
    
 
 

 
 

Diskussionspapier des 
Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 

 
2/2015 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Corporate Governance, State Ownership 
and Cross-listing 

 Evidence from Chinese A-Share Listed Firms 
 

Hongmei Xu 
 
 
 
 

Discussion Paper of the  
Institute for Organisational Economics 



I 
 

 

Diskussionspapier des  
Instituts für Organisationsökonomik  

2/2015 
 

Februar 2015 
 

ISSN 2191-2475 
 

Corporate Governance, State Ownership and Cross-listing  
Evidence from Chinese A-Share Listed Firms 

 
Hongmei Xu 

 

 
Abstract 

This paper analyses the relationship between corporate governance, state ownership and 

cross-listing by using data from 2,113 Chinese A-share listed firms during the period 2008 to 

2013. Firstly, corporate governance features in state-owned vs. non-state-owned and cross-

listed vs. domestically-listed firms are examined. Secondly, this paper investigates whether 

state ownership and cross-listing affect the sensitivity of the relation between corporate gov-

ernance and firm value in Chinese listed firms. The effects are rather mixed.  
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Zusammenfassung  

Der vorliegende Beitrag analysiert die Beziehung zwischen Corporate Governance, Staatsei-

gentum und Zweitlisting anhand 2.113 chinesischer Firmen der Aktienklasse A in dem Zeit-

raum von 2008 bis 2013. Erstens werden Eigenschaften der Corporate Governance in staatli-

chen gegenüber nicht-staatlichen und doppelt gelisteten gegenüber nur inländisch gelisteten 

Unternehmen untersucht. Zweitens untersucht dieser Beitrag, ob Staatseigentum und Zweit-

listing einen Einfluss auf die Beziehung von Corporate Governance und Unternehmenswert 

chinesischer Firmen haben. Die Effekte sind eher gemischt. 
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Corporate Governance, State Ownership and Cross-listing  

Evidence from Chinese A-Share Listed Firms 

1. Introduction 

As one of the largest and fastest developing economies around the world, China’s economy 

has received more and more attention from researchers. However, many studies focussing on 

China’s economy suffer shortcomings, especially those in the area of corporate governance of 

Chinese firms. Before the establishment of the modern enterprise system, corporate govern-

ance was an entirely foreign concept for Chinese firms. Thus, many studies try to interpret the 

phenomenon in China simply by applying Western theories. Many of these studies are now 

out of date, because recently many regulatory changes and new policies that affect corporate 

governance have been applied in China (Jiang and Kim 2015). Therefore, there is a demand 

for Chinese corporate governance studies using the latest data and analysing corporate gov-

ernance in the specific and current contexts of Chinese firms. 

Most corporate governance studies focus on investigating the direct relation between corpo-

rate governance features (e. g., board structure and managerial compensation) and firm value. 

However, they neglect that the specific contexts of firms could also influence the effective-

ness of corporate governance. For Chinese firms, especially state ownership and cross-listing 

should be taken into account.  

Firstly, classic corporate governance literature often discusses the effect of large shareholders. 

For example, some argue that block shareholders have an influential role in mitigating agency 

problems between managers and shareholders (Shleifer and Vishney 1997). However, others 

claim that block ownership above a certain level may lead to wealth expropriation from small 

shareholders (e. g., Fama and Jensen 1983). In China, companies normally have a concentrat-

ed ownership structure. In addition, there is a high level of state ownership in many listed 

firms. Due to this situation, it seems reasonable to examine how state ownership could affect 

corporate governance in Chinese listed firms. 

Secondly, Chinese firms have started to issue shares on foreign stock exchanges in the early 

1990s. Since then Chinese firms play an increasing role in the international arena. Through 

                                                 
 I am very grateful to Prof. Dr. Alexander Dilger for his valuable suggestions and comments for improving this 
paper. In addition, I would like to thank our student assistants at the Institute for Organisational Economics, 
Agnes Kutscha and Katharina Spindler, for their support. However, I am solely responsible for any remaining 
errors in this paper. 
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cross-listing, many firms aim to bond themselves to a higher corporate governance standard 

and a more efficient market discipline. However, the effect of cross-listing on Chinese firms 

is not clear, in particular, how it affects the corporate governance, as only a few studies have 

investigated this issue yet (Cheung et al. 2008, Jiang and Kim 2015). To fill this research gap, 

this paper will examine the effect of cross-listing on Chinese listed firms, too. 

This study applies panel data regression techniques to investigate these research questions. 

The dataset includes 12,669 firm-year observations of non-financial Chinese A-share firms 

from 2008 to 2013.  

The rest part of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 discusses the related literature. Sec-

tion 3 presents the data sample and methodology. Section 4 provides descriptive statistics and 

data summary. Section 5 presents the empirical results and section 6 concludes.  

2. Institutional Background and Literature 

2.1. State Ownership 

In China, state-owned firms represent the backbone of the national economy. So it is not only 

important to test the direct relationship between state ownership and firm value, but it is even 

more important to test how the sensitivity of the relation between corporate governance and 

firm value is affected by state ownership. 

Before the Split Share Structure Reform, in Chinese listed firms the shares existed in form of 

tradable shares and non-tradable shares. The tradable shares were (and are) mainly referred to 

as A-shares (B-shares, H-shares etc. are also tradable shares), which were legally traded on 

the stock market. The non-tradable shares were basically composed of state-shares and legal 

person-shares, which belonged to the state or to the domestic institutions that were ultimately 

owned by the central or local government. The tradable shares and non-tradable shares used 

to have the same legal rights in several respects, such as voting rights and cash flow rights. 

However, the stock prices were different between tradable and non-tradable shares, mainly 

because the non-tradable shares were not allowed to be traded on the open market but could 

only be transferred by negotiation and auction.  

The existence of non-tradable shares hindered the development of the Chinese financial mar-

ket. For the state as controlling shareholders pushed listed firms to pursue other objectives 

rather than profit maximisation. As a consequence, major shareholders were relatively indif-
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ferent to the stock price movement. Besides, lower free float also lead to more illiquidity and 

volatility in the domestically market (Beltratti 2012). Due to the limitations mentioned above, 

the Chinese government announced the Split Share Structure Reform in April 2005, which 

aimed to convert the non-tradable shares into tradable shares by compensating the sharehold-

ers of tradable shares through bonus shares, cash compensation and options. By mid-2006, 

about 94% of the listed firms had completed the conversion process (Yu 2013). Since then, 

the market mechanism is increasingly important for China’s capital market.  

