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Abstract

The purpoce of precent ctudy icto empirically invectigate the effeét of
ownerchip otruéture, ond ownerchip concentration on finoncial
performonce of componies in Indio. The ctudy examinec the ¢roos-
aectional voriation in Tobin'c Q with reopect to ¢honges in ownerchip
atruéture ond itoconéentration for top 100 cComponieclicted on NSE oo
on 31ct Mar¢h 2016. Durbin Wu Homomon teot ic opplied to teot
whether ownerchip varioblesore endogenoudly determined or not. The
recultcof DWH tect 610 not do¢ument omy evidence of endogeneity of
ownerchip. Ordinory leoct oquore regrecoion teChnique icemployed to
onalyze the dato. The otudy findono cignificont relationchip between
ownerchip otructure (promoterd choreholding ond non-promoterd
chareholding) ond Tobin'c Q. there ic aloo no acignifi¢ont relationchip
between ownerchip ¢oncéentrotion ond TOBIN'S Q. The findingoofthe
otudy ore in line with the argumentcof Demcetz (1983).

Keywords: Ownerchip Stru¢ture, Ownerchip Concentration,
Promoterd Shareholding, Non-Promoterc Shoreholding, Firm
Performonce

Introduction

The relotionchip between ownerchip ctruéture ond ¢orporate financiol
performonce hacbeen on importont ond debated cubject in the finonée
literature. It hacreéeived conaideroble ottention within the ¢orporate
governon¢e fromework. The ongoing dictuccion otortc with the
pioneering otudy of Berle & Meonc (1932) who argue thot the
aeporotion of ownerchip ond monogement would advercely offect
firm’c performonce. To cuy it differently, there exictc on inverce
relationchip between the ownerchip diffucion ond performonce of the
firm. The idea behind the notion ic that the profecsionol monagersdo
not a¢t in the beat interect of the chareholderc thot ic moximizing
chareholderd” wealth. When the ownerchip ic widely opreod, omall
chareholderc (Siffuced ownero) have little ¢honée to influence the
actioncond ¢orporate decicioncof the monagers. Monagers, who have
¢ontrol over the compony’s dec¢icion moking, have on opportunity to
miouce their poaition. Thicgivesbirth to ¢onfli¢t of interectcamong the
monogerc ond chareholders due to ceparotion of ownerchip ond
monogement. Thic ic referred to ac ¢onfli¢t of interect hypotheaic.
Corporoate actionc that reduce thic confliét of interedt involve cCertoin
¢oato, known oo ogency ¢ooto. The debate got o geor with the agency
theory by Jencen & Meckling (1976) which poctulates thot with
in¢reace in the level of monogeriol ownerchip, the interect of the
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monogero ¢oin¢idec with that of the chareholders, which in
turn in¢reaces firm performonce. Thic ic referred to oo
olignment of interect hypothecic. Moreover, monagerial
ownerochip after reaching o threchold limit icfound to have o
negoative effec¢t on firm performonce for the reocon thot
monogercthen entrench themeoelveoond engoge in octivitieo
of extracting private benefito cuch aconcumption of goodo
produced by the firm, extroftion of oooetc or tokeover
defence for inciderc (Borclay ond Holderneos, 1989;
Bebchuk, 1999). Thic ic ¢alled entrenéchment hypothecia/
private benefitcof ¢ontrol. Shleifer & Vichney (1986) in turn
ouggeoted that block ownerchip by large outcide
chareholderc might have o role to ploy oo monitorc of the
monogement and thuc inéreace firm performonée. Thic ic
known oo efficient monitoring hypothecic. However,
literature on private benefitc ouggeato thot conéentration of
ownerchip by large blo¢k-holderomay lead to extraction of
firm’orecouréecby dominant ownercot the expence of other
chareholderc. Thic ic known ac entrenchment hypothecic
(Bar¢lay & Holderneas, 1989 ond Bebchuk, 1999). Pound
(1988) aloo cuggeated that large outaide block holderc may
¢ollude with incidercond oft oo pacoive votero which might
negoatively affeét performonce of the firm. Thicicoloo ¢alled
poacoive voterd® hypothecic or otrategi¢ olignment
hypotheaic.

On the other hond, Demcetz (1983) arguecsthot ‘ownerchip
atruéture of o firm emergec oo on endogenouc outéome of
¢ompetitive celection in whi¢h various ¢oot adventoges ond
dicudvontoges ore boalonced to orrive ot on equilibrium
orgonizotion of the firm’. Aé¢ording to him, there ic no
relation between ownerchip otruéture ond firm profitobility.
Demcetz & Lehn (1985) empirically cupport con¢lusioncby
Demcetz (1983). They found no cignifi¢ont relation between
meoourecof ownerchip conéentration ond firm’coac¢éounting
profit after regrecoing 511 US ¢ompaniecin 1980.

