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Table 2 Descriptive statistics
RE 0.042 0.040 0.001 0.151 0.023
CR 0.362 0.347 0.014 0.920 0.187
SR 1.463 1.000 1.000 16.197 1.325
Ucr 0.790 1.000 0. 000 1.000 0.408
! ( 058036 ) SIZE 21.714 21.636 19.256 25.346 0.893
B/M 0.559 0.514 0.042 1.783 0.326
LEV 1.176 1.022 0.034 8.119 0.841
BETA 1.108 1.110 0.061 2.132 0.286
IND 0.050 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.218
RE 0.116 0.102 0.004 0.544 0.070
CR 0.381 0.358 0.030 0.796 0.193
SR 1.323 1.000 1.000 8.705 0.733
Ucr 0.747 1.000 0. 000 1.000 0.435
2( ES392 ) SIZE 21.825 21.811 19.763 24.887 0.89%4
B/M 0.451 0.418 0.039 1.371 0.268
LEV 1.345 1.099 0.037 8.119 1.032
BETA 1.068 1.077 0.318 1.884 0.284
IND 0.010 0. 000 0. 000 1.000 0.101
RE 0. 148 0.136 0.032 0.570 0.074
CR 0.390 0.365 0.030 0.796 0.194
SR 1.302 1.000 1.000 8.705 0.734
Ucr 0.753 1.000 0. 000 1.000 0.431
3 2 SIZE 21.850 21.859 19.763 24.887 0.920
(ol ) B/M 0.454 0.418 0.038 6 1.371 0.272
LEV 1.326 1.084 0.037 8.119 1.025
BETA 1.060 1.062 0.318 1.884 0.283
IND 0.011 0.000 0.000 1.000 0. 106
i=1 I(1 Yi;t=1 T(T=4); Wald 1%
R, t i e
B B Bs vy A
v My ;
1.
4.2 I 1
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Table 3 The empirical results of full sample
GLS ES 0]
I | I 1 | I I | I
nterept -0.026 -0.022 -0.029 0.038 0.059 0.065 0.137 0.163 0.165
(-1.033) | (-0.79) | ( -1.058) | (0.675) (0.987) | (1.023) | (2.222)" | (2.516)" | (2.387)"
-0.010 -0.008 -0.015 -0.007 -0.022 -0.003
K ( -14.485)° (-6.173) | ( -2.277)" (-2.220)" |( -2.429) " ( -2.360)"
0.001 0.001 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.014
oK (2.202)" | (1.678)° (4.346) * | (4.051)° (4.306) ¢ | (3.862)°
0.002 0.002 0.003 0.021 0.027 0.026 0.028 0.032 0.032
ver (2.412)" | (2.872)* | (3.120)* | (3.237)% | (3.424)* | (3.576)* | (3.032)° | (2.928)¢ | (3.119)*
. 0.002 0.001 0.002 -0.001 -0.000 | -0.003 ~0.004 -0.007 -0.007
(1.504) (1.085) (1.472) | (-0.352) |( -1.036) | ( —=1.067) | ( —=1.256) |( -1.871)°|( -1.742) ¢
0.043 0.043 0.042 0.051 0.054 0.055 0.051 0.054 0.054
B (10.331) * | (10.488) * | (10.380)* | (3.566)* | (3.773)* | (3.699)* | (3.155)* | (3.328)* | (3.216)*
v -0.0015 | -0.000 ~0.001 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.010 0.010 0.010
(-0.719) | ( -0.320) | ( =0.697) | (1.993)" | (2.142)" | (2.114)" | (1.860)¢ | (2.039)" | (1.959)°¢
o -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 0.017 0.015 0.015 0.017 0.015 0.015
(-0.943) | (-0.836) | ( -0.885) | (1.638) (1.348) | (1.332) | (2.275)" | (2.081)" | (2.088)"
YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
R 0.742 0.741 0.743 0.271 0.282 0.281 0.301 0.314 0.312
F 298.636 297.526 | 272.505 15.531 16.368 14.856 16.101 17.066 15.471
1036 1036 1036 392 392 392 352 352 352
Wald 1706.413 | 2282.907 | 2.842.574 | 3496.999 |5567.618 | 3205.714 | 28457.84 | 3340.011 | 5905.591
(3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3)
t ;ab ¢ 1% 5% 10% . Wald
Wald
3 5%
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Table 4 The empirical results of sample that control rights separate from cash flow rights
GLS ES 0J
I I i 1 I iif I I I
-0.042 | -0.026 | -0.043 | 0.288 0.284 0.297 0.387 0. 403 0.392
frtercept | 0.065) | ( —0.621) |( ~1.431) | (3.664)* | (3.460)% | (3.567)* | (5.125)* | (5.258)* | (5.406)°
) -0.018 -0.013 | -0.006 -0.028 | -0.038 -0.019
oK ( -2.989)* ( -1.690) °|(( —1.647) © ( -1.747)°|( -1.758) (-1.668)°
] 0. 001 0.001 0. 004 0. 006 0.005 0.003
oK (2.241)" | (1.884)° (1.688) ¢ | (1.762) (1.680) ¢ | (1.751) ¢
0.004 0.003 0. 004 0.024 0.026 0.025 0. 030 0.028 0.030
ver (1.297) | (1.287) | (1.743)° | (2.056)" | (2.681)" | (2.025)" | (1.883)¢ | (1.978)° | (1.845)°¢
sE 0.003 0.001 0. 002 -0.013 | -0.014 | -0.015 | -0.018 | -0.019 | -0.018
(1.171) | (0.689) | (1.630) | -4.196)2|( -3.829) *|( —3.982) *|( —6.027) *|( —5.789) *|( —6.471) *
0.048 0.049 0.048 0.106 0.107 0.104 0.138 0.136 0.137
B (13.123) *|(13.200) * [ (16.174) * | (2.783) * | (2.953) * | (2.760) * | (2.651)* | (2.714)* | (2.630)*
-0.001 | -0.000 | -0.001 0.037 0.035 0.036 0.033 0.033 0.033
LEY ( =0.797) |( =0.032) |( —0.410) | (5.175)° | (4.427)° | (5.021)° | (4.652) | (4.471) " | (4.564) "
sEm -0.000 | -0.000 | -0.000 | 0.008 0.007 0.005 0.029 0.026 0.028
( -0.286) |( -0.178) |( —0.166) | (0.509) | (0.446) | (0.365) | (1.456) | (1.320) | (1.527)
YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
R | 0.804 0. 805 0.806 0.418 0.421 0.416 0.491 0.491 0. 486
F 126.662 | 127.305 | 116.915 | 9.532 9.648 8.632 10.739 10.766 9.590
396 396 396 152 152 152 136 136 136
Wald 730.111 | 1719.838 | 89.645 |4 572.884 |2240.371 | 6576.740 | 939.175 |5228.292 | 1969.105
(3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3)
4
t
)