Studies focusing on the relation between state ownership and firm value often found negative 

results for Chinese firms. For example, Qi et al. (2000) found that state equity ownership is 

negatively related to firm operating performance. However, after the Split Share Structure 

Reform, the state-ownership may gradually lose its negative effect on firm value because the 

market mechanism is playing an increasingly important role. The data sample used in this 

paper covers the time period between 2008 and 2013, which is a reinforcement phase of the 

Split Share Structure Reform. Thus, one could expect firstly that state ownership will lose its 

negative effect on firm value but may improve value in Chinese firms instead. Secondly, in 

state-controlled firms the corporate governance mechanism may improve more significantly 

than in other firms. In China the modern enterprise system and the corporate governance re-

form started from the state-owned enterprises but not from private-owned firms. Therefore, 

state ownership is expected to improve the sensitivity of the relation between corporate gov-

ernance and firm value.  

2.2. Cross-listing and Bonding Hypothesis 

According to La Porta et al. (1997), the institutional framework of a country plays an im-

portant role in equity valuation and financing. Therefore, firms from countries with poor insti-

tutional frameworks choose to cross-list their stocks on a foreign stock exchange, especially 

in countries that have a better legal environment. The cross-listing behaviour allows firms to 

bond themselves to a higher corporate governance standard and a more efficient market disci-

pline. This interrelation is known as the bonding hypothesis. In order to interpret the bonding 

hypothesis, legal bonding and reputational bonding are normally distinguished by researchers. 

On the one hand, a firm realises legal bonding by committing to stricter rules set by the for-

eign stock exchanges or market regulators. On the other hand, a firm builds on reputational 

bonding by maintaining good corporate governance mechanisms (Wojcik et al. 2005, Chari-

tou et al. 2007).  
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Former researchers investigated the effect of cross-listing mainly by examining foreign firms 

that listed on the US stock exchanges. They found that after cross-listing, listed firms experi-

ence higher valuation and greater access to capital and have a richer information environment 

(Doidge et al. 2009, Charitou et al. 2007). However, some studies still question the legal and 

reputation enforcement of the bonding hypothesis. For example, Siegel (2005) raises ques-

tions about the effectiveness of legal bonding by arguing that in Mexican firms cross-listed on 

the US exchanges, the insiders who expropriate assets from firms were not punished by US 

law enforcement. Licht (2003) suggests that reputational bonding is also not effective by 

pointing out that the policy of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) relieves its 

corporate governance requirements for foreign issuers in order to attract them to list on the 

US stock exchanges.  

In China, listed firms definitely have the motivation to be cross-listed on other foreign stock 

exchanges due to poor investor protection and a relatively low corporate governance level 

(Allen et al. 2005). However, only few studies investigated the benefits of cross-listing in 

Chinese firms with a specific focus on corporate governance and their results are mixed. For 

example, Cheung et al. (2008) argue that the corporate governance practices of cross-listed 

firms are not related to the firm value. Nevertheless, Li et al. (2015) find that the benefits of 

cross-listing are reflected by foreign investors’ ability to utilise firm-specific information. The 

level of information improvement provided by foreign investors depends on the quality of 

corporate governance in cross-listed firms. Besides, Chi and Zhang (2010) find mixed results 

and they claim that cross-listing may have greater impact on executive incentives in state-

owned firms than in private-owned firms. Based on the bonding hypothesis and the literature 

mentioned above, this paper assumes that cross-listing improves corporate governance in 

Chinese firms. Moreover, it may have a mixed effect on the sensitivity of the relation between 

corporate governance and firm value in Chinese firms. 

2.3. Corporate Governance Issues 

2.3.1. Board Characteristics 

Boards of directors are considered as one of the most important internal corporate governance 

mechanisms, which act on behalf of the shareholders with the task to supervise the firms. Re-

garding the board size, some claim that smaller boards are more effective due to fewer coor-

dination problems and less director free-riding in the company (Jensen 1993, Yermack 1996). 

However, others support the argument that larger boards may be more effective as they can 
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potentially benefit listed firms with more experience and knowledge resulting in better advic-

es and guidance (Dalton et al. 1999, Hermalin and Weisbach 1988). Anyway, it is often ar-

gued that there is no perfect board size that fits all kind of firms. For example, Coles et al. 

(2008) claim that it is better for complex firms to have larger boards while for R&D-intensive 

firms it is recommended to have more insiders on board. Regarding the board independence, 

most studies about firms in Western countries support the argument that more independent 

directors on board improve the firm performance either by conducting a monitoring role or an 

advising role (e. g., Linck et al. 2008). 

According to the Chinese Company Law, the board of directors should have 5 to 19 directors 

depending on firm type. Since 2003, the board is also required to have at least one-third inde-

pendent directors. Generally, empirical studies of Chinese firms focus less on the relation 

between board size and firm value, but if they do, the results are mostly insignificant. For 

example, Cho et al. (2009) and Conyon and He (2011) report that board size has a negative 

but insignificant effect on firm performance. The results may be due to the fact that they did 

not distinguish the specific contexts of firms such as state ownership and cross-listing that 

may influence corporate governance. In addition, most studies focusing on the influence of 

independent directors in Chinese firms find insignificant results (e. g., Conyon and He 2011, 

Jiang and Kim 2015). They argue that the reason for this is that the board structure in China 

appears to be the outcome of regulations. The average ratio of board independence is around 

0.33, which is the legal minimum by the Code of Corporate Governance for Listed Compa-

nies in China. Besides, the data summary in the paper of Jiang and Kim (2015) shows that 

most Chinese firms did not have independent directors until it was legally required in 2002 

and 2003. 

CEO and chairman duality refers to the situation that the CEO and the chairman of the board 

is the same person. It has often been argued that CEO and chairman duality could be a prob-

lem for corporate governance that reduces firm value. The CEO’s power would be too large 

and thus would reduce the effectiveness of the board to monitor managers. This can result in a 

weakened investor protection. Bai et al. (2004) have found empirical evidence that in Chinese 

firms the CEO and chairman duality has a negative effect on firm value.  

2.3.2. Managerial Compensation 

How to supervise and motivate managers are the core issues discussed in corporate govern-

ance theories. The board of directors is designed to supervise the managers whereas manage-
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rial compensation is designed to incentivise managers for their contributions to firm perfor-

mance and thereby mitigate the agency cost between managers and shareholders. However, in 

Chinese firms, especially in state-owned ones, researchers often find a low effect between 

managerial compensation and firm performance. They argue that in state-owned Chinese 

firms the managerial pay is not allowed to be too much higher than the average employees’ 

pay in order to maintain social balance (e. g., Firth et al. 2006, 2007). Furthermore, the man-

agers in state-owned firms are largely motivated by other incentives, such as non-pecuniary 

perks (Jiang and Kim 2015) or job promotions to a high-level government position after their 

term of office in state-owned firms (e. g., Conyon and He 2011).1 In Chinese private-owned 

firms and family-owned firms, the situation is not better. Many non-state-owned firms are 

family-owned and less willing to fire managers who are family members. As a result, they do 

not compensate the managers efficiently and do not reward managers according to their per-

formance (Cheng et al. 2015). 