Booed on the above ctudiecond their arguments, anumber of
otudiec have been done, but no ¢oncenouc hao been arrived
yet. The literature review incorporotec come of the
aignifi¢ont ctudiecond their findinga.

Literature Review

Mor¢k et al (1988) ucing o piece wice lineor regrecoion in
whi¢h the ownerchip ¢oncentration woc meocured by
peréentoge of charec held by the board of directors of the
¢ompony ond firm’cperformonée woomeaoured by Tobin’c
Q ond a¢counting profit for 371 Fortune 500 firmo found o
non-monotoni¢ relotion between Q ond the oto¢k owned by
the board of dire¢tora. They found thot Q firct ricecocinaider
ownerchip inéreoces up to 5%, then follo oo ownerchip
in¢reacecto 15%, then ricec dlightly again acthe ownerchip
level in¢reacecabove 25%.

Hermalin & Weicbach (1987) aloo found o non-monotonié
relationchip for134 NYSE firmofor 1971, 1974, 1977, 1980
ond 1983. They found that Q in¢reacec for ctock ownerchip
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by CEOo between (0-1) %, deéreaces between (1-5) %,
in¢reacecbetween (5-20) % ond decreacecthereafter.

Loderer & Maortin (1997) took direétors’ ownerchip oo
meaoure of inaider ownerchip ond Tobin’c Q ac meacure of
performonc¢e. Ucing oimultoneouc equotion model, their
otudy found that ownerchip doeconot affect performoncée but
there ic a negative effec¢t of performonée on ownerchip.
Similorly, Cho (1988) found thot ownerchip (peréentoge of
charec held by directoro) doec not offect firm performondée
but if effected by the firm performoncée.

Demoetz & Villalonga (2001) exomined the relationchip
between ownerchip otructure ond performonce (Tobin’c Q)
for a period of five yearc from 1976-1980. Moking
ownerchip multidimencional ond treating it oc on
endogenouc varicble, they found no ctaticti¢olly cignificont
relationchip between ownerchip otruéture ond firm
performonce. The findings ore conocictent with the
oargumentcof Demaetz (1983).

Himmelberg, Hubbord & Palia (1999) aofter toking into
account the endogeneity of ownerchip, ectimated ponel dota
ucing fixed effe¢tc model for incider ownerchip ond firm
performance ond 316 not find ony cignifi¢ont relotionchip.

Kumor (2004) empirically exomined the effe¢t of ownerchip
otructure on firm performonce from on ogency peropective.
Uaing form level ponel dota for more thom 2000 firmoover o
period of 1994-2000 ond ¢ontrolling for unobcerved firm
heterogeneity, they found thot’c chareholding by monagerc
ond inctitutionol invectorc offe¢t firm performonée non-
linearly. They however, 816 not find ony evidence of
endogeneity of ownerchip.

Selarka. (2005) invectigoted the impact of ownerchip
¢oncentration (inaider & outaider) on the firm volue for a
¢rooo-cectional comple of 1397 monufocturing firmo licted
in BSE for the yeor 2011. They found a otrong U-chaped
relationchip between inaider ownerchip ond morket volue of
the firma.

Li et ol (2006) ctudied the effect of inctitutionol ownerchip
on ¢orporate governon¢e ond firm performonée for 433
publi¢ ¢omponiec licted on Hong Kong Stock Ex¢honge
over aperiod of 1996-1998. Uaing partial leoct oquare, they
found no effect of inctitutional ownerchip, CEO duality ond
board ¢ompoaition on firm performonce. They found thot
ownerchip ¢oncentration hao no cignificont effect on firm
performance.

Objectives of The Study

Grounded upon the theoreti¢ol background and differing
reculto of previouoc literature on the relationchip between
ownerchip ond firm performonée, the precent ctudy ottemptc
to empiric¢ally exomine the effe¢t of ownerchip otructure ond
¢oncentration on firm performonce for componiec licted in
Indio.
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Hypothesis

Null hypotheacic for ctudying the relationchip between
ownerachip otructure ond firm performonce

H 0 1: There ic no cignificont effect of ownerchip by
promotercon Tobin’cQ.

H 0 2: There iono acignific¢ont effe¢t of ownerchip by non-
promotercon Tobin’cQ.

Ho3: There iono cignific¢ont effect of Herfindohl index on
Tobin’cQ.

