the public perception that it is a GLC.
 For the matching non-GLCs, the sample was selected through the application of the following selection criteria: (1) The firm must be traded on its local stock exchange; (2) The firm must be a comparable as identified on www.hoovers.com to each of the sample GLC; (3) The firm must not have any of the Singapore government agencies being a substantial shareholder with more than 10% ownership; and (4) The market size of the matching firm must be similar in terms of capitalization to the sample GLC. 

Criteria (1) limits the matching sample to firms for which financial data could be readily extracted.  Criteria (2) is selected to ensure that the comparable non-GLC sample has a similar business scope as the sample GLC and their comparability are recognized by the investment community and the financial institutions. Criteria (3) is included to prevent the Singapore government from having an inordinate influence on the management decisions of the comparable non-GLC sample.  Criteria (4) is selected to prevent firm size from influencing the profitability of the sample firms.

5.2 Methodology


Multivariate regression is used to investigate the relationship between firm value and  variables measuring government involvement, corporate governance, and firm transparency.  Variables that are proxies for risk, profitability, monopoly, size, ownership are used as control variables in the regression study. The model is formulated as: 
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where: FV  


= Firm Value as measured by Price to Earnings Ratio (P/E), Price to Book

                                       Value Ratio (P/BV) and Rate of Return (RR)

            (0   
     
= Regression Intercept


ALR
 
= Asset to Liabilities Ratio

EBT      
= Earnings Before Tax

MONO 
= 1 if firm n has monopoly in business; 0 if otherwise

SIZE
 
= Size of Company

OWNER
= 1 if firm has ownership by foreign companies; 0 if otherwise

GLC

= 1 if firm n is a GLC; 0 if otherwise

TIME

= Time variable

TRANS
= 1 if firm n has high transparency; 0 if otherwise

CORPG
= 1 if firm n has high corporate governance; 0 if otherwise

·        
= Error term.

Dummy values as of the year 2000 are used.  The entire sample is separated into two sets: One set consists of the GLCs, while the other consists of the non-GLCs.  For each set, a test using P/BV as the dependent variable and a test using P/E as the dependent variable are performed.  The pooled sample is then tested using P/E and P/BV as dependent variables, respectively.  To reduce the possible effects of multicollinearity, the entire sample is also tested against P/E and P/BV without including TRANS in one test and CORPG in another.  The entire sample is then tested using RR as the dependent variable.

P/E & P/BV


Year-end stock prices, earnings per share and book value per share for each firm are obtained from Reuters Equities 3000. 

Rate of Return (RR)


Annual dividend adjusted rates of return are computed from the company financial reports and Reuters Equities 3000.

Asset to Liabilities Ratio (ALR)

 Level of leverage as measured by total liabilities to total assets is chosen as one of the control variables. 

Earnings Before Tax (EBT)

Value of earnings before tax for firm n in year t is extracted from Reuters Equities 3000. 

Monopoly (MONO)

 The international market or the domestic market that the firm operates in is investigated for competition. If there are no apparent competitors present, firm n is given a value of 1 for possessing monopoly power. Otherwise, firm n will be given 0 score. 

Size (SIZE)

The size of firm measured by total assets is used in our studies.

Foreign Ownership (OWNER) 

The criteria of >5% shareholdings by a firm registered in another country is used to determine foreign ownership. Companies with shareholding >5% by a foreign company will be given a value of 1, otherwise 0.

Corporate Governance (CORPG)


Firms that fulfil 50% of the criteria will be considered as having good corporate governance and will be given a value of 1, otherwise 0. (Please refer to the Appendix A for the results and Appendix C for explanation)

Transparency (TRANS)

Those with good corporate transparency will be rewarded with 1, otherwise 0. (Refer to Appendix B on the results and Appendix D on the explanation of criteria) 

6.  Results and Analysis

The analysis is separated into four parts.  The first looks at the results from the Pearsons correlation test.  The second examines the results from the multiple linear regressions of the relationship between corporate governance, corporate transparency, government involvement, and firm value.  The third looks into the level of corporate governance and transparency of GLCs relative to the non-GLCs.


Pearsons correlation coefficients are computed to examine the correlation between the dependent and independent variables (Table 2).  An analysis of the coefficients suggests that firm value measured by P/BV, P/E, and RR is positively associated with EBT, MONO,GLC, TRANS, CORPG.  The results are negative for ALR.  The three most significant correlation are SIZE and ALR (0.523), TRANS and MONO (-0.555), TRANS and OWNER (-0.433).  Gujarati (1988) believes that if the correlation between the independent variables exceed 0.80 or 0.90, they should be deemed harmful for multivariate analysis.  Since the highest correlation between SIZE and ALR is only 0.523, we can proceed without worrying about problems with multicollinearity.

Table 3 presents the results of the relationship between firm value and various explanatory variables.  The empirical studies indicate that there is no apparent significant relationship between the level of leverage and firm value as measured by P/E and rate of return. However, model (6), (8) and (9), using P/BV as the dependent variable, reveal a significant negative relationship (significant at 0.05 level, 0.01 level, 0.01 level) between level of leverage and firm value.  The findings is in accordance to Lewellen and Emery (1986), who pointed out that monitoring and agency costs increases when leverage increases, thus reducing the firm value.  Our results show that earnings before tax (EBT), the proxy for profitability, is positively related to all P/E, P/BV and rate of return as indicated by model (1), (4), (11), at 0.1, 0.1 and 0.01 level respectively.  The result supports the theory that high profitability increases firm value.  Model (1) reveals that monopoly power is detrimental to a firm’s value as measured by P/E, significant at 0.1 level.  Model (6) and (10) also display similar results, significant at 0.01 and 0.1 level. The findings supports the past studies (Gisser, 1986), which shows that monopoly reduces society welfare by having high level of deadweight losses and firms with monopoly power are normally perceived to be inefficient due to lack of competitor.  In our study of the relationship between firm size as indicated by the total assets and the firm value, it is found that there are no significant relationship between the size of firm and firm value. The results support the studies made by Chan and Chen (1988), indicating that firm size does not have enough explanatory power for firm value as measured by rate of returns.  In determining if foreign ownership adds value to firm, there seems to be contradicting results from multivariate regression.  Model (1) shows a significant positive relationship (at 0.05 level) between foreign ownership and firm value as measured by P/E, implying that foreign ownership adds value to a company.  However, model (5), (7), (9) indicates results on the contrary, meaning that foreign ownership is detrimental to the company.  Relationship between firm value as measured by P/BV and foreign ownership is also negative, as shown in model (6), (8), (10), further postulating the negative effect of foreign ownership on firm value.  As model (1) tests on only the eight GLCs in our sample, one explanation could be Singapore GLCs is a special case where foreign ownership is valued by investors, as the level of monitoring provided by the foreign shareholder allows the company to maintain a higher level of corporate governance, which is essential in the GLCs which are mainly controlled by the government.  The government, without proper monitoring, may act more beneficially to parties other than the stakeholders of the company.  Model (7) shows a positive relationship between P/E and GLC (at 0.1 level), indicating that government involvement adds value to a firm.  However, in model (6) and (10), measuring P/BV against GLC indicates a negative relationship at 0.01 and 0.05 level.  A possible explanation is that investors believe in the profitability of the GLCs is attributed to their link with the government, as some GLCs are awarding contracts to one another.
  Thus investors are willing to pay a premium for the earnings growth of the company.  However, investors do not think that GLCs are utilizing their assets efficiently, therefore they are reluctant to pay for the growth in assets in GLC, resulting in a negative relationship.  The research results had tie in with hypothesis 1, leading to the conclusion that government involvement is related to firm value.  Studies of P/E against corporate governance present a result of negative relationship between the 2 variables, as indicated in model (5) and (7), at 0.01 significance level.  However, P/BV is positively related to corporate governance, indicated in model (6), (8).  This result is consistent with research findings (Fama and Jenson, 1983), that higher corporate governance increase firm value. We do not reject hypothesis 2, corporate governance is related to firm value.  From our research, it is shown that P/BV is negatively related to transparency at 0.01 significance level while firm transparency’s relationship with P/E and rate of return is insignificant.  This result is consistent with the findings from Botosan and Plumlee (2000), which states that there is a positive association between cost of equity capital and the level of more timely disclosures, an important factor in determining transparency.  The rise in cost of equity capital, which decreases firm value, is due to increased stock price volatility following more disclosure reports.  Therefore, we do not reject hypothesis 3, transparency is related to firm value.  A summary of the relationships between the dependent variables and the various independent variables is provided in Table 4. 

Corporate Governance Index

The corporate governance index provides an understanding of the level of corporate governance for GLCs compared to non-GLCs.  From Appendix A, it shows that 6 out of 8 sample Singapore GLCs display a high level of corporate governance as compared to the matching companies which has 2 out of 7 (excluding Sembcorp Marine).  The average score for corporate governance of GLCs is 57.8% while the average score for matching companies is 44%. The transparency index in table 2 shows that 5 out of 8 sample GLCs display good corporate transparency relative to 5 out of 7 matching companies.  The average score for GLCs is 57% while the average score for matching companies is 59%. 

Our result shows GLCs’ level of corporate governance is significantly higher than the non-GLCs by 13.8%. Besides a higher percentage (75%) of the sample GLCs display good governance as compared to 28.6% of the non-GLCs. However, the non-GLCs perform slightly better (2% better) in terms of transparency. This is evidenced by 71.4% of the non-GLCs showing higher level of transparency compared to 62.5% of the GLCs. Our outcome is consistent with Claessens’ (1997) finding, which states that government involvement helps to improve firm value by having better controls. 


Based on the results from multivariate regression and the analysis from the corporate governance index, we have come to the conclusion that there exist strong relationships between firm value, transparency, corporate governance and government involvement. Our empirical studies show that government involvement is significantly related to the value of the firm.  Regression studies between P/E and GLCs also display similar result. However, measuring P/BV against GLCs indicates a significant negative relationship. The investors’ reluctance to pay for the growth in assets in GLCs could be due to the belief that GLCs are inefficient in utilizing their asset with their accumulation of cash stockpiles. Contrary to past studies, we deduced that government involvement adds value to the firms because the GLCs can take advantage of Singapore government’s diplomatic relationship with foreign countries. Thus this allows them to overcome foreign trade barriers as well as bureaucratic red tapes. 

Corporate governance is significantly related to firm value. Event studies revealed that with higher corporate governance, GLCs experience higher returns. P/BV is positively related to corporate governance.  Both results are consistent with previous research findings (Fama and Jensen, 1983), that higher corporate governance increases firm value.  Studies of P/E against corporate governance present a contrarian view.  This could be explained by findings from Becht (1998) which implies that higher corporate governance is related to concentrated ownership, achieved at the expense of lower liquidity. Our studies support the notion that corporate governance adds value to firm (Felton, Hudnut and Heeckeren, 1996).

Regression studies reveal that in the short run, higher transparency is detrimental to firm value. The result is consistent with the findings by Botosan and Plumlee (2000). In Singapore, the transparency issue has just been raised to the public’s awareness, causing companies to reveal damaging information that was withheld in the past. However, in the long run, we postulate that higher transparency increases firm value as it improves price efficiency and prevents the management from conducting unethical practices, which are detrimental to the stakeholders.  

In conclusion, we have established positive relationships between firm value, government involvement and corporate governance. Though transparency is detrimental to firm value in the short run, we believe that in the long run, higher transparency benefits a company.  Further analysis shows that local GLCs have higher level of corporate governance and transparency as compared to the matching sample. Thus the high level of corporate governance and transparency displayed by the GLCs further consolidate the notion that government involvement adds value to companies.

7.  Event Studies

Based on the results of the multiple regressions, we perform extensive event studies on those activities that appear to explain the relationship between government involvement, corporate governance, and firm value of the GLCs.  Events relating to the appointment of foreign and local CEOs, merger and acquisition activities, and government divestment activities are taken into account to illustrate a relationship between government involvement and valuation of the GLCs.  Events relating to the appointment of an independent, government-linked or executive director and appointment of the nominating committee are considered to further establish the importance of good corporate governance.

7.1  Methodology 

A standard event study methodology based on Dodd and Warner’s (1982) that standardizes the prediction errors is employed.  Our sample in the event study is obtained by identifying eight different types of announcements related to GLCs in the Reuters Business Briefing online database.  Stock market data corresponding to these events was taken from Datastream.  The selection of the announcement date forms an important issue in the conduct of the event studies.  It is essential that the market, its most interested and well segment could have reasonably anticipated the news (Henderson, 1989).  Past studies use the first public announcement as the event date.  This is based on the common assumption that market is efficient and investors will not benefit from difference in speed of information received.  Brown and Warner (1984) find that the publication of event in the public newspaper provides a good measure for the event announcement date.  In the light of these findings, two days (the day of the company official announcement and the day after the announcement) are taken as the event window, which is used to identify the security prices of the firms involved over the period.  In our event studies, all time is kept relative to the event day  (Henderson, 1989).  The day we selected is adapted to different firms. 