In 2005 the China Securities Regulatory Commission has released “Measures of Equity In-

centive in Listed firms” to require state-owned firms to design appropriate incentives for 

managers. Moreover, after the Split Share Structure Reform, the market mechanism is playing 

a more important role also in state-owned firms. So it is expected that the interaction of state-

ownership and managerial pay may have a positive effect on firm value. Besides, according to 

the bonding hypothesis, cross-listing may also improve the sensitivity of the relation between 

managerial pay and firm value. 

3. Data and Methodology 

3.1. Data 

The data sample in this paper covers all the non-financial A-share listed firms on both the 

Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges from 2008 to 2013. There are in total 2,113 firms 

included in the database. Among them, 57 are cross-listings, which are also listed on one or 

more foreign stock exchanges. Besides, 939 firms are state-owned firms. All the data is ob-

tained from the China Stock Market and Accounting Research database (CSMAR) provided 

by the GTA Information Technology Company. In this paper, the market to book ratio is cho-

sen as the empirical proxy for (relative) firm value. Four corporate governance features are 

particularly discussed: board size, board independence, CEO and chairman duality, and man-

                                                 
1 In Chinese state-owned firms, some top managers and directors are also appointed by the government, so they 
are more government employees rather than professional managers.  
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agerial compensation. Moreover, in the regression models the following company information 

is controlled for: total assets (total revenue), leverage, and asset growth.  

3.2. Methodology 

To investigate the research question whether state-ownership (cross-listing) affects the sensi-

tivity of the relation between corporate governance and firm value, the following model is 

estimated: 

	 	 	 , 	+ ∑ ,  + 	 ∗ ∑ ,  

+ ∑ ,  + ,                                                           (1) 

The market to book ratio, which is a common measure of firm value, is the dependent variable 

in the equation (1). It is calculated as the market value of the firm divided by the book value 

of the firm. On the one hand, the above model tests the effects of corporate governance varia-

bles as well as the effect of state-ownership (cross-listing) on firm value respectively. On the 

other hand, interaction terms are used to test whether state-ownership and cross-listing affect 

the sensitivity of the relation between corporate governance and firm value, which will be 

mainly discussed in this paper.  

Of the independent variables, four are used as the proxies for corporate governance features: 

board size, board independence, CEO = chairman, and managerial pay. Board size is the total 

number of directors on board while board independence is the proportion of independent di-

rectors on board. CEO = chairman is a dummy variable, which equals to 1 if the CEO and the 

chairman is the same person. Because share options as executive pay have only recently been 

allowed in China, in this paper the managerial pay refers to the sum of cash compensation 

(salary and bonus) and the management shareholdings. The variable is calculated as the total 

amount of the top three managers pay divided by three.  

The two dummy variables state and cross are interacted with the corporate governance varia-

bles to test whether state ownership and cross-listing can influence the sensitivity of the rela-

tion between corporate governance and firm value. The dummy variable state equals to 1 if 

the state is the biggest shareholder of the listed firm, otherwise it equals to 0.  The dummy 

variable cross equals to 1 if the firm is cross-listed, otherwise it equals to 0. Other company 

information is also controlled for in the model: log (total asset), log (total revenue), leverage, 

and asset growth. The data description and summary statistics are provided in section 4.  
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This paper uses panel data from 2008 to 2013 for the empirical analysis. Firstly, the variables 

included in this paper were examined to see whether there are extreme values. The variables 

market to book ratio and leverage have extreme values that should be dealt with. In order to 

remove the effect of outliers, the firm value, market to book ratio has been Winsorised at 1 % 

in both tails of the distribution. Secondly, before constructing the regression models, the Fish-

er test for panel unit root was used to test the stationarity of the panel. In this test, the hypoth-

esis of a unit root has been rejected, which indicates that the data set is stationary. A station-

ary data sample will avoid the possibility of spurious regressions in the following steps. 

Thirdly, the Hausman test is used to select the regression models. The p-value is less than 

0.001, which suggests that a fixed-effect regression model is more suitable for the data sam-

ple. Lastly, before and after conducting the fixed-effect regressions, it was also tested whether 

the panel data have serial correlations and heteroscedasticity. 2 The results show that hetero-

scedasticity is existent. To deal with this problem, finally, the Feasible Generalised Least 

Squares (FGLS) regression model is chosen to make empirical analyses. Details will be re-

ported in section 5.  

4. Data Description and Summary Statistics 

4.1. Data Description 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for all A-share listed firms in Shanghai and Shenzhen 

Stock Exchanges from 2008 to 2013. There are in total 12,669 firm-year observations includ-

ed in the data sample. The result is presented by industry, with the listing activity taking place 

mainly within the consumer (goods) industry (34.34 %), materials industry (20.17 %), and 

industrials industry (19.11 %). Furthermore, the industry of information technology (8.86%) 

and properties and construction (9.48 %) also account for larger percentages compared to oth-

er industries.  

In the data sample, 5,634 firm-year observations of state-owned firms are included. The state-

owned firms are mainly from the following three industries: consumer industry (34.74 %), 

materials industry (19.31 %), and industrials industry (19.52 %). For cross-listed firms, the 

sample consists of 338 firm-year observations. The cross-listed firms are mainly from the 

industrials industry (34.62 %), consumer industry (17.75 %), energy industry (17.75 %), and 

                                                 
2 Before conducting the orders of testing serial correlation and heteroscedasticity, it is necessary to make a 
Hausman test. This is because STATA uses different orders to test serial correlation and heteroscedasticity in 
fixed-effect regression models and random-effect regression models.  
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materials industry (17.46 %). Besides, no firms from the information technology industry can 

be found in the cross-listed firms’ data sample. 

Industry Whole sample State-owned firms Cross-listed firms 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Consumer 4,350 34.34 1,957 34.74 60 17.75 
Energy 450 3.55 211 3.75 60 17.75 
Industrials 2,421 19.11 1,100 19.52 117 34.62 
Information technology 1,122 8.86 467 8.29 0 0 
Materials 2,555 20.17 1,088 19.31 59 17.46 
Properties and construction 1,201 9.48 535 9.50 12 3.55 
Telecommunications 84 0.66 37 0.66 6 1.78 
Utilities 456 3.60 225 3.99 24 7.10 
Others 30 0.24 14 0.25 0 0 
Number of observations 12,669 100 5,634 100 338 100 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Chinese A-Share Listed Firms  

4.2. Summary Statistics 

Table 2 presents summary statistics of state-owned firms and non-state-owned firms. The 

dependent variable average market to book ratio in state-owned firms is smaller than in non-

state-owned firms (1.72 vs. 2.05). Regarding the corporate governance variables, the board 

size of state-owned firms is 9.45 whereas in non-state-owned firms the board size is smaller 

(8.58). Moreover, table 2 shows that the board independence in both kinds of firms is 0.33. It 

suggests that the board independence in Chinese firms is just the minimum set by regulation. 

