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Regulating Block-holder Disclosure Obligations
XIE Zheng-shan
( Law School of Shanghai University of International Business and Economics Shanghai 201620 China)

Abstract: The latest wave of hostile takeovers has triggered disputes concerning about pros and cons of
block-holder disclosure and how to regulate activist investors buying large stakes of listed company. Because of
their short-termism in purchasing large stakes of listed companies the investors have been regarded as hostile
takeovers and disgusted and criticized by listed companies scholars and regulators. The latter called for tight—
ening up block-holder disclosure rules. There is no doubt that it is justified to require investors to disclose their
holdings of large shares of listed companies however the legislator should balance the regulatory burden a—
mong activist investors and target companies and its managements. It is important to curb the activist investors’
short-termism or opportunism however seeing that hostile takeover itself has no sin lawmakers shall not over—
correct and blindly tighten up block-holder disclosure rules especially not take moral blame or emotional ex—
pression into legal obligation so as not to hinder development of acquisition market.

Key Words: Activist Shareholder; Block-holder Disclosure; Hostile Takeover
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