Fama (1976) suggests that continuously compounded returns better conform to the normality assumptions underlying regression.  A large proportion of the event studies use continuously compounded returns (Henderson, 1989).  Log transformed returns are used: Rji = ln (1 + Return).  Sampling interval is set to be one day; thus daily stock returns are used (Brown and Warner, 1984).  We choose a 41-day event window, comprising of 20 pre-event days, the event day, and 20 post-event days.  For each announcement, we use the 200-trading day period prior to the event window as the estimation window.  Our event studies are centered on a single date, thus we interpret the abnormal returns over the event window as measure of the impact of the event on the value of the firm (or its equity).  The methodology implicitly assumes that the event is exogenous with respect to the change in market value of the security.

We perform event studies on announcements that are likely to contribute to the significance of the explanatory variables.  We use the standardized abnormal returns method, which follows Patell’s (1976) standardized-residual methodology.  The model results with a Z-test uses the standardized abnormal return approach, which estimates a separate standard error for each firm-event and assumes cross-sectional independence.  Under the null hypothesis, each Aji has mean zero and variance ( 2Aji.  Ajt is defined as the abnormal return for the common stock of the jth firm on day t as: 
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where t is defined as the trading days relative to the event date. Over an interval of two or more trading days beginning with day T1 and ending with T2, the cumulative average abnormal return is
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Rmt is the observed return on the market index on day t, 
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 is the mean market return over the estimation period and Dj is the number of non-missing trading day returns used to estimate the parameters for firm j. We define the Z as the standardized abnormal return, SARjt = Ajt / sAjt . Under the null hypothesis, each SARjt follows a t distribution with Dj – 2 degrees of freedom. Eventus reports a precision weighted cumulative average abnormal return with the standardized abnormal return method.  The formula for the precision-weighted average is 
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7.2  Event Studies Results and Analysis


Results from our event studies (tables 5-15) provide possible explanations to our hypotheses pertaining to the relationship between government involvement, corporate governance and the firm value. 

Government Involvement and Firm Value


Events relating to the appointment of foreign chief executive officers (CEO) in Table 5, as well as successful merger and acquisition (M&A) activities in Table 6, yield significant positive effects on the stock prices.  In Table 5, the companies DBS and NOL in this sample appointed foreign CEOs.  Both companies experienced significant positive average excess returns on day –2 and –1.  They also recorded a series of positive cumulative average abnormal returns beginning from 5 days prior to the announcement date for the appointment of foreign CEOs in the panel B of Table 5.  Investors do recognize that the new CEOs appointed by the government, John Olds and Jacobs Flemming would help to lead their companies to world-class status.

The acquiring companies in the sample of successful M&A activities in Panel A of Table 6 experienced significant positive average abnormal return on day zero (1.79% with Z-statistic of 2.21).  Panel B of Table 6 further shows that the stock experienced significant positive cumulative abnormal average returns in periods (-3,-1) to (0,+1). For the unsuccessful M&A activities, we take into account that in Table 8, the large significant negative average excess returns on day 0 is attributed to the external effect of the government’s announcement to fully liberalize the telecommunication sector.  This significant announcement has large impact on the overall sample in Tables 7.  However, in Table 8, SingTel experienced significant positive average and cumulative abnormal returns on announcement of their loss attributed to the rationale that C&W HKT is overpriced.
  No significant result was found in Table 9 when SingTel announced its bid in TIME Engineering on 5 May 00.  The stock received mix reactions as investors cheer the possibility of SingTel gaining a foothold in Malaysia but concerned about the high price the company is paying for Time Shares.
  On May 12, 2000, SingTel lost its second bid for regional telecom asset as Time withdrew from the deal.  Held up by general recovery in stock market
, it still managed to record positive cumulative average excess returns for days (0,+1).  The market attributed it to political reasons where Renong, which has close linkage with Malaysia’s Prime Minister, Dr. Mahathir Mohamad, controls Time.  Analysts concluded that the withdrawal was within expectation.  There is no significant reaction to DBS stock price when it submitted and lost its bid for Chase Manhatten’s Hong Kong retail operations as shown in Table 10.

 The Singapore government undertakes active divestment of its stakes in the GLCs to alter prevailing views that the firms are too government influenced.
  The results in Table 11a and 11b show insignificant negative reaction to all government related divestment activities.  We deduce that investors do value government’s involvement, though not conclusively.  Table 11b records significant negative average abnormal returns in period (+1,+2), when the government cut its fully diluted shareholding in DBS from 41% to 39.7%. Our results help to illustrate a relationship of a positive correlation between the government involvement and value of the firms.

Corporate Governance and Firm Value

Table 12 shows that the appointment of executive director yields significant negative effects on the stock prices.  Our breakdown in Table 13 shows that there is a significant negative average abnormal and cumulative average abnormal returns in DBS stock prices on the announcement date when the company appointed its executive vice-president Mr. Ng Kee Choe to the board of directors on February 5, 1994.  This helps to establish the notion that this event constitutes poor corporate governance practice.  We deduce that investors do value good corporate governance measures.  Event study concludes a positive relationship between corporate governance and the firm value.  Consistent to previous studies (Rosenstein and Wyatt, 1990), our results in Table 12 show that the appointment of independent directors yields significant positive average abnormal returns on day –2 and insignificant positive cumulative abnormal returns on day (0, +1).  It is viewed that the appointment of independent directors constitutes good corporate governance.

The Singapore government holds major stakes in the GLCs, it appoints ministers and government linked individuals to the board.  Table 14 shows insignificant positive average abnormal returns following these announcements.  Also, there are occasions that the GLCs simultaneously announced the appointment of several directors that consisted of both government-linked and independent directors.  From our results in Table 14, we deduce that the investors were mixed in their investment opinions.  In Table 15, we tested a combination of results from table 14 and revealed significant positive cumulative abnormal returns on (-1,0).  We deduce that investors value a combination of government-linked and independent directors.  To improve corporate governance of companies, the Corporate Governance Committee came up with new guidelines that companies should set up a nominating committee to screen directors. DBS experienced insignificant positive cumulative abnormal returns on day (0,+1) when the company was first to announce that it has set up its committee on 28 Oct 99.  Our results in Table 15 show that investors view the change as positive although not conclusive.  Overall, we conclude a positive relationship between the good corporate governance and the firm value of the GLCs.

8.  Conclusion

 The objective of this paper is to investigate the level of corporate governance and transparency displayed by the local GLCs as compared to matching samples and subsequently perform a valuation on the sample to find out the degree on which government involvement, corporate governance and transparency affects firm value. 

The results show that, in the short run, higher transparency is detrimental to firm value.  We also find strong evidence of good corporate governance and government involvement contributing to higher firm valuations in Singapore that are not consistent with those of previous studies.  We propose that our findings are due to the unique governance structure in Singapore where government involvement, in addition to good corporate governance and greater transparency, add value to firms due to non-quantifiable benefits that they provide.

 We recommend that government should continue to divest their stakes in GLCs although not overnight.  This move will defuse the worry of Singapore government’s involvement in the internal affairs of the foreign countries and help the GLCs to gain success in their M&A activities.  Our event studies (Tables 11a and 11b) showed negative abnormal returns on announcement of government’s intention to divest.  If the government is to divest overnight, the market may suffer from overhang.  We suggest that the speed of divestment should be increased and dependent on the value that the foreign merger partner could bring. Meanwhile, Singapore government should also inject more foreign talents into the GLCs to help in their aspirations to expand overseas. We are in support of the government’s initiatives to increase the level of corporate governance in the GLCs due to its positive impacts. Our event study shows that the government should appoint a good mix of non-executive, independent and government-linked directors to the board. Also, the candidates for the position of chairman and CEO should be different.  The government should maintain its efforts to increase the level of transparency in the GLCs despite the short-term drawback.  We propose that the companies should harness the new economy technologies and practice real time disclosure as we are in the opinion that it will benefit the GLCs as a whole in the long run.
 Possible future research may be conducted on the speed that the government should divest its stakes in the GLCs.  Other proxies for firm value may be used in the valuation of the GLCs.  The long run effect of pursuing higher level of transparency may also be looked into.
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Table 1: Companies Summary Statistics

This table illustrates the vital statistics of the sample of the GLCs and their matching companies.
	
	Asset Size (m)
	Pretax Profit (m)
	EPS (S$)
	Percentage of Government Ownership
	Country of Origin 
	Stock Exchange Listed
	High transparency
	Significant Foreign Ownership

(>5%)
	High Corporate Governance
	Monopoly

	SPH
	3,430
	515.53
	0.87
	1.14%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	SIA
	16,451
	1463.9
	0.91
	56.31%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	SEMBCORP
	5,396.8
	260.88
	0.08
	13.43%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	DBS
	106,460
	1041.4
	0.97
	15.49%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	SINGTEL
	13,917
	2520.8
	0.12
	75.27%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	KEPPEL
	33,214
	658.33
	0.27
	31.88%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	SMRT
	2,256.7      
	159.94
	0.08
	67.20%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	NOL
	9,921.7
	303.02
	0.17
	32.61%
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	SOUTH CHINA MORNING POST
	4,813.3
	691.81
	0.34
	NA
	Hong Kong
	Hong Kong
	Yes
	NA
	No
	No

	QANTAS
	12,007
	762.8
	0.43
	NA
	Australia
	Australia
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	SEMBCORP MARINE
	1,421.5
	111.07
	0.06
	NA
	Singapore
	Singapore
	NA
	NA
	No
	No

	OCBC
	54,290
	901.59
	0.54
	NA
	Singapore
	Singapore
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	WHAMPOA HUTCHISON
	375,620
	119990
	27.53
	NA
	Hong Kong
	Hong Kong
	Yes
	NA
	No
	No

	NEW WORLD DEVELOPMENT
	128,020
	1927.7
	0.1
	NA
	Hong Kong
	Hong Kong
	Yes
	NA
	No
	No

	DELGRO
	1,475.7
	121.84
	0.45
	NA
	Singapore
	Singapore
	No
	No
	No
	No

	NEDLLOYD
	 3,096.2
	0.62
	-0.17
	NA
	Netherlands
	Netherlands
	No
	No
	No
	No


Table 2: Pearsons Correlation Coefficients Table

The table displayed the Pearson Correlation Coefficients between the dependent variables and the independent variables
	
	ALR
	EBT
	MONO
	SIZE
	OWNER
	GLC
	TRANS
	CORPG
	TIME
	P/BV
	P/E
	RR

	ALR
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EBT
	0.023
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MONO
	-0.257**
	-0.043
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SIZE
	0.523**
	0.391**
	-0.207*
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OWNER
	-0.364**
	0.065
	0.354**
	0.093
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GLC
	0.122
	-0.007
	0.378**
	0.083
	-0.167*
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TRANS
	-0.056
	0.038
	-0.555**
	0.010
	-0.433*
	-0.094
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	CORPG
	0.217*
	0.015
	0.378**
	0.337**
	0.125
	0.500**
	-0.094
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	TIME
	-0.031
	0.150
	0.016
	0.207*
	0.078
	0.000
	0.049
	0.043
	1.000
	
	
	

	P/BV
	-0.173*
	0.098
	0.255**
	-0.015
	-0.072
	0.341**
	0.165
	0.384**
	0.074
	1.000
	
	

	P/E
	0.004
	-0.001
	0.009
	0.156
	-0.142
	0.103
	0.204*
	0.065
	0.030
	0.236**
	1.000
	

	RR
	-0.044
	0.419**
	0.012
	0.154
	0.094
	-0.037
	-0.036
	-0.006
	0.141
	0.175*
	0.001
	1.000


  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

where: P/E


: Price to Earnings Ratio




OWNER
: Foreign Ownership

P/BV  
     
: Price to Book Ratio




GLC

: GLC

RR

: Rate of Return





SIZE
 
: Firm Size



ALR
 
: Asset to Liabilities Ratio




TIME

: Time

EBT      

: Earnings Before Tax




TRANS

: Transparency

MONO 

: Monopoly





CORPG

: Corporate Governance
Table 3: Summary Results of Testing Different Formulations Using Linear Regression

The table displays the summary of the regression results between firm value as measured by P/E, P/BV, RR and the various independent variables using different samples. Equation 1 and 2 use only the GLCs sample. Equation 3 and 4 use only the non-GLC sample. Equation 5 and 6 use the entire sample. Equation 7 and 8 use the entire sample but excludes TRANS variable, Equation 9 and 10 use the entire sample but excludes CORPG variable. Equation 11 uses the entire sample and tested the independent variables against RR.