Since 2002, the China’s Corporate Governance code has regulated that listed firms should 

have at least one-third of independent directors on their boards. Besides, the CEO and chair-

man duality in state-owned firms is only 0.10 and larger in non-state-owned firms (0.30). This 

makes sense because non-state-owned firms in China are normally private-owned firms or 

family-owned firms, in which the founders or family members normally control the firms as 

CEO and chairman. Furthermore, it has been found that the managerial compensation in state-

owned firms is higher than in non-state-owned firms (0.52 million yuan vs. 0.46 million yu-

an). In general, consistent with other studies (Conyon and He 2011, Jiang and Kim 2015), the 

CEO and chairman duality ratio and the managerial compensation in Chinese firms are much 

lower than for firms in developed counties. 
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Variable Obs. Mean Median Std. Dev. Min. Max. 
Panel A: State-owned firms 
Market to book ratio 5,606 1.72 1.34 1.21 0.58 10.85 
Board size 5,569  9.45 9 1.93 4 18 
Board independence  5,569 0.37 0.33 0.06 0.09 0.80 
CEO = chairman  5,520 0.10 0 0.30 0 1 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 5,617 0.52 0.39 0.51 0 10.23 
Log (total asset) 5,627 8.42 8.21 1.42 -0.74 14.67 
Log (total revenue) 5,621 7.85 7.69 1.61 -4.77 14.87 
Leverage 4,656 1.73 1.21 1.75 -1.25 10.97 
Asset growth  5,627 0.14 0.09 0.43 -1 21.08 
Panel B: Non-state-owned firms 
Market to book ratio 5,541 2.05 1.50 1.72 0.58 10.85 
Board size 5,589 8.58 9 1.59 4 16 
Board independence  5,589 0.37 0.33 0.05 0.14 0.67 
CEO = chairman  5,524 0.30 0 0.46 0 1 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 5,621 0.46 0.35 0.44 0 7.21 
Log (total asset) 5,628 7.53 7.48 1.18 -2.97 11.80 
Log (total revenue) 5,604 6.90 6.96 1.49 -4.51 11.70 
Leverage 4,164 1.52 1.17 1.37 -1.25 10.97 
Asset growth  5,627 0.26 0.12 0.71 -1.00 33.19 

Table 2: Summary Statistics of State-owned Firms and Non-state-owned Firms  

Since panel data need specific procedures to cope with covariance, a t-test is inappropriate to 

test the differences of corporate governance variables and other company information be-

tween state-owned firms and non-state-owned firms. It is more appropriate to use a panel data 

regression analysis with the dummy variable state as an independent variable. Random-effect 

regression models are used to realise the above mentioned research objectives. In each model, 

the corporate governance variables (e. g., board size) and other company information (e. g., 

asset growth) are dependent variables, whereas the dummy variable, state, is the independent 

variable. Table 3 reports the significance of the coefficients of the dummy variable state, rep-

resenting the differences of corporate governance variables and other company information 

between state-owned and non-state-owned firms. Besides, the z-statistics are also presented.   

Table 3 shows that state-owned firms and non-state-owned firms are significantly different 

considering both the corporate governance features and other company information. For ex-

ample, the board size of state-owned firms is significantly larger than of non-state-owned 

firms whereas the board independence as well as CEO and chairman duality are significantly 

lower in state-owned firms whereas managerial pay is higher. Unsurprisingly, the average 

firm size and leverage of state-owned firms are significantly larger. However, asset growth is 

significantly lower in state-owned firms.  
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Dependent variables Coefficients z-statistics 
Board size 0.862*** 25.89 
Board independence -0.004*** -3.64 
CEO = chairman -0.120*** -27.08 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 0.177*** 6.59 
Market to book ratio -0.330*** -11.70 
Log (total assets) 0.850*** 35.29 
Log (total revenue) 0.919*** 31.81 
Leverage 0.207*** 6.15 
Asset growth -0.112*** -10.08 
Note: *** p <.001. 

Table 3: Comparison of Corporate Governance Variables in State-owned Firms and 
Non-state-owned Firms 

Table 4 presents the summary statistics of cross-listed firms and domestically-listed firms. In 

the data sample only 57 firms are cross-listed on one or more foreign stock exchanges while 

the other 2,056 firms are only listed domestically. To compare the corporate governance dif-

ferences between cross-listed firms and domestically-listed firms, a matched sample was con-

structed as follows: Each cross-listed firm is matched by firm size and industry with a firm 

that is only domestically listed. In particular, a domestically-listed firm is only selected when 

the median of total asset of this firms is closest with another cross-listed firms in the same 

industry (median is chosen to avoid the extreme values of total assets). Since all cross-listed 

firms are almost the largest firms in their industries, firms in the matched sample still have 

smaller firm size. Finally, a sample of 633 firm-year observations of non-financial Chinese 

firms during 2008-2013 is constructed. 

In table 4, the average market to book ratio in cross-listed firms is 1.18, which is lower than in 

the constructed sample of domestically-listed firms (1.73). The board size of cross-listed 

firms is 10.36 while in domestically-listed firms this ratio is only 8.97. Besides, table 4 also 

shows that the average board independence in cross-listed firms is a little bit higher than in 

domestically-listed firms. However, the ratios of board independence in cross-listed firms and 

domestically-listed firms are still near 0.33, which also indicates that board independence in 

Chinese firms may be mainly affected by the regulation as mentioned before. Moreover, the 

CEO and chairman duality ratio in cross-listed firms is lower than in domestically-listed firms 

(0.10 vs. 0.20). Lastly, table 4 shows that the average managerial pay is 0.88 million yuan per 

year in cross-listed firms, which is 0.40 million yuan higher than in comparable domestically-

listed firms. It reflects that cross-listing may improve the managerial pay.  
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Variable Obs. Mean Median Std.Dev. Min Max 
Panel A: Cross-listed firms 
Market to book ratio 331 1.18 1.01 0.56 0.64 5.72 
Board size 327 10.36 9 2.39 4 18 
Board independence  327 0.38 0.36 0.07 0.27 0.71 
CEO = chairman  326 0.10 0 0.30 0 1 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 331 0.88 0.72 0.70 0.04 4.65 
Log (total asset) 332 10.52 10.75 1.67 6.14 14.67 
Log (total revenue) 332 10.01 10.13 1.85 5.28 14.87 
Leverage 291 1.56 1.11 1.62 -1.15 10.88 
Asset growth 332 0.13 0.11 0.18 -0.34 1.45 
Panel B: Domestically-listed firms
Market to book ratio 297 1.73 1.39 1.09 0.64 5.72 
Board size 299 8.97 9 1.79 4 18 
Board independence  299 0.37 0.33 0.05 0.09 0.80 
CEO = chairman  300 0.20 0 0.40 0 1 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 300 0.48 0.36 0.47 0 10.23 
Log (total asset) 301 7.90 7.81 1.29 -2.97 13.57 
Log (total revenue) 300 7.30 7.27 1.54 -4.77 13.43 
Leverage 247 1.71 1.18 1.59 -1.15 9.31 
Asset growth  301 0.20 0.10 0.60 -1.00 33.19 

Table 4: Summary Statistics of Cross-listed Firms and Domestically-listed Firms 

As mentioned above, since the t-test is not appropriate in panel data analysis, this paper ap-

plies random-effect regression models to test the differences of corporate governance varia-

bles and other company information between cross-listed firms and domestically-listed firms. 

