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Industrial Characteristics O wnership Concentration and Corporate Performance
Evidence from Private Listed Firms

in the A-share Market during 2012—2014
Yuan Fangjian Li Na

( International Business School Shaanxi Normal University Xian 710062 China)

Abstract: This paper uses the data of private listed firms in the A-share market during 2012—2014 to analyze the relation—
ship between ownership concentration and corporate performance in the situation of all industries and test that if fixed assets ra—
tio can affect the relationship of the two. The study shows that relatively high ownership concentration and major stock holders
are helpful to corporate performance in the private listed firms. The relationship of the two has the same result in the manufac—
turing mining and construction industry but it has an opposite result in the social service and retail business industry. For all
industries higher fixed assets ratio can be more helpful to higher ownership concentration corporate performance. So private lis—
ted firms should keep a higher ownership concentration. Different ownership structure should be adapted in different types of in—
dustries so that the corporate governance can be more reasonable and thereby more efficient.

Key words: corporate performance; ownership concentration; industrial characteristics; fixed assets ratio; private

listed firms