	Model
	Dep. Var
	Intercept
	ALR
	EBT
	MONO
	SIZE
	OWNER
	GLC
	TIME
	TRANS
	CORPG
	R2
	 Adj. R2
	F
	Sig

	1
	P/E
	-2588.887

(-1.993)
	-0.050

(-0.144)
	0.285*

(1.787)
	-0.559**

(-2.196)
	-0.38

(-1.079)
	0.619**


(2.250)
	–
	0.366*

(2.010)
	0.050

(0.239)
	-0.060

(-0.189)
	0.334
	0.190
	2.322
	0.040

	2
	P/BV
	98.42

(0.315)
	1.002

(1.422)
	0.078

(0.465)
	1.49

(1.532)
	0.039

(0.096)
	-1.521

(-1.510)
	–
	-0.069

(-0.307)
	–
	-0.477

(-0.852)
	0.283


	0.147
	2.084
	0.070

	3
	P/E
	-1367.324

(-0.406)
	-1.244

(-0.368)
	-0.383

-0.399)
	–
	-2.374

(-1.258)
	2.851

(0.714)
	–
	0.258

(0.416)
	–
	-3.636

(-1.148)
	0.700
	0.340
	1.942
	0.242

	4
	P/BV
	48.766

(0.539)
	0.929

(1.284)
	0.336*

(2.135)
	–
	-0.098

(-0.297)
	–
	–
	-0.091

(-0.547)
	–
	-0.025

(-0.045)
	0.671
	0.553
	5.710
	0.004

	5
	P/E
	-2633.609

(-2.699)
	-0.066

(-0.354)
	-0.149

(-1.268)
	-0.081

(-1.268)
	0.130

(0.690)
	-0.449**

(-2.495)
	0.094

(0.566)
	0.304***

(2.728)
	-0.303

(-1.016)
	-0.364***

(-2.826)
	0.279
	0.190
	3.137
	0.003

	6
	P/BV
	-82.327

(-0.738)
	-0.937***

(-5.863)
	0.144

(1.486)
	-0.540***

(-2.866)
	-0.252

(-1.613)
	-1.028***

(-6.742)
	-0.485***

(-3.489)
	0.081

(0.833)
	-1.036***

(-4.255)
	0.424***

(3.857)
	0.513


	0.452
	8.415
	0.000

	7
	P/E
	-2078.996

(-2.401)
	0.013

(0.084)
	-0.176

(-1.593)
	0.103

(0.856)
	0.256

(1.586)
	-0.322***

(-2.809)
	0.227*

(1.944)
	0.248**

(2.427)
	–
	-0.371***

(-2.857)
	0.250
	0.177
	3.453
	0.002

	8
	P/BV
	-41.143

(-0.329)
	-0.379**

(-2.414)
	0.088

(0.802)
	0.086

(0.707)
	0.039

(0.242)
	-0.242**

(-2.078)
	0.143

(1.228)
	0.037

(0.351)
	–
	0.350***

(2.638)
	0.262
	0.190
	3.635
	0.001

	9
	P/E
	-2058.938

(-2.062)
	-0.175

(-0.924)
	-0.105

(-0.862)
	-0.226

(-0.975)
	0.046

(0.235)
	-0.517***

(-2.769)
	-0.055

(-0.333)
	0.239**

(2.095)
	-0.350

(-1.124)
	–
	0.200
	0.114
	2.312
	0.028

	10
	P/BV
	-207.557

(-1.783)
	-0.747***

(-4.504)
	0.104

(0.986)
	-0.346*

(-1.746)
	-0.192

(-1.135)
	-0.893***

(-5.513)
	-0.304**

(-2.132)
	0.188
(1.862)
	-0.957***

(-3.617)
	–
	0.412
	0.347
	6.392
	0.000

	11
	RR
	40.571

(0.975)
	0.080

(0.421)
	0.583***

(5.170)
	0.034

(0.158)
	-0.080

(-0.434)
	0.008

(0.047)
	-0.169

(-1.059)
	-0.106

(-0.967)
	-0.126

(-0.445)
	0.065

(0.525)
	0.336
	0.254
	4.110
	0.000


 Note: *** significant at the 1% level, ** significant at 5% level, * significant at 10% level

            Missing values are omitted from regression by the program or by methodology

Table 4: Summary for Relationship between Dependent Variables and Independent Variables

All the relationships between the variables are significant to at least 10% level.

	
	Total Assets to Total Liabilities ( level of leverage)
	Earnings Before Tax (Profitability)
	Monopoly
	Total Assets (Size)
	Foreign Ownership
	GLC
	Transparency
	Corporate Governance

	P/E
	No significant relationship
	Positive
	Negative
	No significant relationship
	Positive for Test (1)

Negative for Test (5), (6), (7), (8), (9), (10)
	Positive
	No significant relationship
	Negative

	P/BV
	Negative
	Positive
	Negative
	No significant relationship
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Positive

	Rate of Return
	No significant relationship
	Positive
	No significant relationship
	No significant relationship
	No significant relationship
	No significant relationship
	No significant relationship
	No significant relationship


	Table 5: Appointment of CEO 

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the appointment of foreign/local CEO by the local GLCs

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of CEO for 14   days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Appointment of Foreign CEO (n=2)
	Appointment of Local CEO (n=2)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	-1.85%
	-0.73
	0:2
	-0.54%
	0.27
	1:1

	-13
	0.86%
	0.29
	1:1
	-0.71%
	-0.55
	0:2

	-12
	0.02%
	0.01
	2:0
	-1.59%
	-1.53
	0:2

	-11
	0.24%
	0.44
	1:1
	0.66%
	0.75
	2:0

	-10
	0.32%
	0.23
	2:0
	-0.10%
	-0.15
	1:1

	-9
	0.02%
	-0.02
	1:1
	-0.52%
	-0.63
	0:2

	-8
	-0.62%
	-0.57
	1:1
	0.05%
	0.15
	1:1

	-7
	-0.77%
	-0.16
	1:1
	-0.33%
	-0.12
	1:1

	-6
	-1.73%
	-0.68
	1:1
	0.09%
	0.41
	1:1

	-5
	0.02%
	-0.02
	1:1
	0.14%
	-0.25
	1:1

	-4
	-1.30%
	-0.43
	1:1
	-0.97%
	-1.12
	0:2

	-3
	0.39%
	0.23
	2:0
	-0.56%
	-0.7
	0:2

	-2
	3.83%
	1.99
	*                       2:0
	-0.38%
	-0.21
	1:1

	-1
	7.80%
	3.17
	**                     2:0
	-0.31%
	0.15
	1:1

	0
	-1.85%
	-0.7
	1:1
	-0.33%
	0.15
	1:1

	1
	1.72%
	0.75
	2:0
	0.90%
	1.17
	2:0

	2
	-2.61%
	-1.47
	0:2
	0.67%
	0.62
	2:0

	3
	-1.18%
	-0.64
	0:2
	-1.08%
	-1.14
	0:2

	4
	2.87%
	1.45
	2:0
	-0.34%
	-0.22
	0:2

	5
	-0.52%
	0.36
	1:1
	1.83%
	1.08
	2:0

	6
	-4.56%
	-2.56
	*                       0:2
	0.93%
	1.57
	1:1

	7
	1.48%
	0.48
	1:1
	0.12%
	0.11
	2:0

	8
	0.76%
	0.39
	2:0
	-1.24%
	-1.03
	0:2

	9
	0.37%
	0.17
	2:0
	-0.53%
	-0.29
	1:1

	10
	-2.79%
	-1.68
	$                       0:2
	-0.66%
	-0.17
	1:1

	11
	1.80%
	1.36
	2:0
	-0.35%
	-0.42
	0:2

	12
	0.70%
	0.38
	2:0
	0.17%
	0.21
	2:0

	13
	-1.09%
	-0.06
	1:1
	-0.03%
	0.07
	1:1

	14
	-0.08%
	-0.08
	1:1
	0.12%
	0.28
	1:1

	15
	-0.96%
	-1.13
	1:1
	-0.54%
	-0.64
	0:2


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of CEO in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Appointment of Foreign CEO (n=2)
	Appointment of Local CEO (n=2)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	9.06%
	7.33%
	0.95
	2:0
	-4.32%
	-3.61%
	-0.8
	0:2

	(-15,-1)
	7.39%
	6.57%
	0.98
	2:0
	-2.72%
	-2.17%
	-0.56
	0:2

	(-8,-1)
	7.61%
	6.10%
	1.25
	2:0
	-2.27%
	-1.69%
	-0.6
	0:2

	(-5,-1)
	10.73%
	8.55%
	2.21
	*               2:0
	-2.08%
	-2.15%
	-0.95
	0:2

	(-3,-1)
	12.01%
	9.33%
	3.11
	**             2:0
	-1.25%
	-0.76%
	-0.44
	0:2

	(-2,-1)
	11.62%
	8.94%
	3.65
	***           2:0
	-0.69%
	-0.06%
	-0.04
	1:1

	(-1,0)
	5.95%
	4.29%
	1.75
	$               2:0
	-0.63%
	0.30%
	0.21
	1:1

	(0,+1)
	-0.12%
	0.09%
	0.04
	1:1
	0.57%
	1.33%
	0.94
	1:1

	(+1,+2)
	-0.88%
	-1.24%
	-0.51
	1:1
	1.57%
	1.80%
	1.26
	2:0

	(+1,+3)
	-2.07%
	-2.35%
	-0.79
	0:2
	0.49%
	0.64%
	0.37
	2:0

	(+1,+5)
	0.27%
	0.77%
	0.2
	1:1
	1.98%
	1.51%
	0.67
	2:0

	(+1,+8)
	-2.03%
	-2.16%
	-0.44
	0:2
	1.80%
	2.18%
	0.77
	2:0

	(+1,+15)
	-4.08%
	-3.94%
	-0.59
	0:2
	-0.01%
	1.20%
	0.31
	1:1

	(+1,+20)
	9.56%
	9.08%
	1.17
	2:0
	-0.82%
	0.56%
	0.12
	1:1


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 6: Merger & Acquisition Activities 

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the merger & acquisition activities carried out by the GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for merger & acquisition activities for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Successful merger & acquisition activities (n=5)
	Unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities (n=3)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.52%
	0.64
	3:2
	0.44%
	0.37
	2:1

	-13
	-2.00%
	-1.93$
	1:4
	-1.34%
	-1.08
	1:2

	-12
	-1.13%
	-1.15
	2:3
	-1.17%
	-0.93
	1:2

	-11
	0.99%
	0.98
	5:0
	-1.27%
	-1.06
	1:2

	-10
	0.69%
	0.81
	4:1
	-0.67%
	-0.54
	0:3

	-9
	0.16%
	0.02
	2:3
	0.01%
	0.02
	2:1

	-8
	-0.37%
	-0.26
	2:3
	1.25%
	0.99
	2:1

	-7
	1.24%
	1.17
	4:1
	-0.36%
	-0.29
	2:1

	-6
	0.49%
	0.45
	3:2
	-0.43%
	-0.33
	2:1

	-5
	0.89%
	0.82
	4:1
	0.30%
	0.27
	1:2

	-4
	-1.04%
	-1.07
	2:3
	0.47%
	0.4
	2:1

	-3
	-0.25%
	-0.1
	2:3
	-0.78%
	-0.63
	1:2

	-2
	1.10%
	1.52
	3:2
	-0.23%
	-0.18
	1:2

	-1
	1.39%
	1.5
	4:1
	0.60%
	0.51
	2:1

	0
	1.79%
	2.21
	*                       3:2
	1.96%
	1.59
	2:1

	1
	1.21%
	1.08
	2:3
	1.48%
	1.2
	3:0

	2
	0.93%
	1.04
	3:2
	-1.77%
	-1.44
	0:3

	3
	0.50%
	0.45
	3:2
	-0.24%
	-0.18
	1:2

	4
	1.25%
	1.4
	4:1
	0.55%
	0.45
	3:0

	5
	0.11%
	0.09
	1:4
	0.64%
	0.48
	2:1

	6
	0.62%
	0.73
	3:2
	0.26%
	0.19
	2:1

	7
	0.41%
	0.41
	2:3
	0.77%
	0.67
	1:2

	8
	-0.36%
	-0.68
	3:2
	-1.10%
	-0.89
	0:3

	9
	-0.28%
	-0.39
	1:4
	1.35%
	1.08
	2:1

	10
	0.63%
	0.82
	2:3
	2.10%
	1.78
	$                       2:1

	11
	1.05%
	0.95
	3:2
	0.43%
	0.34
	2:1

	12
	-1.66%
	-1.6
	1:4
	-0.65%
	-0.53
	1:2

	13
	-0.94%
	-0.94
	1:4
	-0.20%
	-0.14
	1:2

	14
	0.74%
	0.63
	2:3
	-1.62%
	-1.37
	1:2

	15
	0.85%
	1.07
	4:1
	-0.60%
	-0.5
	1:2


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for merger & acquisition activities in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Successful merger & acquisition activities (n=5)
	Unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities (n=3)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	4.17%
	4.73%
	1.13
	3:2
	-1.62%
	-1.51%
	-0.28
	2:1

	(-15,-1)
	2.74%
	3.19%
	0.88
	3:2
	-3.76%
	-3.59%
	-0.76
	2:1

	(-8,-1)
	3.45%
	3.77%
	1.42
	3:2
	0.82%
	0.91%
	0.26
	2:1

	(-5,-1)
	2.09%
	2.49%
	1.19
	3:2
	0.36%
	0.46%
	0.17
	2:1

	(-3,-1)
	2.24%
	2.73%
	1.68
	$               4:1
	-0.41%
	-0.35%
	-0.17
	2:1

	(-2,-1)
	2.49%
	2.82%
	2.14
	*               4:1
	0.36%
	0.41%
	0.24
	2:1

	(-1,0)
	3.17%
	3.46%
	2.62
	**             4:1
	2.56%
	2.57%
	1.49
	3:0

	(0,+1)
	2.99%
	3.06%
	2.32
	*               4:1
	3.44%
	3.40%
	1.97
	*                3:0

	(+1,+2)
	2.13%
	1.97%
	1.49
	2:3
	-0.29%
	-0.29%
	-0.17
	1:2

	(+1,+3)
	2.63%
	2.40%
	1.48
	4:1
	-0.52%
	-0.51%
	-0.25
	0:3

	(+1,+5)
	3.99%
	3.79%
	1.81
	$               4:1
	0.65%
	0.61%
	0.23
	2:1

	(+1,+8)
	4.65%
	4.22%
	1.6
	4:1
	0.58%
	0.57%
	0.17
	2:1

	(+1,+15)
	5.04%
	4.72%
	1.3
	4:1
	1.39%
	1.37%
	0.29
	2:1

	(+1,+20)
	6.72%
	6.42%
	1.54
	5:0
	-0.83%
	-0.79%
	-0.14
	1:2


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 7: Unsuccessful Merger & Acquisition Activities

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the local GLCs’ unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities. 