In each model the corporate governance variables and other company information are de-

pendent variables. Table 5 reports the significance of the coefficients of the independent 

dummy variable cross, which represent the differences of corporate governance variables and 

other company information between cross-listed firms and domestically-listed firms.  

Dependent variables Coefficients z-statistics 
Board size 1.060*** 3.28 
Board independence 0.013 1.37 
CEO = chairman -0.093* -2.38 
Managerial pay (million yuan) 0.758** 2.81 
Market to book ratio -0.366*** -4.24 
Log (total assets) 2.153*** 9.43 
Log (total revenue) 2.224*** 8.73 
Leverage 0.360* 2.12 
Asset growth -0.058* -2.44 
Note: * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 

Table 5: Comparison of Corporate Governance Variables in Cross-listed Firms and 
Domestically-listed Firms  
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In cross-listed firms, board size and managerial pay are significantly larger (higher) than in 

domestically listed firms. Moreover, the board independence is larger in cross-listed firms, 

but the difference is insignificant. The CEO and chairman duality is lower in cross-listed 

firms. Regarding the other company information, table 5 shows that in cross-listed firms the 

firm size and leverage is significantly larger, but the asset growth is significantly lower than 

in domestically-listed firms.  

5. Empirical Results 

Table 6 presents the results of FGLS regression models based on equation (1). In all three 

models, market to book ratio is the dependent variable as a proxy for firm value. In model 1, 

other company information is not controlled for. In model 2 and 3, this information is con-

trolled for and the results show that the control variables are highly significant in explaining 

the firm value. In detail, there is a negative relation between firm size (log (total asset) or log 

(total revenue)) and firm value at the level of 0.1 %. Besides, asset growth and the leverage 

are also significantly negative related to firm value.  

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Independent variables Dependent variable: Market to book ratio 
Firm is state-owned  0.678 (4.33)*** 0.168 (1.37) 0.445 (3.6)*** 
State * board size -0.016 (-1.75) (*) -0.022 (-3.21)*** -0.028 (-3.75)*** 
State * board independence -1.929 (-6.54)*** 0.048 (0.20) -0.288 (-1.20) 
State * CEO = chairman 0.095 (2.40)* -0.018 (-0.57) -0.069 (-2.03)* 
State * manager pay 0.051 (1.72) (*) 0.118 (4.24)*** 0.034 (1.35) 
Board size -0.036 (-4.80)*** 0.051 (9.29)*** 0.024 (3.91)*** 
Board independence  0.642 (2.69)** 1.287 (7.04)*** 0.365 (1.86) (*) 
CEO = chairman 0.024 (1.03) -0.069 (-3.39)*** -0.031 (-1.52) 
Managerial pay (million yuan) -0.200 (-8.45)*** 0.137 (5.80)*** 0.094 (4.29)*** 
Log (total asset)  -0.437 (-72.70)***  
Leverage   -0.030 (-8.56)*** -0.047 (-15.53)*** 
Asset growth   -0.063 (-4.95)*** -0.128 (-11.06)*** 
Log (total revenue)   -0.319 (-69.82)*** 
Constant 1.862 (14.24)*** 4.253 (40.57)*** 3.746 (33.69)*** 
N 10,832 8,470 8,454 
Note: (*) p <.10, * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001, z statistics are presented in parentheses. 
In FGLS regression models STATA automatically drops the groups of observations that only 
have one observation in the group. 

Table 6: Sensitivity of the Relation between Corporate Governance and Firm Value Af-
fected by State Ownership 
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The state ownership itself has a positive effect on firm value, although this is insignificant in 

model 2. This is consistent with the assumption mentioned above that state-ownership may 

have lost its negative effect on firm value after the Split Share Structure Reform. As far as the 

interaction terms are concerned, there are significantly negative effects in the sensitivity of the 

relation between board size and firm value for state-owned firms relative to non-state-owned 

firms. This indicates that in state-owned firms a smaller board size will improve the firm val-

ue due to fewer coordination problems and less director free-riding. However, in model 2 and 

3 the board size itself has an even higher positive effect. Considering the board independence, 

when control variables are included model 2 and 3 show that state-ownership does not im-

prove the sensitivity of the relation between board independence and firm value. A possible 

explanation is that in Chinese listed firms the employment of independent directors depends 

on regulations instead of a free choice by listed firms. Moreover, in model 2 and 3 there is a 

negative relation between CEO and chairman duality and firm value in state-owned firms 

relative to non-state-owned firms. However, the negative effect is only significant in model 3 

(at the level of 5 %). This can be explained by the lower CEO and chairman duality ratio in 

Chinese firms compared to other countries. Moreover, the problem of CEO and chairman 

duality is less severe in China than in the US or other countries (Jiang and Kim 2015).3 Last-

ly, there is a significantly positive effect in the sensitivity of the relation between managerial 

pay and firm value in state-owned firms relative to non-state-owned firms. It suggests that 

Chines state-owned firms are more efficient in compensating managers than non-state-owned 

firms.  

In general, the results in table 6 suggest that state ownership improves the sensitivity of the 

relation between corporate governance and firm value. However, state ownership does not 

improve the sensitivity of the relation between board independence and firm value whereas 

board independence as such does improve firm value.  

Table 7 presents the results of FGLS regression models concerning cross-listing also based on 

equation (1). Market to book ratio is the dependent variable in all three models. The three 

models are designed the same way as for table 6. The control variable firm size (log (total 

asset) or log (total revenue)) are significantly related to firm value. The asset growth and lev-

erage are found to have no significant effect on firm value in the regression models.  

