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The Influence of Controlling Family Types on the
Debt Financing of Private Enterprises
—— ‘Promotion Effect” or “Block Effect”?

Chen Jianlin
( School of Accounting Guangdong University of Finance and Economics Guangzhou 510320 China)

Abstract: The private enterprises generally encountered the problem of financing inaccessible and unaffordable howev—
er the existing research has neglected the effect of family factors on the debt financing of private enterprises in China. On the
relationship between the controlling family and the debt financing of the private enterprises the family reputation theory and
the theory of altruism have different opinions. In view of the above academic controversy the paper divides the controlling
family into two categories: founding family and non-Hounding family to explore the impact of the controlling family types on
debt financing of private enterprise. The paper uses Chinese private listed companies data in 2007—2011 for empirical analy—
sis and the results are as follows: (1) The relationship between controlling family and debt financing of private enterprise is
not significant. The results neither support promotion effect also do not support block effect. (2) The founding family plays
block effect to debt financing of private enterprise and the effect is more significant in good institutional environment. ( 3)
The nonHounding family plays promotion effect to debt financing of private enterprise and the effect is more significant in
good institutional environment. (4) Further research shows that the debt allocation efficiency of family control enterprise is
low. Based on the above research results the paper can integrate the family reputation theory and the theory of altruism and
put forward a new analysis perspective to solve the financing problem of private enterprises.

Key words: control family; private enterprises; debt financing; institutional environment; family types
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