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Announcement of bids submission (n=3)
	Announcement of loss results (n=3)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.93%
	0.74
	3:0
	0.44%
	0.37
	2:1

	-13
	1.37%
	1.12
	2:1
	-1.34%
	-1.08
	1:2

	-12
	-0.08%
	-0.05
	1:2
	-1.17%
	-0.93
	1:2

	-11
	-0.72%
	-0.63
	1:2
	-1.27%
	-1.06
	1:2

	-10
	-0.45%
	-0.4
	1:2
	-0.67%
	-0.54
	0:3

	-9
	-0.15%
	-0.07
	1:2
	0.01%
	0.02
	2:1

	-8
	-1.58%
	-1.3
	1:2
	1.25%
	0.99
	2:1

	-7
	-1.68%
	-1.34
	0:3
	-0.36%
	-0.29
	2:1

	-6
	0.15%
	0.15
	2:1
	-0.43%
	-0.33
	2:1

	-5
	-0.40%
	-0.28
	1:2
	0.30%
	0.27
	1:2

	-4
	-0.97%
	-0.81
	0:3
	0.47%
	0.4
	2:1

	-3
	-0.49%
	-0.42
	1:2
	-0.78%
	-0.63
	1:2

	-2
	-0.59%
	-0.47
	2:1
	-0.23%
	-0.18
	1:2

	-1
	-1.33%
	-1.12
	1:2
	0.60%
	0.51
	2:1

	0
	-3.16%
	-2.73
	**                     1:2
	1.96%
	1.59
	2:1

	1
	1.37%
	1.21
	2:1
	1.48%
	1.2
	3:0

	2
	-0.33%
	-0.28
	1:2
	-1.77%
	-1.44
	0:3

	3
	-0.78%
	-0.69
	1:2
	-0.24%
	-0.18
	1:2

	4
	0.75%
	0.59
	1:2
	0.55%
	0.45
	3:0

	5
	-0.21%
	-0.18
	2:1
	0.64%
	0.48
	2:1

	6
	0.40%
	0.32
	2:1
	0.26%
	0.19
	2:1

	7
	-1.42%
	-1.15
	0:3
	0.77%
	0.67
	1:2

	8
	-0.04%
	-0.05
	1:2
	-1.10%
	-0.89
	0:3

	9
	1.16%
	0.93
	2:1
	1.35%
	1.08
	2:1

	10
	-0.37%
	-0.31
	2:1
	2.10%
	1.78
	$                       2:1

	11
	0.76%
	0.58
	2:1
	0.43%
	0.34
	2:1

	12
	0.35%
	0.31
	2:1
	-0.65%
	-0.53
	1:2

	13
	-0.27%
	-0.21
	2:1
	-0.20%
	-0.14
	1:2

	14
	-1.00%
	-0.86
	1:2
	-1.62%
	-1.37
	1:2

	15
	-1.06%
	-0.91
	1:2
	-0.60%
	-0.5
	1:2


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Announcement of bids submission (n=3)
	Announcement of loss results (n=3)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-7.64%
	-7.58%
	-1.4
	0:3
	-1.62%
	-1.51%
	-0.28
	2:1

	(-15,-1)
	-6.20%
	-6.11%
	-1.3
	0:3
	-3.76%
	-3.59%
	-0.76
	2:1

	(-8,-1)
	-6.89%
	-6.82%
	-1.98
	*               0:3
	0.82%
	0.91%
	0.26
	2:1

	(-5,-1)
	-3.78%
	-3.78%
	-1.39
	0:3
	0.36%
	0.46%
	0.17
	2:1

	(-3,-1)
	-2.41%
	-2.44%
	-1.16
	1:2
	-0.41%
	-0.35%
	-0.17
	2:1

	(-2,-1)
	-1.91%
	-1.93%
	-1.12
	0:3
	0.36%
	0.41%
	0.24
	2:1

	(-1,0)
	-4.49%
	-4.68%
	-2.72
	**             1:2
	2.56%
	2.57%
	1.49
	3:0

	(0,+1)
	-1.78%
	-1.85%
	-1.08
	1:2
	3.44%
	3.40%
	1.97
	*                3:0

	(+1,+2)
	1.04%
	1.12%
	0.66
	2:1
	-0.29%
	-0.29%
	-0.17
	1:2

	(+1,+3)
	0.26%
	0.28%
	0.14
	2:1
	-0.52%
	-0.51%
	-0.25
	0:3

	(+1,+5)
	0.80%
	0.78%
	0.29
	1:2
	0.65%
	0.61%
	0.23
	2:1

	(+1,+8)
	-0.25%
	-0.27%
	-0.08
	1:2
	0.58%
	0.57%
	0.17
	2:1

	(+1,+15)
	-0.68%
	-0.84%
	-0.18
	2:1
	1.39%
	1.37%
	0.29
	2:1

	(+1,+20)
	-0.84%
	-0.94%
	-0.17
	2:1
	-0.83%
	-0.79%
	-0.14
	1:2


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 8: Unsuccessful Merger & Acquisition Activities – Cable and Wireless HKT (Hong Kong)

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the unsuccessful merger and acquisition of Cable and Wireless HKT (Hong Kong) by the Singapore Telecommunications.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition of Cable and Wireless HKT (HK) for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=1)
	Announcement of loss results (n=1)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.42%
	0.21
	1:0
	1.23%
	0.58
	1:0

	-13
	2.47%
	1.2
	1:0
	0.18%
	0.09
	1:0

	-12
	0.79%
	0.4
	1:0
	-2.07%
	-0.98
	0:1

	-11
	-1.86%
	-0.93
	0:1
	-2.69%
	-1.27
	0:1

	-10
	-1.95%
	-0.98
	0:1
	-0.44%
	-0.21
	0:1

	-9
	2.68%
	1.35
	1:0
	0.78%
	0.37
	1:0

	-8
	-1.90%
	-0.96
	0:1
	4.28%
	2.03
	*                       1:0

	-7
	-0.27%
	-0.14
	0:1
	-1.91%
	-0.9
	0:1

	-6
	1.16%
	0.58
	1:0
	0.00%
	0
	1:0

	-5
	1.70%
	0.85
	1:0
	3.34%
	1.58
	1:0

	-4
	-1.49%
	-0.75
	0:1
	-1.39%
	-0.66
	0:1

	-3
	-0.40%
	-0.2
	0:1
	0.63%
	0.3
	1:0

	-2
	0.19%
	0.1
	1:0
	-0.50%
	-0.24
	0:1

	-1
	-2.83%
	-1.41
	0:1
	0.96%
	0.46
	1:0

	0
	-9.66%
	-4.85
	***                   0:1
	4.21%
	2.00
	*                       1:0

	1
	4.90%
	2.47
	*                       1:0
	2.45%
	1.16
	1:0

	2
	-1.41%
	-0.71
	0:1
	-2.21%
	-1.05
	0:1

	3
	-3.25%
	-1.64
	0:1
	-0.75%
	-0.35
	0:1

	4
	-1.30%
	-0.65
	0:1
	1.48%
	0.7
	1:0

	5
	0.61%
	0.3
	1:0
	1.36%
	0.65
	1:0

	6
	0.42%
	0.21
	1:0
	-2.26%
	-1.07
	0:1

	7
	-0.34%
	-0.17
	0:1
	-1.81%
	-0.86
	0:1

	8
	-0.28%
	-0.14
	0:1
	-1.17%
	-0.55
	0:1

	9
	-0.61%
	-0.31
	0:1
	5.47%
	2.58
	**                     1:0

	10
	0.06%
	0.03
	1:0
	2.06%
	0.98
	1:0

	11
	-1.14%
	-0.57
	0:1
	-0.83%
	-0.39
	0:1

	12
	1.19%
	0.6
	1:0
	0.13%
	0.06
	1:0

	13
	0.07%
	0.03
	1:0
	-1.46%
	-0.69
	0:1

	14
	-2.16%
	-1.09
	0:1
	-0.87%
	-0.41
	0:1

	15
	-2.77%
	-1.4
	0:1
	-1.60%
	-0.76
	0:1


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition of Cable and Wireless HKT (HK) in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=1)
	Announcement of loss results (n=1)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-3.54%
	-3.54%
	-0.41
	0:1
	0.96%
	0.96%
	0.1
	1:0

	(-15,-1)
	-0.41%
	-0.41%
	-0.07
	0:1
	1.29%
	1.29%
	0.16
	1:0

	(-8,-1)
	-3.81%
	-3.81%
	-0.68
	0:1
	5.41%
	5.41%
	0.91
	1:0

	(-5,-1)
	-2.80%
	-2.80%
	-0.63
	0:1
	3.04%
	3.04%
	0.65
	1:0

	(-3,-1)
	-3.02%
	-3.02%
	-0.87
	0:1
	1.09%
	1.09%
	0.3
	1:0

	(-2,-1)
	-2.63%
	-2.63%
	-0.93
	0:1
	0.46%
	0.46%
	0.15
	1:0

	(-1,0)
	-12.48%
	-12.48%
	-4.43
	***           0:1
	5.17%
	5.17%
	1.74
	$                1:0

	(0,+1)
	-4.76%
	-4.76%
	-1.68
	$               0:1
	6.66%
	6.66%
	2.23
	*                1:0

	(+1,+2)
	3.48%
	3.48%
	1.24
	1:0
	0.23%
	0.23%
	0.08
	1:0

	(+1,+3)
	0.23%
	0.23%
	0.07
	1:0
	-0.51%
	-0.51%
	-0.14
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	-0.46%
	-0.46%
	-0.1
	0:1
	2.33%
	2.33%
	0.49
	1:0

	(+1,+8)
	-0.66%
	-0.66%
	-0.12
	0:1
	-2.90%
	-2.90%
	-0.49
	0:1

	(+1,+15)
	-6.03%
	-6.03%
	-0.78
	0:1
	-0.01%
	-0.01%
	-0.01
	0:1

	(+1,+20)
	-3.36%
	-3.36%
	-0.38
	0:1
	-4.38%
	-4.38%
	-0.47
	0:1


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 9: Unsuccessful Merger & Acquisition Activities – Time Engineering (Malaysia)

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the unsuccessful merger & acquisition activities of Time Engineering (Malaysia) by the Singapore Telecommunications.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition of Time Engineering for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=1)
	Announcement of loss results (n=1)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.05%
	0.02
	1:0
	0.49%
	0.24
	1:0