                                                 
3 Jiang and Kim (2015) also point out that CEO and chairman duality might be underestimated. In Chinese firms, 
the title of the firm’s top manager is normally general manager, but lately some firms started to use the title CEO 
to donate the top manager. However, the general manager is much more common. So it is also possible that the 
data sample in this paper only shows the strict CEO and chairman duality but does not include the general man-
ager and chairman duality although in fact both mean the same.  
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 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Independent variables Dependent variable: Market to book ratio 
Firm is cross-listed  -0.818 (-2.02)* -0.528 (-1.35) -1.059 (-2.53)* 
Cross * board size 0.056 (2.99)** 0.050 (2.84)** 0.058 (3.30)*** 
Cross * board independence -0.889 (-1.02) -0.768 (-0.89) 0.251 (0.27) 
Cross * CEO = chairman 0.109 (0.87) -0.061 (-0.66) -0.002 (-0.02) 
Cross * managerial pay 0.274 (4.21)*** 0.301 (4.87)*** 0.305 (4.94)*** 
Board size -0.079 (-4.37)*** -0.033 (-2.07)* -0.048 (-2.94)** 
Board independence  0.398 (0.47) 1.584 (1.88) (*) 0.364 (0.40) 
CEO = chairman  0.025 (0.24) 0.135 (2.13)* 0.161 (2.42)* 
Managerial pay (million yuan) -0.255 (-4.16)*** -0.188 (-3.37)*** -0.221 (-3.87)*** 
Log (total asset)  -0.150 (-12.29)***  
Leverage   -0.013 (-1.46) -0.014 (-1.58) 
Asset growth   0.085 (1.25) 0.040 (0.54) 
Log (total revenue)   -0.100 (-10.63)***

Constant 2.290 (5.88)*** 2.641 (6.88)*** 2.751 (6.74)*** 
N 615 522 521 
Note: (*) p <.10, * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001, z statistics are presented in parentheses. 
In FGLS regression models STATA automatically drops the groups of observations that 
only have one observation in the group. 

Table 7: Sensitivity of the Relation between Corporate Governance and Firm Value 
Affected by Cross-listing 

In all three models, cross-listing itself has a negative effect on firm value, although it is statis-

tically insignificant in model 2. In cross-listed firms the sensitivity of the relation between 

board size and firm value is significantly positive relative to domestically-listed firms. The 

result indicates that cross-listed firms need larger boards to advice and monitor the manage-

ment. Cross-listing does not improve the sensitivity of the relation between board independ-

ence and firm value, possibly because independence in Chinese firms is mainly the outcome 

of regulations and some main stock exchanges around the world relieve the corporate govern-

ance requirements for foreign issuers. Besides, no significant difference can be found in the 

sensitivity of the relation of CEO and chairman duality ratio and firm value for cross-listed 

firms relative to domestically-listed firms. Lastly, the sensitivity of the relation between man-

agerial pay and firm value is significantly higher (at the level of 0.1 %) for the sample of 

cross-listed firms relative to domestically-listed firms. It suggests that managers in cross-

listed firms are more efficiently paid than in domestically-listed firms.  

6. Conclusion 

This paper analysed the relationship of corporate governance, state ownership and cross-

listing by using data of 2,113 Chinese A-share listed firms during the period 2008-2013. First-
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ly, the board size and managerial pay are significantly larger while the board independence 

and the CEO and chairman duality ratio are significantly lower in state-owned firms than in 

non-state-owned firms. Secondly, board size is larger and the board is more independent in 

cross-listed Chinese firms than in domestically-listed firms. Moreover, the CEO and chairman 

duality ratio is significantly lower in cross-listed firms than in domestically-listed firms 

whereas the managers in cross-listed firms get a higher compensation than in domestically-

listed firms. Thirdly, board size and managerial compensation have significantly positive ad-

ditional effects on firm value in state-owned firms compared to non-state-owned firms where-

as the CEO and chairman duality has a negative effect and there is no extra effect for board 

independence. Fourthly, firm value is improved with board size and managerial pay in cross-

listed firms. However, cross-listing has no effect on the relation between board independence 

as well as CEO and chairman duality and firm value.  

The empirical results in this paper may help to change the traditional understanding of corpo-

rate governance in Chinese listed firms. Firstly, many regulatory changes in China’s corporate 

governance have taken place. This paper uses recent data to include new developments of 

corporate governance in China. Secondly, former literature on Chinese corporate governance 

only focused on the direct relation between corporate governance and firm value. However, 

this paper also discusses whether firm specific contexts, such as state ownership and cross-

listing, influence corporate governance and further affect the sensitivity of the relation be-

tween corporate governance and firm value.  

References 

Allen, F., Qian, J., and Qian, M. J. (2005): “Law, finance and economic growth in China”, 
Journal of Finance Economics 77(1), 57-116. 

Bai, C.-E., Liu, Q., Lu, J., Song, F. M., and Zhang, J. (2004): “Corporate governance and 
market valuation in China”, Journal of Comparative Economics 32(4), 599-616. 

Beltratti, A., Bortolotti, B., and Caccavanio, M. (2012): “The stock market reaction to the 
2005 split share structure reform in China”, Pacific-Basin Finance Journal 20(4), 543-560. 

Charitou, A., Louca, C., and Panayides, S. (2007): “Cross-listing, bonding hypothesis and 
corporate governance”, Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 34(7-8), 1281-1306. 

Cheng, M., Lin, B., and Wei, M. (2015): “Executive compensation in family firms: The effect 
of multiple family members”, forthcoming in: Journal of Corporate Finance. 

Cheung, Y. L., Jiang, P., Limpaphayom, P., and Lu, T. (2008): “Does corporate governance 
matter in China?”, China Economic Review 19(3), 460-47. 



17 

Chi, W., and Zhang, H. (2010): “Are stronger executive incentives associated with cross-
listing? Evidence from China”, China Economic Review 21(1), 150-160. 

Cho, S., and Rui, O. M. (2009): “Exploring the effects of China's two-tier board system and 
ownership structure on firm performance and earnings informativeness”, Asia-Pacific 
Journal of Accounting and Economics 16(1), 95-117. 

Conyon. M. J., and He, L. (2011): “Executive compensation and corporate governance in 
China”, Journal of Corporate Finance 17(4), 1158-1175. 

Coffee, J. (2002): “Racing towards the top? The impact of cross-listings and stock market 
competition on international corporate governance”, Columbia Law Review 102 (7), 1757-
1831. 

Coles, J. L., Daniel, N. D., and Naveen, L. (2008): “Boards: Does one size fit all?”, Journal of 
Financial Economics 87(2), 329-356. 

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Johnson, J. L., and Ellstrand, A. E. (1999): “Number of directors 
and financial performance: A meta-analysis”, Academy of Management Journal 42(6), 
674-686.  

Doidge, C., Lins, K., Miller, D., and Stulz, R. (2009): “Private benefits of control, ownership 
and cross-listing decision”, Journal of Finance 64(1), 425-466. 

