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Research on Governance Effect of Ownership Structure
in Mixed Ownership Enterprises

WANG Xin' HAN Bao-shan®

( 1. Institute of Industrial Economics China Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100044 China;
2. The Research Center of People’s Government of Shandong Province Jiman 250011 China)

Abstract:  One of the most important reform of state-owned enterprises is to promote the mixed ownership economy. The
empirical research on the relationship of mixed ownership structure and corporate performance based on the data of Chinese listed
companies finds that: There is an “inverted U-shaped” relationship between equity concentration and company performance. Both
the moderately concentrated equity structure and the balance effect between multiple major shareholders contributes to performance
improvement. The balance effect between heterogeneous shareholders contributes more to performance improvement than homogene—
ous shareholders. The nature of the first major shareholder plays a regulatory role in the relationship between ownership structure
and corporate performance. Therefore in the mixed ownership reform the enterprises should prevent the ownership structure from
being too concentrated or too dispersed. They also should promote effective balance effect between multiple major shareholders.

The state-owned enterprises should integrate with private and foreign capital to achieve the mixed ownership in in deed.

Key Words: mixed ownership; ownership structure; ownership balance; corporate performance

131