	-13
	-1.57%
	-0.73
	0:1
	-0.92%
	-0.45
	0:1

	-12
	-0.93%
	-0.44
	0:1
	0.72%
	0.35
	1:0

	-11
	-1.69%
	-0.79
	0:1
	-1.65%
	-0.8
	0:1

	-10
	1.30%
	0.61
	1:0
	-0.30%
	-0.15
	0:1

	-9
	-2.74%
	-1.28
	0:1
	0.07%
	0.03
	1:0

	-8
	0.45%
	0.21
	1:0
	-1.96%
	-0.96
	0:1

	-7
	-2.59%
	-1.2
	0:1
	0.31%
	0.15
	1:0

	-6
	-1.19%
	-0.56
	0:1
	0.52%
	0.25
	1:0

	-5
	-1.61%
	-0.75
	0:1
	-0.09%
	-0.04
	0:1

	-4
	-0.58%
	-0.27
	0:1
	2.03%
	0.99
	1:0

	-3
	-2.48%
	-1.16
	0:1
	-0.84%
	-0.41
	0:1

	-2
	-2.45%
	-1.14
	0:1
	0.66%
	0.32
	1:0

	-1
	0.66%
	0.31
	1:0
	1.55%
	0.75
	1:0

	0
	2.54%
	1.19
	1:0
	-0.14%
	-0.07
	0:1

	1
	-1.54%
	-0.72
	0:1
	0.22%
	0.11
	1:0

	2
	2.59%
	1.21
	1:0
	-1.12%
	-0.55
	0:1

	3
	1.79%
	0.84
	1:0
	0.69%
	0.34
	1:0

	4
	4.29%
	2.01
	*                       1:0
	0.07%
	0.03
	1:0

	5
	-3.04%
	-1.42
	0:1
	-1.81%
	-0.89
	0:1

	6
	-0.95%
	-0.45
	0:1
	0.68%
	0.33
	1:0

	7
	-1.93%
	-0.91
	0:1
	4.27%
	2.09
	*                       1:0

	8
	0.83%
	0.35
	1:0
	-0.71%
	-0.35
	0:1

	9
	4.03%
	1.88
	$                       1:0
	-1.61%
	-0.79
	0:1

	10
	-3.50%
	-1.62
	0:1
	5.17%
	2.54
	*                       1:0

	11
	1.10%
	0.51
	1:0
	0.62%
	0.3
	1:0

	12
	0.05%
	0.02
	1:0
	-0.90%
	-0.44
	0:1

	13
	0.56%
	0.26
	1:0
	1.55%
	0.76
	1:0

	14
	-1.00%
	-0.47
	0:1
	-4.39%
	-2.15
	*                       0:1

	15
	0.55%
	0.26
	1:0
	-0.76%
	-0.36
	0:1


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition of Time Engineering in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=1)
	Announcement of loss results (n=1)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-14.31%
	-14.31%
	-1.5
	0:1
	1.01%
	1.01%
	0.11
	1:0

	(-15,-1)
	-16.24%
	-16.24%
	-1.96
	$               0:1
	0.66%
	0.66%
	0.08
	1:0

	(-8,-1)
	-9.79%
	-9.79%
	-1.61
	0:1
	2.18%
	2.18%
	0.37
	1:0

	(-5,-1)
	-6.45%
	-6.45%
	-1.35
	0:1
	3.31%
	3.31%
	0.72
	1:0

	(-3,-1)
	-4.27%
	-4.27%
	-1.15
	0:1
	1.37%
	1.37%
	0.38
	1:0

	(-2,-1)
	-1.79%
	-1.79%
	-0.59
	0:1
	2.20%
	2.20%
	0.76
	1:0

	(-1,0)
	3.19%
	3.19%
	1.06
	1:0
	1.41%
	1.41%
	0.49
	1:0

	(0,+1)
	0.99%
	0.99%
	0.33
	1:0
	0.08%
	0.08%
	0.03
	1:0

	(+1,+2)
	1.05%
	1.05%
	0.35
	1:0
	-0.89%
	-0.89%
	-0.31
	0:1

	(+1,+3)
	2.84%
	2.84%
	0.77
	1:0
	-0.21%
	-0.21%
	-0.06
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	4.10%
	4.10%
	0.86
	1:0
	-1.95%
	-1.95%
	-0.43
	0:1

	(+1,+8)
	2.04%
	2.04%
	0.33
	1:0
	2.27%
	2.27%
	0.39
	1:0

	(+1,+15)
	3.83%
	3.83%
	0.46
	1:0
	1.96%
	1.96%
	0.25
	1:0

	(+1,+20)
	0.20%
	0.20%
	0.02
	1:0
	2.87%
	2.87%
	0.32
	1:0


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 10: Unsuccessful Merger & Acquisition Activities – Chase Manhattan Hong Kong Retail Assets (Hong Kong)
Results of the Event Studies conducted on the Unsuccessful Merger & Acquisition Activities – Chase Manhattan Hong Kong Retail Assets (Hong Kong) by the Development Bank of Singapore.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for unsuccessful merger & acquisition of Chase Manhattan Hong Kong Retail Assets (HK) for 14   days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=3)
	Announcement of loss results (n=3)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	2.31%
	1.05
	1:0
	-0.39%
	-0.18
	0:1

	-13
	3.22%
	1.47
	1:0
	-3.29%
	-1.5
	0:1

	-12
	-0.09%
	-0.04
	0:1
	-2.16%
	-0.98
	0:1

	-11
	1.40%
	0.64
	1:0
	0.52%
	0.24
	1:0

	-10
	-0.71%
	-0.32
	0:1
	-1.28%
	-0.58
	0:1

	-9
	-0.41%
	-0.19
	0:1
	-0.83%
	-0.38
	0:1

	-8
	-3.31%
	-1.5
	0:1
	1.42%
	0.64
	1:0

	-7
	-2.18%
	-0.99
	0:1
	0.53%
	0.24
	1:0

	-6
	0.50%
	0.23
	1:0
	-1.81%
	-0.82
	0:1

	-5
	-1.30%
	-0.59
	0:1
	-2.33%
	-1.06
	0:1

	-4
	-0.86%
	-0.39
	0:1
	0.78%
	0.35
	1:0

	-3
	1.39%
	0.63
	1:0
	-2.14%
	-0.98
	0:1

	-2
	0.50%
	0.23
	1:0
	-0.85%
	-0.39
	0:1

	-1
	-1.84%
	-0.84
	0:1
	-0.70%
	-0.32
	0:1

	0
	-2.36%
	-1.07
	0:1
	1.82%
	0.83
	1:0

	1
	0.75%
	0.34
	1:0
	1.76%
	0.8
	1:0

	2
	-2.17%
	-0.99
	0:1
	-1.97%
	-0.9
	0:1

	3
	-0.88%
	-0.4
	0:1
	-0.64%
	-0.29
	0:1

	4
	-0.73%
	-0.33
	0:1
	0.09%
	0.04
	1:0

	5
	1.80%
	0.82
	1:0
	2.37%
	1.08
	1:0

	6
	1.74%
	0.79
	1:0
	2.36%
	1.07
	1:0

	7
	-2.00%
	-0.91
	0:1
	-0.16%
	-0.07
	0:1

	8
	-0.67%
	-0.3
	0:1
	-1.42%
	-0.65
	0:1

	9
	0.07%
	0.03
	1:0
	0.19%
	0.09
	1:0

	10
	2.34%
	1.07
	1:0
	-0.93%
	-0.42
	0:1

	11
	2.33%
	1.06
	1:0
	1.49%
	0.67
	1:0

	12
	-0.19%
	-0.09
	0:1
	-1.17%
	-0.54
	0:1

	13
	-1.44%
	-0.66
	0:1
	-0.68%
	-0.31
	0:1

	14
	0.17%
	0.08
	1:0
	0.41%
	0.19
	1:0

	15
	-0.95%
	-0.43
	0:1
	0.55%
	0.25
	1:0


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of CEO in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Announcement of bid submission (n=3)
	Announcement of loss results (n=3)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-5.06%
	-5.06%
	-0.51
	0:1
	-6.86%
	-6.86%
	-0.7
	0:1

	(-15,-1)
	-1.95%
	-1.95%
	-0.23
	0:1
	-13.24%
	-13.24%
	-1.56
	0:1

	(-8,-1)
	-7.08%
	-7.08%
	-1.14
	0:1
	-5.12%
	-5.12%
	-0.83
	0:1

	(-5,-1)
	-2.09%
	-2.09%
	-0.43
	0:1
	-5.25%
	-5.25%
	-1.07
	0:1

	(-3,-1)
	0.05%
	0.05%
	0.02
	1:0
	-3.69%
	-3.69%
	-0.97
	0:1

	(-2,-1)
	-1.33%
	-1.33%
	-0.43
	0:1
	-1.55%
	-1.55%
	-0.5
	0:1

	(-1,0)
	-4.19%
	-4.19%
	-1.35
	0:1
	1.11%
	1.11%
	0.36
	1:0

	(0,+1)
	-1.60%
	-1.60%
	-0.52
	0:1
	3.58%
	3.58%
	1.15
	1:0

	(+1,+2)
	-1.41%
	-1.41%
	-0.45
	0:1
	-0.21%
	-0.21%
	-0.07
	0:1

	(+1,+3)
	-2.29%
	-2.29%
	-0.6
	0:1
	-0.85%
	-0.85%
	-0.23
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	-1.22%
	-1.22%
	-0.25
	0:1
	1.60%
	1.60%
	0.33
	1:0

	(+1,+8)
	-2.15%
	-2.15%
	-0.35
	0:1
	2.37%
	2.37%
	0.38
	1:0

	(+1,+15)
	0.16%
	0.16%
	0.02
	1:0
	2.23%
	2.23%
	0.26
	1:0

	(+1,+20)
	0.61%
	0.61%
	0.06
	1:0
	-0.98%
	-0.98%
	-0.1
	0:1


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 11a: Government Divestment related activities

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the government divestment related activities in the local GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for government divestment related activities for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Combination of all government divestment related activities (n=9)
	SM Lee’s announcement on 27 Oct 99 (n=7)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.41%
	0.14
	4:5
	0.52%
	0.4
	3:4

	-13
	-0.45%
	-0.33
	5:4
	-0.42%
	-0.26
	4:3

	-12
	0.54%
	0.84
	5:4
	0.75%
	0.98
	4:3

	-11
	0.29%
	0.34
	4:5
	0.46%
	0.29
	3:4

	-10
	-0.22%
	-0.4
	4:5
	-0.16%
	-0.29
	4:3

	-9
	-0.32%
	-0.39
	3:6
	-0.18%
	-0.09
	3:4

	-8
	-0.35%
	-0.29
	5:4
	-0.67%
	-0.69
	3:4

	-7
	-1.28%
	-1.58
	4:5
	-1.74%
	-1.97
	*                       2:5

	-6
	-0.48%
	-0.58
	2:7
	-0.50%
	-0.5
	2:5

	-5
	0.99%
	1.23
	5:4
	0.95%
	1.01
	4:3

	-4
	0.19%
	0.32
	5:4
	-0.16%
	-0.08
	4:3

	-3
	-0.21%
	-0.37
	2:7
	-0.18%
	-0.25
	2:5

	-2
	1.19%
	1.65
	$                       7:2
	1.14%
	1.2
	5:2

	-1
	-0.27%
	-0.24
	4:5
	-0.37%
	-0.43
	3:4

	0
	-0.36%
	-0.74
	3:6
	-0.15%
	-0.23
	3:4

	1
	-0.34%
	-0.5
	4:5
	-0.04%
	-0.17
	3:4

	2
	-0.09%
	0.13
	6:3
	0.13%
	0.35
	5:2

	3
	-0.16%
	-0.09
	6:3
	-0.35%
	-0.35
	4:3

	4
	-0.56%
	-0.25
	4:5
	-0.80%
	-0.61
	3:4

	5
	0.08%
	0.22
	5:4
	0.18%
	0.29
	4:3

	6
	0.70%
	0.54
	7:2
	0.84%
	0.69
	6:1

	7
	-0.08%
	-0.41
	4:5
	0.00%
	-0.18
	3:4

	8
	-0.18%
	-0.11
	4:5
	-0.09%
	-0.07
	3:4

	9
	-1.10%
	-1.33
	1:8
	-0.89%
	-0.7
	1:6

	10
	-0.09%
	0.12
	3:6
	-0.39%
	-0.34
	1:6

	11
	-0.15%
	-0.08
	4:5
	0.02%
	0.07
	3:4

	12
	-0.34%
	-0.4
	2:7
	-0.32%
	-0.33
	1:6

	13
	-0.12%
	-0.2
	4:5
	-0.03%
	-0.06
	4:3

	14
	0.08%
	-0.11
	4:5
	-0.09%
	-0.3
	3:4

	15
	0.05%
	0.2
	3:6
	-0.08%
	0.15
	2:5


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for government divestment related activities in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Combination of all government divestment related activities (n=9)
	SM Lee’s announcement on 27 Oct 99 (n=7)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-0.70%
	-0.61%
	-0.19
	5:4
	-1.02%
	-0.91%
	-0.22
	4:3