Fama, E. F., and Jensen, M. C. (1983): “Separation of ownership and control”, Journal of 
Law and Economics 26(2), 301-325. 

Firth, M., Fung, P. M. Y., and Rui, O. M. (2006): “Corporate performance and CEO compen-
sation in China”, Journal of Corporate Finance 12(4), 693-714. 

Firth, M., Fung, P. M. Y., and Rui, O. M. (2007): “How ownership and corporate governance 
influence chief executive pay in China's listed firms”, Journal of Business Research 60(7), 
776-785. 

Hermalin, B., and Weisbach, M. (1988): “The Determinants of board composition”, RAND 
Journal of Economics 19(4), 589-606. 

Jensen, M. (1993): “The modern industrial revolution, exit and failure of internal control sys-
tems”, Journal of Finance 48(3), 831-880. 

Jiang, F., and Kim, K.A. (2015): “Corporate governance in China: A modern perspective”, 
forthcoming in: Journal of Corporate Finance. 

Karolyi, A. (2006): “The world of cross-listings and cross-listings of the world: Challenging 
the conventional wisdom”, Review of Finance 10, 99-152. 

LaPorta, R., Lopez-De-Silanes, F., and Shleifer, A. (1997): “Legal determinants of external 
finance”, Journal of Corporate Finance 52(3), 1131-1150. 

Li, S., Brockman, P., and Zurbruegg, R. (2015): “Cross-listing, firm-specific information, and 
corporate governance: Evidence from Chinese A-shares and H-shares”, forthcoming in: 
Journal of Corporate Finance. 

Licht, A. N. (2003): “Cross-listing and corporate governance: Bonding or avoiding?”, Chica-
go Journal of International Law 4(1), 141-163. 



18 

Linck, J. S., Netter, J. M., and Yang, T. (2008): “The determinants of board structure”, Jour-
nal of Financial Economics 87(2), 308-328. 

Martin, S., and Parker, D. (1997): “The impact of privatisation: Ownership and corporate per-
formance in the UK”, Routledge, London.   

Qi, D., Wu, W., and Zhang, H. (2000): “Shareholding structure and corporate performance of 
partially private firms: Evidence from listed Chinese companies”, Pacific-Basin Finance 
Journal 8(5), 587-610. 

Shleifer, A., and Vishney, R. (1997): “A survey of corporate governance”, Journal of Finance 
52(2), 737-783. 

Siegel, J. (2005): “Can foreign firms bond themselves effectively by renting U.S. securities 
laws?”, Journal of Financial Economics 75(2), 319-359. 

Wojcik, D., Clark, G., and Bauer, R. (2005): “Corporate governance and cross-listing: Evi-
dence from European companies” Available online at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract 
=593364 (26.02.2015). 

Yermack, D. (1996): “Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of directors”, 
Journal of Financial Economics 40(2), 185-212. 

Yu, M. (2013): “State ownership and firm performance: Empirical evidence from Chinese 
listed firms”, China Journal of Accounting Research 6(2), 75-87. 

 



 

Bisher erschienen: 
 

 
 
 

DP-IO 2/2015 Corporate Governance, State Ownership and Cross-listing 
Evidence from Chinese A-Share Listed Firms 
Hongmei Xu 
Februar 2015 

 
DP-IO 1/2015  Der Zusammenhang zwischen sportlicher (Wettkampf-)Aktivität und kognitiver  

Leistungsfähigkeit 
Michael Müller  
Januar 2015 

 
DP-IO 12/2014 Are Attractive Female Tennis Players More Successful? 

An Empirical Analysis 
Linn-Brit Bakkenbüll/Stephanie Kiefer 
Dezember 2014 

 
DP-IO 11/2014 Why Do Small Chinese Firms List on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange? 

Hongmei Xu 
November  2014 

 
DP-IO 10/2014  4. Jahresbericht des Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 

Linn-Brit Bakkenbüll/Alexander Dilger/Stephanie Kiefer  
Oktober 2014  

 
DP-IO 9/2014 Arbeitsgruppen und ihre Bestimmungsgründe 

Eine empirische Untersuchung im deutschen Maschinenbau 
Harry Müller 
September 2014 

 
DP-IO 8/2014 Die Bedeutung des Wettbewerbs in Wissenschaft und Hochschule 

Alexander Dilger 
August 2014 

 
DP-IO 7/2014 Freie Gewerkschaften 

Alexander Dilger 
Juli 2014 

 
DP-IO 6/2014 Informationen sind anders 

Was bei einer ökonomischen Analyse von Wissenschaft und Internet zu beachten ist 
Alexander Dilger 
Juni 2014 

 
DP-IO 5/2014 Plans as Conditional Strategies 

A Concept Enabling Cooperation in the Prisoners’ Dilemma 
Alexander Dilger  
Mai 2014 

 
DP-IO 4/2014 Publikationsangaben von BWL-Professoren auf ihren Webseiten 

Alexander Dilger/Laura Lütkenhöner  
April 2014 

 
DP-IO 3/2014 Der Einfluss der Champions League auf die Wettbewerbsposition einzelner Vereine 

und die Competitive Balance der Bundesliga 
Christoph Partosch  
März 2014 

 

Diskussionspapiere des Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 



 

DP-IO 2/2014 Wie das Hochschulfreiheitsgesetz Hochschulen noch freier machen könnte 
Alexander Dilger  
Februar 2014 

 
DP-IO 1/2014 Are Riding Club Members Willing to Pay or Work for an Overall Quality Improve-

ment? 
Stephanie Kiefer 
Januar 2014 

 
DP-IO 12/2013 How Much Do the Characteristics of Independent Board Directors and Supervisory 

Board Members Affect Firm Performance in China? 
Hongmei Xu 
Dezember 2013 

 
DP-IO 11/2013 The Value of Sporting Success to Germans 

Comparing the 2012 UEFA Championships with the 2012 Olympics 
Pamela Wicker/Stephanie Kiefer/Alexander Dilger  
November 2013 

 
DP-IO 10/2013 3. Jahresbericht des Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 

Alexander Dilger/Stephanie Kiefer  
Oktober 2013 

 
DP-IO 9/2013 Der Einfluss der Champions League auf den Marktwert eines Bundesligaklubs und 

das (Transfer-)Verhalten des Managements 
Christoph Partosch  
September 2013 

 
DP-IO 8/2013 Aufs richtige Pferd setzen! 

Welche Faktoren beeinflussen Zufriedenheit und Verhaltensabsichten von Mitgliedern 
in deutschen Reitvereinen?  
Stephanie Kiefer  
August 2013 

 
DP-IO 7/2013 Können sich Hochschuldozenten bessere studentische Lehrevaluationen „erkaufen“? 