GLS JES ~0J
152 )34 (1 136 ) -
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Table 5 The empirical results of sample that control rights don’t separate from cash flow rights
GLS ES 0J
-0.043 0.162 0.286
Intercept
( —0.558) (1.969) " (1.899) ¢
-0.010 -0.018 -0.029
CR
(-1.850)¢ ( —1.280) ( -0.849)
0.010 0.022 0.040
ucr
(1.895) ¢ (3.485) ¢ (2.018) "
0.002 —-0.005 -0.010
SIZE
(0.718) (-1.309) ( -1.416)
0.044 0.012 0.008
B/M
(7.714) * (1.130) (0.302)
-0.002 0.008 0.010
LEV
( —1.546) (1.613) (1.897)°¢
-0.003 -0.010 -0.014
BETA
( -0.817) (-1.124) ( -0.806)
YES YES YES
R 0.723 0.242 0.271
F 146.011 8.218 8.574
640 240 216
472.751 2721.673 40. 805
Wald
(3) (3) (3)
5
5
2 GLS
160 640 ) 60 240 ) 54 ).
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The effect of ultimate ownership structure on cost of equity capital: Empiri-
cal evidence from Chinese listed companies

XIAO Zuo—ping'

1. School of Economics and Management Southwest Jiaotong University Chengdu 610031 China,
2. Key Laboratory of Service Science and Innovation of Sichuan Province Chengdu 610031 China

Abstract: Controlling related variables the paper adopts three kinds of methods ( GLS model ES model and
0J model) to measure the cost of equity capital of listed companies applies panel data consisting of related
continuously obtainable information of Chinese non-financial listed companies dated from 2004 to 2007 and
within the framework of agency cost and information asymmetry empirically examines the relationship between
the ultimate ownership structure and the cost of equity capital. The results show that the ultimate ownership
structure is one of the important factors to affect the cost of equity capital: ( 1) Cash flow right is remarkably
negatively correlated with the cost of equity capital; ( 2) The separation degree of controlling right and cash flow
right is remarkably positively correlated with the cost of equity capital; ( 3) The cost of equity capital of compa—
nies that are ultimately controlled by the state is significantly higher compared with those companies whose ulti—
mate controllers are non-state-owned enterprises.

Key words: ultimate ownership structure; cost of equity capital; panel data