	(-15,-1)
	-0.09%
	0.04%
	0.02
	3:6
	-0.23%
	0.02%
	0.01
	2:5

	(-8,-1)
	-0.21%
	0.07%
	0.04
	5:4
	-1.55%
	-1.55%
	-0.6
	3:4

	(-5,-1)
	1.89%
	1.84%
	1.15
	7:2
	1.36%
	1.32%
	0.65
	5:2

	(-3,-1)
	0.71%
	0.74%
	0.6
	5:4
	0.58%
	0.47%
	0.3
	3:4

	(-2,-1)
	0.92%
	1.00%
	0.99
	5:4
	0.76%
	0.69%
	0.54
	3:4

	(-1,0)
	-0.63%
	-0.70%
	-0.69
	3:6
	-0.52%
	-0.60%
	-0.47
	3:4

	(0,+1)
	-0.69%
	-0.88%
	-0.88
	3:6
	-0.18%
	-0.36%
	-0.28
	3:4

	(+1,+2)
	-0.42%
	-0.26%
	-0.26
	4:5
	0.09%
	0.16%
	0.13
	3:4

	(+1,+3)
	-0.58%
	-0.33%
	-0.27
	5:4
	-0.25%
	-0.15%
	-0.1
	4:3

	(+1,+5)
	-1.05%
	-0.34%
	-0.22
	5:4
	-0.87%
	-0.44%
	-0.22
	4:3

	(+1,+8)
	-0.62%
	-0.33%
	-0.16
	5:4
	-0.12%
	-0.04%
	-0.02
	4:3

	(+1,+15)
	-2.28%
	-1.62%
	-0.59
	4:5
	-1.90%
	-1.40%
	-0.4
	3:4

	(+1,+20)
	-1.85%
	-0.96%
	-0.3
	3:6
	-2.13%
	-1.70%
	-0.42
	2:5


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 11b: Government Divestment related activities

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the Government Divestment related activities in the local GLCs

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for government divestment related activities for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	 SM Lee’s announcement on 8 Oct 96 (n=1)
	DBS redemption of 28.4m government held shares (n=1)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	-1.93%
	-1.56
	0:1
	2.00%
	0.9
	1:0

	-13
	0.57%
	0.46
	1:0
	-1.69%
	-0.76
	0:1

	-12
	0.30%
	0.24
	1:0
	-0.66%
	-0.3
	0:1

	-11
	1.54%
	1.25
	1:0
	-2.20%
	-0.99
	0:1

	-10
	-0.08%
	-0.07
	0:1
	-0.78%
	-0.35
	0:1

	-9
	-0.59%
	-0.48
	0:1
	-1.02%
	-0.46
	0:1

	-8
	0.77%
	0.63
	1:0
	0.75%
	0.34
	1:0

	-7
	0.45%
	0.36
	1:0
	0.20%
	0.09
	1:0

	-6
	-0.20%
	-0.16
	0:1
	-0.57%
	-0.26
	0:1

	-5
	-0.06%
	-0.05
	0:1
	2.32%
	1.04
	1:0

	-4
	-0.36%
	-0.29
	0:1
	3.22%
	1.45
	1:0

	-3
	-0.52%
	-0.42
	0:1
	-0.09%
	-0.04
	0:1

	-2
	1.41%
	1.14
	1:0
	1.38%
	0.62
	1:0

	-1
	0.93%
	0.75
	1:0
	-0.72%
	-0.32
	0:1

	0
	-1.75%
	-1.42
	0:1
	-0.44%
	-0.2
	0:1

	1
	0.55%
	0.45
	1:0
	-3.32%
	-1.49
	0:1

	2
	0.57%
	0.46
	1:0
	-2.24%
	-1
	0:1

	3
	0.53%
	0.43
	1:0
	0.49%
	0.22
	1:0

	4
	1.78%
	1.44
	1:0
	-1.28%
	-0.58
	0:1

	5
	0.37%
	0.3
	1:0
	-0.87%
	-0.39
	0:1

	6
	-0.99%
	-0.8
	0:1
	1.37%
	0.62
	1:0

	7
	-1.24%
	-1
	0:1
	0.54%
	0.24
	1:0

	8
	0.82%
	0.66
	1:0
	-1.81%
	-0.81
	0:1

	9
	-1.35%
	-1.09
	0:1
	-2.35%
	-1.06
	0:1

	10
	1.14%
	0.92
	1:0
	0.77%
	0.35
	1:0

	11
	0.66%
	0.54
	1:0
	-2.14%
	-0.96
	0:1

	12
	0.05%
	0.04
	1:0
	-0.87%
	-0.39
	0:1

	13
	-0.17%
	-0.14
	0:1
	-0.71%
	-0.32
	0:1

	14
	-0.44%
	-0.35
	0:1
	1.80%
	0.81
	1:0

	15
	-0.68%
	-0.55
	0:1
	1.71%
	0.77
	1:0


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for government divestment related activities in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	 SM Lee’s announcement on 8 Oct 96 (n=1)
	DBS redemption of 28.4m government held shares (n=1)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	-0.78%
	-0.78%
	-0.14
	0:1
	1.58%
	1.58%
	0.16
	1:0

	(-15,-1)
	-0.75%
	-0.75%
	-0.16
	0:1
	1.56%
	1.56%
	0.18
	1:0

	(-8,-1)
	2.41%
	2.41%
	0.69
	1:0
	6.48%
	6.48%
	1.03
	1:0

	(-5,-1)
	1.39%
	1.39%
	0.5
	1:0
	6.10%
	6.10%
	1.23
	1:0

	(-3,-1)
	1.81%
	1.81%
	0.85
	1:0
	0.56%
	0.56%
	0.15
	1:0

	(-2,-1)
	2.34%
	2.34%
	1.34
	1:0
	0.65%
	0.65%
	0.21
	1:0

	(-1,0)
	-0.82%
	-0.82%
	-0.47
	0:1
	-1.16%
	-1.16%
	-0.37
	0:1

	(0,+1)
	-1.19%
	-1.19%
	-0.68
	0:1
	-3.76%
	-3.76%
	-1.2
	0:1

	(+1,+2)
	1.12%
	1.12%
	0.64
	1:0
	-5.55%
	-5.55%
	-1.76
	$                0:1

	(+1,+3)
	1.65%
	1.65%
	0.77
	1:0
	-5.06%
	-5.06%
	-1.31
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	3.81%
	3.81%
	1.38
	1:0
	-7.21%
	-7.21%
	-1.45
	0:1

	(+1,+8)
	2.40%
	2.40%
	0.69
	1:0
	-7.11%
	-7.11%
	-1.13
	0:1

	(+1,+15)
	1.63%
	1.63%
	0.34
	1:0
	-8.89%
	-8.89%
	-1.03
	0:1

	(+1,+20)
	4.92%
	4.92%
	0.89
	1:0
	-6.70%
	-6.70%
	-0.67
	0:1


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 12: Appointment of Directors

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the appointment of independent and executive directors by the local GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for directors appointment related activities for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	 Appointment of Independent Directors (n=5)
	Appointment of Executive Directors (n=2)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	0.06%
	0.19
	3:2
	0.99%
	1.18
	2:0

	-13
	0.17%
	0.2
	2:3
	0.19%
	0.23
	2:0

	-12
	0.47%
	0.5
	4:1
	-1.16%
	-1.39
	0:2

	-11
	0.25%
	0.25
	2:3
	-0.28%
	-0.4
	1:1

	-10
	-0.19%
	-0.23
	1:4
	0.96%
	1.12
	1:1

	-9
	-0.59%
	-0.33
	3:2
	0.37%
	0.47
	1:1

	-8
	0.41%
	0.48
	4:1
	-0.18%
	-0.25
	1:1

	-7
	-0.08%
	-0.04
	2:3
	0.30%
	0.32
	1:1

	-6
	0.08%
	0.17
	2:3
	-0.97%
	-1.15
	0:2

	-5
	-1.36%
	-1.52
	0:5
	0.48%
	0.55
	1:1

	-4
	-1.09%
	-1.15
	2:3
	0.13%
	0.1
	1:1

	-3
	-0.89%
	-0.82
	1:4
	-0.94%
	-1.06
	1:1

	-2
	2.74%
	2.80
	**                     4:1
	-0.36%
	-0.43
	0:2

	-1
	-0.03%
	-0.1
	2:3
	0.51%
	0.61
	2:0

	0
	-0.44%
	-0.45
	1:4
	-0.99%
	-1.21
	0:2

	1
	0.41%
	0.51
	4:1
	-2.07%
	-2.47
	*                       0:2

	2
	-0.12%
	-0.08
	4:1
	1.24%
	1.44
	1:1

	3
	0.49%
	0.4
	4:1
	0.23%
	0.27
	1:1

	4
	0.51%
	0.62
	4:1
	1.39%
	1.70$
	2:0

	5
	0.11%
	0
	3:2
	-0.58%
	-0.73
	1:1

	6
	0.84%
	0.91
	3:2
	-0.07%
	-0.04
	1:1

	7
	-1.33%
	-1.52
	1:4
	-0.29%
	-0.38
	1:1

	8
	1.08%
	1.23
	3:2
	0.78%
	0.92
	2:0

	9
	1.70%
	1.76$
	5:0
	-0.86%
	-1.02
	0:2

	10
	0.41%
	0.49
	4:1
	0.68%
	0.82
	2:0

	11
	0.04%
	-0.06
	1:4
	-0.07%
	-0.11
	1:1

	12
	0.19%
	-0.06
	2:3
	1.63%
	1.99
	*                       2:0

	13
	-0.49%
	-0.46
	2:3
	-1.47%
	-1.72$
	0:2

	14
	0.49%
	0.57
	4:1
	-0.83%
	-1.08
	1:1

	15
	0.57%
	0.56
	3:2
	-0.03%
	-0.04
	1:1


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for directors appointment related activities in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	 Appointment of Independent Directors (n=5)
	Appointment of Executive Directors (n=2)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	1.01%
	1.32%
	0.32
	3:2
	-1.79%
	-1.93%
	-0.52
	1:1

	(-15,-1)
	0.98%
	1.27%
	0.36
	2:3
	0.94%
	0.72%
	0.22
	1:1

	(-8,-1)
	-0.21%
	-0.14%
	-0.06
	3:2
	-1.03%
	-1.10%
	-0.47
	1:1

	(-5,-1)
	-0.63%
	-0.70%
	-0.35
	3:2
	-0.18%
	-0.19%
	-0.11
	1:1

	(-3,-1)
	1.81%
	1.72%
	1.09
	3:2
	-0.79%
	-0.73%
	-0.51
	1:1

	(-2,-1)
	2.71%
	2.46%
	1.91
	$               3:2
	0.14%
	0.14%
	0.13
	2:0

	(-1,0)
	-0.46%
	-0.49%
	-0.39
	1:4
	-0.48%
	-0.49%
	-0.42
	0:2

	(0,+1)
	-0.02%
	0.05%
	0.04
	3:2
	-3.06%
	-3.04%
	-2.60
	**             0:2

	(+1,+2)
	0.29%
	0.38%
	0.3
	4:1
	-0.83%
	-0.84%
	-0.73
	0:2

	(+1,+3)
	0.78%
	0.75%
	0.48
	3:2
	-0.60%
	-0.62%
	-0.44
	1:1

	(+1,+5)
	1.41%
	1.31%
	0.65
	3:2
	0.19%
	0.18%
	0.09
	2:0

	(+1,+8)
	2.00%
	1.88%
	0.73
	3:2
	0.61%
	0.59%
	0.25
	2:0

	(+1,+15)
	4.91%
	4.43%
	1.26
	4:1
	-0.32%
	-0.36%
	-0.12
	1:1

	(+1,+20)
	2.27%
	1.89%
	0.47
	4:1
	1.24%
	1.23%
	0.33
	2:0


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 13: Appointment of Executive Directors

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the appointment of executive directors from within the company’s management committee by the local GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for executive directors appointment events for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	 Appointment of Mr Ng Kee Choe to DBS Board (n=1)
	Appointment of Mr Ngiam Tong Dow to DBS Board (n=1)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	1.13%
	0.92
	1:0
	0.84%
	0.74
	1:0