Laura Lütkenhöner  
Juli 2013 

 
DP-IO 6/2013 Scholars’ Physical Appearance, Research Performance and Feelings of Happiness 

Alexander Dilger/Laura Lütkenhöner/Harry Müller 
Juni 2013 

 
DP-IO 5/2013 Vor- und Nachteile der W-Besoldung  

Alexander Dilger 
Mai 2013 

 
DP-IO 4/2013 Hochschulräte in NRW  

Mehr Hochschulfreiheit oder Staatseinfluss? 
Alexander Dilger 
April 2013 

 
DP-IO 3/2013 Soll man das Handelsblatt-Ranking BWL boykottieren?   

Alexander Dilger 
März 2013 

 
DP-IO 2/2013 Composition Effects of the German Federal Government on the Average Top Income 

Tax Burden  
Katrin Scharfenkamp 
Februar 2013 

 



 

DP-IO 1/2013 Der Einfluss des Forschungsschwerpunkts auf den Zitationserfolg  
Eine empirische Untersuchung anhand der Gesamtpublikationen deutschsprachiger 
Hochschullehrer für BWL  
Harry Müller/Alexander Dilger 
Januar 2013 

 
DP-IO 12/2012 Wettbewerbsvorteile aufgrund des Vornamens?  

Feldexperimente auf dem Beziehungs-, Nachhilfe- und Wohnungsmarkt 
Laura Lütkenhöner 
Dezember 2012 

 
DP-IO 11/2012 The Impact of the Euro 2012 on Popularity and Market Value of Football Players 

Stephanie Kiefer 
November 2012 

 
DP-IO 10/2012 2. Jahresbericht des Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 

Alexander Dilger/Stephanie Kiefer 
Oktober 2012 

 
DP-IO 9/2012 How (Not) to Pay Non-executive Directors 

Alexander Dilger 
September 2012 

 
DP-IO 8/2012 Effekte von Erhebungsart und -zeitpunkt auf studentische Evaluationsergebnisse 

Laura Lütkenhöner 
August 2012 

 
DP-IO 7/2012 Prolegomena zu einer Analyse ethischer und anderer Normen am Beispiel des Hoch-

schulmanagements 
Alexander Dilger 
Juli 2012 

 
DP-IO 6/2012 The Impact of Physical Attractiveness on the Popularity of Female Tennis Players in 

Online Media 
   Stephanie Kiefer/Katrin Scharfenkamp 
   Juni 2012   
  

DP-IO 5/2012 Förderung von Wissenschaft zu nationalen und europäischen Fragen 
  Alexander Dilger 
  Mai 2012 
 
DP-IO 4/2012 Untersuchung von Indikatoren zur Qualitätsmessung von Reitschulen in Deutschland 

Stephanie Kiefer 
April 2012 

 
DP-IO 3/2012 Rigor, wissenschaftliche und praktische Relevanz 

     Alexander Dilger 
 März 2012 
 
DP-IO 2/2012 Socio-Demographic Characteristics and Human Capital of the German Federal Gov-

ernment’s Members  
Katrin Scharfenkamp/Alexander Dilger 

 Februar 2012 
 
DP-IO 1/2012 Die Zitationshäufigkeit als Qualitätsindikator im Rahmen der Forschungsleistungs-

messung 
     Harry Müller 

 Januar 2012 
 
DP-IO 12/2011 Ein Forschungsleistungsranking auf der Grundlage von Google Scholar 

     Alexander Dilger/Harry Müller 
 Dezember 2011 



 

 
DP-IO 11/2011 Besonderheiten der Bewerbung um Promotionsstellen und -gelegenheiten 

     Alexander Dilger 
 November 2011 
 
DP-IO 10/2011 1. Jahresbericht des Instituts für Organisationsökonomik 

     Alexander Dilger/Stephanie Kiefer/Katrin Scharfenkamp 
 Oktober 2011 
 
DP-IO 9/2011 Corporate Governance and Employee Power in the Boardroom 

An Applied Game Theoretical Analysis 
     Benjamin Balsmeier/Andreas Bermig/Alexander Dilger/Hannah Geyer 

 September 2011 
 
DP-IO 8/2011 Ein Ranking von Hochschulen und (Bundes-)Ländern  

am Beispiel der Betriebswirtschaftslehre  
     Harry Müller/Alexander Dilger 

 August 2011 
 
DP-IO 7/2011 Befragung der Kommission Hochschulmanagement zu VHB-JOURQUAL 

     Alexander Dilger 
 Juli 2011 

 
DP-IO 6/2011 Director Interlocks and Executive Turnover in German Public Corporations 

A Hazard Analysis for the Period from 1996 to 2008 
Benjamin Balsmeier/Achim Buchwald/Alexander Dilger/Jörg Lingens 
Juni 2011 

 
DP-IO 5/2011 Personalökonomik 

Stärken, Schwächen und ihr Platz in der Personalwirtschaftslehre 
     Alexander Dilger 

 Mai 2011 
 
DP-IO 4/2011 Familienbewusste Personalpolitik und Unternehmenserfolg 

Eine empirische Untersuchung 
Christian Lehmann 
April 2011 
 

DP-IO 3/2011 Welche Unternehmen berufen Vorstandsvorsitzende und andere Vorstände als externe 
Kontrolleure? 
Eine empirische Analyse der Präsenz von externen Vorständen in den Aufsichtsräten 
deutscher Großunternehmen 
Achim Buchwald 
März 2011 

 
DP-IO 2/2011 Hat Julia aufgrund ihres Vornamens Wettbewerbsvorteile gegenüber Ayse und Chan-

tal?  
Ein Experiment auf dem Beziehungs-, Nachhilfe- und Wohnungsmarkt 
Laura Lütkenhöner 
Februar 2011 
 

DP-IO 1/2011 Die dunkle Seite der Gerechtigkeit 
Alexander Dilger 
Januar 2011 

 
DP-IO 3/2010 On the Overconfidence-Effect in Teams 
 Hanke Wickhorst 
 Dezember 2010 
 



 

DP-IO 2/2010 Leistung, Identifikation oder die Unsicherheit über den Spielausgang – was zählt 
wirklich?  
Relevante Einflussfaktoren auf die Zuschauerzahlen in der Basketball-Bundesliga 

 Hannah Geyer  
 November 2010 
 
DP-IO 1/2010 A Citation Based Ranking of German-speaking Researchers in Business  

Administration with Data of Google Scholar 
 Alexander Dilger/Harry Müller 
 Oktober 2010 

 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Herausgeber: 
Prof. Dr. Alexander Dilger 
Westfälische Wilhelms-Universität Münster 
Institut für Organisationsökonomik 
Scharnhorststr. 100 
D-48151 Münster 
 

Tel: +49-251/83-24303 
Fax: +49-251/83-28429 
 

www.wiwi.uni-muenster.de/io 
 

 
 
 