	-13
	0.01%
	0.01
	1:0
	0.36%
	0.32
	1:0

	-12
	-1.30%
	-1.07
	0:1
	-1.02%
	-0.9
	0:1

	-11
	1.17%
	0.96
	1:0
	-1.73%
	-1.52
	0:1

	-10
	2.04%
	1.68
	$                       1:0
	-0.12%
	-0.11
	0:1

	-9
	-0.36%
	-0.29
	0:1
	1.09%
	0.96
	1:0

	-8
	0.45%
	0.36
	1:0
	-0.81%
	-0.71
	0:1

	-7
	1.45%
	1.2
	1:0
	-0.84%
	-0.74
	0:1

	-6
	-1.12%
	-0.92
	0:1
	-0.81%
	-0.71
	0:1

	-5
	1.17%
	0.97
	1:0
	-0.22%
	-0.19
	0:1

	-4
	1.41%
	1.16
	1:0
	-1.15%
	-1.01
	0:1

	-3
	-2.54%
	-2.09
	*                       0:1
	0.66%
	0.58
	1:0

	-2
	-0.49%
	-0.41
	0:1
	-0.23%
	-0.2
	0:1

	-1
	0.59%
	0.49
	1:0
	0.43%
	0.38
	1:0

	0
	-0.72%
	-0.6
	0:1
	-1.26%
	-1.11
	0:1

	1
	-2.98%
	-2.46
	*                       0:1
	-1.17%
	-1.03
	0:1

	2
	2.54%
	2.08
	*                       1:0
	-0.06%
	-0.05
	0:1

	3
	0.49%
	0.41
	1:0
	-0.03%
	-0.03
	0:1

	4
	0.03%
	0.03
	1:0
	2.74%
	2.38
	*                       1:0

	5
	0.03%
	0.03
	1:0
	-1.20%
	-1.06
	0:1

	6
	-1.01%
	-0.83
	0:1
	0.87%
	0.76
	1:0

	7
	0.37%
	0.3
	1:0
	-0.96%
	-0.84
	0:1

	8
	1.53%
	1.26
	1:0
	0.04%
	0.03
	1:0

	9
	-1.52%
	-1.26
	0:1
	-0.20%
	-0.18
	0:1

	10
	0.90%
	0.75
	1:0
	0.47%
	0.41
	1:0

	11
	0.60%
	0.49
	1:0
	-0.73%
	-0.64
	0:1

	12
	0.70%
	0.57
	1:0
	2.56%
	2.25
	*                       1:0

	13
	-2.38%
	-1.93
	$                       0:1
	-0.56%
	-0.5
	0:1

	14
	1.05%
	0.86
	1:0
	-2.71%
	-2.38
	*                       0:1

	15
	0.21%
	0.17
	1:0
	-0.26%
	-0.23
	0:1


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for executive directors appointment events in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	 Appointment of Mr Ng Kee Choe to DBS Board (n=1)
	Appointment of Mr Ngiam Tong Dow to DBS Board (n=1)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	1.81%
	1.81%
	0.33
	1:0
	-5.40%
	-5.40%
	-1.06
	0:1

	(-15,-1)
	5.65%
	5.65%
	1.17
	1:0
	-3.77%
	-3.77%
	-0.86
	0:1

	(-8,-1)
	0.90%
	0.90%
	0.26
	1:0
	-2.96%
	-2.96%
	-0.92
	0:1

	(-5,-1)
	0.12%
	0.12%
	0.05
	1:0
	-0.50%
	-0.50%
	-0.2
	0:1

	(-3,-1)
	-2.44%
	-2.44%
	-1.16
	0:1
	0.86%
	0.86%
	0.44
	1:0

	(-2,-1)
	0.09%
	0.09%
	0.06
	1:0
	0.19%
	0.19%
	0.12
	1:0

	(-1,0)
	-0.13%
	-0.13%
	-0.08
	0:1
	-0.83%
	-0.83%
	-0.52
	0:1

	(0,+1)
	-3.70%
	-3.70%
	-2.16
	*               0:1
	-2.42%
	-2.42%
	-1.51
	0:1

	(+1,+2)
	-0.43%
	-0.43%
	-0.27
	0:1
	-1.22%
	-1.22%
	-0.76
	0:1

	(+1,+3)
	0.05%
	0.05%
	0.02
	1:0
	-1.25%
	-1.25%
	-0.64
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	0.11%
	0.11%
	0.04
	1:0
	0.27%
	0.27%
	0.1
	1:0

	(+1,+8)
	1.00%
	1.00%
	0.29
	1:0
	0.22%
	0.22%
	0.06
	1:0

	(+1,+15)
	0.56%
	0.56%
	0.12
	1:0
	-1.21%
	-1.21%
	-0.29
	0:1

	(+1,+20)
	1.39%
	1.39%
	0.26
	1:0
	1.10%
	1.10%
	0.21
	1:0


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 14: Appointment of Government-linked and Independent Directors

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the appointment of government-linked and independent directors not related to the firms by the local GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of government-linked and independent directors events for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Appointment of Government-linked Directors (n=11)
	Appointment of Government-linked & Independent Directors (n=2)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	-0.60%
	-1.48
	4:7
	-1.11%
	-0.81
	0:2

	-13
	-0.26%
	-1.42
	2:9
	1.04%
	0.19
	1:1

	-12
	0.55%
	1.45
	7:4
	-0.23%
	0.58
	1:1

	-11
	-0.51%
	-0.76
	5:6
	1.45%
	0.9
	2:0

	-10
	0.17%
	0.8
	5:6
	-0.07%
	-0.04
	0:2

	-9
	0.31%
	1.02
	8:3
	-0.90%
	-0.08
	1:1

	-8
	0.28%
	0.35
	6:5
	0.16%
	0.28
	1:1

	-7
	-0.68%
	-1.29
	4:7
	0.83%
	-0.05
	1:1

	-6
	0.52%
	0.8
	7:4
	4.80%
	2.31
	*                       2:0

	-5
	-0.01%
	-0.4
	5:6
	1.01%
	0.61
	2:0

	-4
	0.54%
	1.24
	7:4
	0.01%
	-0.11
	1:1

	-3
	-0.14%
	-1.36
	5:6
	0.71%
	0.59
	2:0

	-2
	-0.30%
	0.24
	6:5
	-2.44%
	-1.48
	0:2

	-1
	0.30%
	1.16
	6:5
	1.97%
	1.07
	2:0

	0
	0.38%
	0.98
	7:4
	2.70%
	1.28
	2:0

	1
	0.55%
	1.03
	7:4
	-1.45%
	-0.93
	0:2

	2
	-0.73%
	-1.87
	$                       3:8
	-0.56%
	-0.39
	0:2

	3
	0.38%
	0.78
	7:4
	-0.06%
	0.31
	1:1

	4
	-0.47%
	-1.05
	5:6
	1.49%
	1.09
	2:0

	5
	0.19%
	0.43
	6:5
	-3.47%
	-2.42
	*                       0:2

	6
	0.19%
	0.46
	6:5
	-0.55%
	-0.64
	1:1

	7
	-0.51%
	-0.65
	5:6
	0.91%
	0.02
	1:1

	8
	0.21%
	0.59
	6:5
	0.69%
	0.42
	2:0

	9
	-0.49%
	-1.55
	3:8
	-3.53%
	-2.48
	*                       0:2

	10
	-0.05%
	-0.07
	6:5
	1.38%
	0.71
	2:0

	11
	0.28%
	0.73
	5:6
	-0.71%
	-0.33
	0:2

	12
	-0.14%
	-0.42
	5:6
	-0.41%
	-0.93
	1:1

	13
	0.15%
	0.28
	6:5
	2.18%
	1.08
	2:0

	14
	-0.33%
	-0.85
	3:8
	-0.12%
	0.87
	1:1

	15
	0.22%
	0.43
	7:4
	0.64%
	0.62
	2:0


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of government-linked and independent directors events in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Appointment of Government-linked Directors (n=11)
	Appointment of Government-linked & Independent Directors (n=2)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	0.92%
	0.34%
	0.24
	6:5
	12.93%
	9.22%
	1.46
	2:0

	(-15,-1)
	0.25%
	0.25%
	0.2
	6:5
	5.81%
	4.66%
	0.86
	2:0

	(-8,-1)
	0.50%
	0.24%
	0.26
	5:6
	7.04%
	4.54%
	1.14
	2:0

	(-5,-1)
	0.38%
	0.29%
	0.4
	6:5
	1.26%
	0.96%
	0.3
	2:0

	(-3,-1)
	-0.13%
	0.01%
	0.03
	6:5
	0.23%
	0.25%
	0.1
	2:0

	(-2,-1)
	0.00%
	0.46%
	1
	5:6
	-0.47%
	-0.57%
	-0.29
	0:2

	(-1,0)
	0.68%
	0.70%
	1.52
	6:5
	4.66%
	3.30%
	1.66
	$                2:0

	(0,+1)
	0.92%
	0.65%
	1.42
	6:5
	1.24%
	0.48%
	0.25
	1:1

	(+1,+2)
	-0.17%
	-0.27%
	-0.6
	3:8
	-2.01%
	-1.86%
	-0.93
	0:2

	(+1,+3)
	0.19%
	-0.01%
	-0.04
	4:7
	-2.07%
	-1.42%
	-0.58
	0:2

	(+1,+5)
	-0.07%
	-0.22%
	-0.31
	5:6
	-4.05%
	-3.33%
	-1.05
	0:2

	(+1,+8)
	-0.19%
	-0.09%
	-0.1
	3:8
	-2.99%
	-3.64%
	-0.9
	0:2

	(+1,+15)
	-0.55%
	-0.56%
	-0.45
	5:6
	-3.55%
	-4.50%
	-0.77
	0:2

	(+1,+20)
	0.38%
	0.72%
	0.49
	7:4
	-4.87%
	-5.46%
	-0.82
	0:2


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

	Table 15: Appointment of Government-linked and Independent Directors and Nominating Committee

Results of the Event Studies conducted on the appointment of a combination of the government-linked and independent directors and nominating committee by the local GLCs.

	Panel A: Daily average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of government-linked and independent directors and nominating committee events for 14 days prior through 14 days after the initial announcement (day 0 & 1)

	
	Appointment of Government-linked & Independent Directors (n=13)
	Appointment of Nominating Committee (n=1)

	Days relative to
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:
	Daily Average 
	
	Positive:

	Announcement 
	abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative
	Abnormal return
	Z-statistic
	 Negative

	-14
	-0.68%
	-1.67$
	4:9
	0.98%
	0.44
	1:0

	-13
	-0.06%
	-1.23
	3:10
	2.04%
	0.91
	1:0

	-12
	0.43%
	1.56
	8:5
	-1.71%
	-0.76
	0:1

	-11
	-0.21%
	-0.35
	7:6
	-1.78%
	-0.79
	0:1

	-10
	0.14%
	0.72
	5:8
	-1.23%
	-0.55
	0:1

	-9
	0.12%
	0.91
	9:4
	-0.72%
	-0.32
	0:1

	-8
	0.26%
	0.43
	7:6
	-4.36%
	-1.93
	$                       0:1

	-7
	-0.45%
	-1.21
	5:8
	1.12%
	0.5
	1:0

	-6
	1.18%
	1.64
	9:4
	1.91%
	0.85
	1:0

	-5
	0.15%
	-0.13
	7:6
	0.84%
	0.38
	1:0

	-4
	0.45%
	1.1
	8:5
	-0.66%
	-0.29
	0:1

	-3
	-0.01%
	-1.02
	7:6
	1.59%
	0.71
	1:0

	-2
	-0.63%
	-0.36
	6:7
	-1.97%
	-0.88
	0:1

	-1
	0.56%
	1.49
	8:5
	0.90%
	0.4
	1:0

	0
	0.74%
	1.4
	9:4
	1.08%
	0.48
	1:0

	1
	0.24%
	0.58
	7:6
	-0.87%
	-0.39
	0:1

	2
	-0.70%
	-1.88
	$                     3:10
	0.09%
	0.04
	1:0

	3
	0.31%
	0.84
	8:5
	0.00%
	0
	0:1

	4
	-0.17%
	-0.53
	7:6
	0.68%
	0.3
	1:0

	5
	-0.37%
	-0.56
	6:7
	1.38%
	0.61
	1:0

	6
	0.07%
	0.17
	7:6
	-0.28%
	-0.12
	0:1

	7
	-0.29%
	-0.59
	6:7
	-0.24%
	-0.11
	0:1

	8
	0.28%
	0.71
	8:5
	-1.32%
	-0.59
	0:1

	9
	-0.96%
	-2.40
	*                     3:10
	-0.56%
	-0.25
	0:1

	10
	0.17%
	0.21
	8:5
	3.42%
	1.53
	1:0

	11
	0.13%
	0.54
	5:8
	-1.49%
	-0.66
	0:1

	12
	-0.18%
	-0.75
	6:7
	3.43%
	1.53
	1:0

	13
	0.46%
	0.68
	8:5
	-2.05%
	-0.91
	0:1

	14
	-0.30%
	-0.45
	4:9
	-0.72%
	-0.32
	0:1

	15
	0.29%
	0.64
	9:4
	1.15%
	0.51
	1:0


	Panel B: Cumulative average abnormal returns, Z-statistics and number of positive and negative observations for appointment of government-linked and independent directors and nominating committee events in different periods of 20 days prior through 20 days after the initial announcement day (0, +1)

	
	Appointment of Government-linked & Independent Directors (n=13)
	Appointment of Nominating Committee (n=1)

	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	
	Cumulative Abnormal

Average Return
	
	

	Days relative to
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:
	Equally
	Precision
	
	Negative:

	Announcement 
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive
	Weighted
	Weighted
	Z-statistic
	 Positive

	(-20,-1)
	2.77%
	1.14%
	0.79
	8:5
	-11.31%
	-11.31%
	-1.12
	0:1

	(-15,-1)
	1.11%
	0.65%
	0.52
	8:5
	-4.63%
	-4.63%
	-0.53
	0:1

	(-8,-1)
	1.51%
	0.63%
	0.69
	7:6
	-0.62%
	-0.62%
	-0.09
	0:1

	(-5,-1)
	0.52%
	0.35%
	0.48
	8:5
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.14
	1:0

	(-3,-1)
	-0.07%
	0.03%
	0.07
	8:5
	0.51%
	0.51%
	0.13
	1:0

	(-2,-1)
	-0.06%
	0.36%
	0.8
	5:8
	-1.07%
	-1.07%
	-0.34
	0:1

	(-1,0)
	1.29%
	0.93%
	2.05
	*               8:5
	1.97%
	1.97%
	0.62
	1:0

	(0,+1)
	0.97%
	0.64%
	1.41
	7:6
	0.20%
	0.20%
	0.07
	1:0

	(+1,+2)
	-0.46%
	-0.41%
	-0.91
	3:0
	-0.77%
	-0.77%
	-0.24
	0:1

	(+1,+3)
	-0.15%
	-0.14%
	-0.26
	4:9
	-0.78%
	-0.78%
	-0.2
	0:1

	(+1,+5)
	-0.68%
	-0.49%
	-0.69
	5:8
	1.27%
	1.27%
	0.25
	1:0

	(+1,+8)
	-0.62%
	-0.40%
	-0.44
	3:0
	-0.56%
	-0.56%
	-0.09
	0:1

	(+1,+15)
	-1.01%
	-0.89%
	-0.72
	5:8
	2.62%
	2.62%
	0.3
	1:0

	(+1,+20)
	-0.41%
	0.18%
	0.13
	7:6
	-1.62%
	-1.62%
	-0.16
	0:1


 The symbol $, *, ** and *** represent that result is significant at 0.10, 0.05, 0.01 and 0.001 level respectively.

Appendix A: Corporate Governance Index

This table shows how the companies perform on the criteria that were established for good corporate governance.

	
	
	SPH
	SIA
	SEMBCORP
	DBS
	SINGTEL
	KEPPEL
	SMRT
	NOL

	How many percent of the directors are independent
	1pt
	100%
	55.56%
	-
	40%
	50%
	50%
	77.78%
	-

	How many percent of the board are non-executive directors
	1pt
	71.43%
	88.89%
	80.00%
	81.82%
	90.00%
	80.00%
	88.89%
	66.67%

	Is the CEO and chairman the different person
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	Is there a nominating committee
	1pt
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' remuneration
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' break down of stock options
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' incentives
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the number of shares held by the directors
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	Are all the members in the audit committee non-executive
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	Is Chairman of audit committee independent
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	-
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-

	Total Score
	
	70%
	50%
	62.5%
	70%
	70%
	40%
	60%
	40%

	
	
	SOUTH CHINA MORNING POST
	QANTAS
	SEMBCORP MARINE
	OCBC
	WHAMPOA HUTCHISON
	NEW WORLD DEVELOPMENT
	DELGRO
	NEDLLOYD

	How many percent of the directors are independent
	1pt
	-
	66.67%
	-
	69.23%
	-
	-
	-
	-

	How many percent of the directors are non-executive
	1pt
	75.00%
	83.33%
	-
	92.30%
	43.75%
	57.14%
	66.67%
	-

	Is the CEO and chairman the same person
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	-
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	-

	Is there a nominating committee
	1pt
	NO
	YES
	-
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO
	-

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' remuneration
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' break down of stock options
	1pt
	NO
	YES
	-
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the directors' incentives
	1pt
	NO
	YES
	-
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Is there any disclosure on the number of shares held by the directors
	1pt
	NO
	YES
	-
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Are all the members in the audit committee non-executive
	1pt
	-
	YES
	-
	YES
	-
	-
	NO
	NO

	Is Chairman of audit committee independent
	1pt
	-
	YES
	-
	YES
	-
	-
	YES
	-

	Total Score
	
	30%
	100%
	-
	70%
	42.9%
	42.9%
	22.2%
	0%


Appendix B: Transparency Index

This table measures the level of transparency displayed by the GLCs and the matching companies.

	
	
	SPH
	SIA
	SEMBCORP
	DBS
	SINGTEL
	KEPPEL
	SMRT
	NOL

	Is there any quarterly report
	2pt
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	financial forecast
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	forward looking information
	1pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	value-added statement
	2pt
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	financial review
	2pt
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	segment report
	2pt
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	interim report net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	annual report on net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	latest news on net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Total Score
	
	43.8%
	81.3%
	68.8%
	43.8%
	68.8%
	68.8%
	25%
	56.3%

	
	
	SOUTH CHINA MORNING POST
	QANTAS
	NEW WORLD DEVELOPMENT
	OCBC
	WHAMPOA HUTCHISON
	SEMBCORP MARINE
	DELGRO
	NEDLLOYD

	Is there any quarterly report
	2pt
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	-
	NO
	NO

	financial forecast
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	-
	NO
	NO

	forward looking information
	1pt
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	YES

	value-added statement
	2pt
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	-
	YES
	NO

	financial review
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	YES

	segment report
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	YES
	NO

	interim report net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	NO

	annual report on net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	YES

	latest news on net
	2pt
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	-
	NO
	NO

	Total Score
	
	62.5%
	75%
	68.8%
	81.3%
	68.8%
	-
	25%
	31.3%


Appendix C

Corporate Governance

Independence of the Board of Directors 

It is important that the board of directors is independent from the major shareholder so that they will not make decision that maximizes the interest of the major shareholders only. The Korea stock exchange defines independent directors as those “who are capable of performing their duties independently from the management, controlling shareholders and the corporation” (Gregory, 1999). For our research, we will find out how many percent of the board are independent from the controlling shareholder. Weisbach claims that board with at least 60% directors is more likely than other board to fire a CEO when objective performance measures are poor. Based on these findings, we assign a value of one to the firms if 60% or more of the directors on the board are not related to the shareholders. We will assign a value of zero to firms if more than 40% of the directors on the board is related to the shareholders.

Non-executive Directors 

As the function of the board of directors is to ensure that the management fulfils its stewardship role, it is important that there are not too many executive directors in the board as there may be a conflict of interest during decision-making. Previous researches have shown that the higher the number of non-executive directors in the board, the higher the level of voluntary disclosure (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Weir, 1997). For our research, we follow the guideline of Hampel Report (James, 1998). We assign a value of one to firms with one-third or more of the directors who are non-executive and we assign a value of zero to firm if less than one-third of the directors are non-executive.

Is the CEO and the Chairman Different Person

As the function of the board of directors is to monitor the management, the chairman of the board and the CEO should not be the same person. To carry out their role as watchdog over the management, the board has to achieve independence by separating the role of the chairman and the CEO (Perry, 1995). We will assign a value of one to companies that have different person assuming the role of CEO and chairman and zero point to companies that have the same person assuming the role of chairman and CEO.

Nominating Committee

The nominating committee helps to reinforce the principles of transparency and meritocracy of the company. It ensures that only the most competent individuals capable of contributing to the success of the organization are appointed. As research shows that less independent director will be appointed if there were no nominating committee (Shivdasani and Yermack, 1999), we would consider the presence of a nominating committee as one of our criteria to establish if the firm has good corporate governance. We will assign a value of one to companies that have nominating committee and zero to companies that do not have a nominating committee.

Is there any Disclosure on the Directors’ Remuneration, Break Down of Stock Options and other Incentives?

This is a guideline provided by the Business Times
 to determine the level of corporate governance of a company. We will assign a value of one to company that disclose directors’ remuneration and zero for companies that do not. The assignment of score for disclosure of the break down of stock options and the disclosure of other incentives will be as per the assignment of score for disclosure of directors’ remuneration.
Are all the Directors in the Audit Committee Independent?

Phan (1998) emphasizes that the audit committee should comprise of independent directors only so that the committee can fulfill its function more effectively. We consider that as criteria for good governance and assign a value of two to firms that have only independent directors in the committee. For firms that have non-independent directors on the board, we assign a value of one to firms that have an independent director as the chairman. If these firms that do not even have an independent chairman, no value will be assigned. We will conclude that a company has good corporate governance if the company score 5 point and above.

Appendix D

Transparency

Quarterly Interim Report 

Though the current rules of SGX require the company to disclose its interim results on a half-yearly basis, the Disclosure and Accounting Standard Committee recommends that it should be done at a quarterly basis. The purpose is to enhance the timeliness of the information so that investors can make better investment decision by analyzing the quarterly report. We consider the release of quarterly report by the company as a criterion of good transparency, assigning a value of two to companies that provide quarterly interim report. We will assign a value of zero to companies that do not provide quarterly interim report.

Segment Report.

A segment report allows us to review the performance of the company through analyzing the performance of the individual business or its investment in each different country. Disclosure and Accounting Standard Committee recommends that firm should disclose business operation. By having a segment report, we will be able to analyze the different business operations with more financial details. We regard the availability of segment report as one of the criteria for good transparency. Value of one will be assigned to firms that have segment report in their annual report and a value of zero to firms that do not provide any segmented information.

Financial Forecast and Forward Looking Information

The Disclosure and Accounting Standard Committee claims that company should provide an analysis of business outlook. However, research shows that prospective disclosure will only be useful if they are of high “quality” (Choon, Smith and Taylor, 2000). We choose to include “forward-looking information” and “financial forecast” as part of our criteria to ascertain the level of transparency. As we cannot ascertain the quality of the information, we will assign a value of one to companies that disclose forward-looking information and zero to companies that do not. The scoring method for financial forecast will be the same as forward-looking information.

Value-Added Statement

By having a value-added statement, the respective stakeholders, like public and employees, can understand the economic and environmental effect of the company (Meek and Gary, 1988). Furthermore, there is a strong call in Europe to show value-added statement (Bruce, 1994). From the statement, we can tell if the firms’ performance came at an expense of the environment or the welfare of other stakeholders. We will consider firms with disclosure of value-added statement as a criterion for good transparency by assigning a value of two to companies that present a value-added statement and zero point to companies that do not have a value-added statement.

Does the Company post the Interim Report, Annual Report and Latest News about the Company on their Websites

Companies should post important information on their websites to facilitate the information needs of the geographically diversified investors and efficient dissemination of information, an emphasis placed by the Disclosure and Accounting Standard Committee. By posting important news and financial report on the websites, it allows the investors to assess the financial information freely. Furthermore, this allows the investors to make better investment decisions as the time lag between the release of the news and the event may be shorten. We will consider companies with disclosure of annual reports, interim reports and news on their websites by assigning a value of two to companies that post their annual reports on their websites and zero for companies that do not. The same scoring method will apply to interim report and news.

Financial Review

The financial review allows us to better understand the financial performance of the company as the financial ratios are calculated and analyzed in this section of the annual report. This section gives investors a better understanding on the performance of the firm relative to the previous financial years. Though it is not an essential requirement, the Disclosure and Accounting Standard Committee recommend that management should discuss and annualize the financial performance so as to improve on the adequacy and relevance of the annual report. We will consider having the financial review in the annual report as good transparency by assigning a value of two to companies with financial review and zero point will be assigned to companies with no financial review. We consider firms that score 8 point and above as having good transparency 

















































1“Singapore Temasek owns 13 percent of Singapore Market Cap-Report,” Reuters News Service, (June 25, 1999).


�www.temasekholdings.com.sg/about.html


� For example, Construction Technology was sold at a loss in 1996 and Micropolis was liquidated in 1997.


� “Time rejects SingTel bid for telecoms stake,” Financial Times, (13 May 2000).





� http://www.ecgn.ulb.ac.be/ecgn/docs/codes/Hampel2/hampel2.htm


� “Singapore Firms Discover to their Cost – Cash is not King,” South China Morning Post, (31 March 2000).


� “Singapore Divestment Moves to Deepen Stock Market,” Reuters News Service, (04 July 2000).


� “Shackles of the Old Script are Loosen- Corporate Restructuring” Reuters News Service, (28 March 2000).


� � HYPERLINK http://www.hoovers.com ��http://www.hoovers.com� is a website that contains information on worldwide companies and matching comparables.


� www.temasekholdings.com.sg/pressuknow.html


� A test using multivariate regression had revealed that excluding SPH in the sample had reduced the fit of the model. Thus it is safe to conclude that SPH had displayed the characteristics of a GLC and it should be included in the sample.


� “Singapore Firms Discover to their Cost – Cash is not King” South China Morning Post, (31 March 2000).


� “Singapore Firms Discover to their Cost – Cash is not King” South China Morning Post, (31 March 2000)


� “SingTel Rises on Time Deal” Reuters News Service, (07 April 2000)


� “SingTel’s Share Price Steady in Rising Market” Straits Times, (13 May 2000)


�  “Analysis-Divesting not Panacea for “Singapore Inc” View” Reuters News Service, (18 May 2000)


� “Panel calls for corporate governance code” Business Times, (25 November, 2000)





_1043767158.unknown

_1043768144.unknown

_1043770700.unknown

_1044969042.unknown

_1043770292.unknown

_1043768096.unknown

_1043767223.unknown

_1043766559.unknown

_1043766582.unknown

_1043765810.unknown