Methodology

For the purpoce of above ctudy 100 componiec were token
from NSE CNX 100 lict for the yeor 2016. Nifty CNX 100
index ic o diveraified 100 octock index accounting for 28
ce¢torc of the etonomy. Nifty 100 reprecents top 100
¢omponiec baced on full market ¢opitalization from Nifty
500. Nifty 100 index reprecentc obout 77% of the free floot
market ¢opitalization of oll the ctockcsosin 31ot March 2016.
The comple ex¢ludec all the finonciol ond government
¢omponiec ocubject to different legiclative oyotem ond
ownerochip potternc. The finol ¢riterion icthot the componiec
with micoing data for ony vorioble ore exéluded from the
comple. The finol comple ¢onaicts of 63 firmo for the yeor
2016. The otudy ucec ordinary leacst oquores (OLS) to
exomine the impoét of ownerchip otruéture on firm
performance. The otudy aloo tects for the pocuibility of
endogeneity of ownerchip otruéture ond concentration. It
appliec DWH opecifi¢ation error to tect for endogeneity of
ownerchip ond itc¢onéentrotion.

Variables

A lot of variotion ic witnecoed for ¢hoooing meoourec of
ownerchip otruéture, ownerchip concentrotion ond firm
performonce.

Dependent variable

Studiec have been meacuring firm performonée either by
a¢¢ounting rate of return or Tobin’c Q. both measurecouffer
from their opecifi¢ dicudvontoges. However, the main
advontoge of Tobin’c Q ic that it ic forward looking ond
morket baced in ¢ontract to the a¢éounting boged backward
looking meacure. Moreover, the volue of equity ic alco
ucuolly more interecting from ochoreholder’s peropective
thon pure ¢ach flowa. The precent ctudy oloo uces Tobin’cQ
aco proxy for firm performonce. Tobin’cQ icdefined acoum
of market ¢opitalization of the firm ond the value of itcdebt
d1vided by the book value of itototal acets. The larger the Q
afirm hog, the greoter icitovalue in the morket.

Independent variables

Shoareholding of firmain India ic éotegorized by two mojor
ond dictinét groupo having diverce interectc i.e. promoterc
ond non-promoterc. For the purpoce of precent ctudy,
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promoterc’ choreholding (fra¢tion of charec held by
promoterc, obbreviated oc PSH) ond non-promoterc
chareholding (fraction of charec held by non-promoterg,
obbreviated oo NPSH) are ¢onaidered ac the two mojor
groupcof ownerchip. Ownerchip ¢oncentration icmeocured
through Herfindohl Index whi¢h ic the cum of ocquored
peréentoge of charecheld by each largeat chareholder (H1).

Control variables

Debt-Ratio: Ac per copitol otruéture theories, debt
finonéing ic aooocioted with tox odvontoge ond hence ic
fovorable to the firm. Ac a reault, inéreace in debt level
chould inc¢reace the volue of the firm. However, debt
finon¢ing icaloo acoodiated with coat of bankruptcy which ic
likely to arice when o firm in¢ludes more debt in it Copital
otrué¢ture (Bringhom & Houcton, 2004). Hence the
relationchip between ¢opital otructure ond firm performonce
of o firm ¢ould be both poaitive ond negative. The book
value of total debt to the book value of equity icuced ac o
proxy for debt rotio.

Size: Wel¢h (2003) ctated that iowooneéeooory to control for
firm cize while ctudying the acoociotion between ownerchip
otru¢ture ond firm performonce to a¢¢ount for the pocaibility
that both were related. Another view in cupport icthot lorger,
older ond better known firmoore lecslikely to go bankrupt.
Firm cize woo expeéted to be invercely reloted with firm
performanée oinée larger firmc had more bureoucrocy,
bigger agency ¢oct ond more trouble adopting to frequent
¢hongeo in political ond eConomi¢ environment (Ivg et al,
2008). Farooque et ol (2007) found that firm cize had
aignifi¢ontly negotive acooéiotion with firm performance.
Klen et ol (2005) oloo found anegative relation between cize
ond firm performance. Kopopouloc& Lozareton (2007) alco
found on inverce relotionchip between cize (meacured by
book volue of totol acoeto) ond firm performonée. The
precent ctudy ucseclog of total acoetcacaproxy for firm aize.

Age: Age ¢on be one of the importont determinontc of firm
performance. Older firmo enjoy eConomiec of ale. Older
firmo have lower ¢oat of produétion ¢omcing on inéreace in
their revenue and profitc. However, older firmoneed to ad opt
to the ¢hongeo in the oyotem ond ¢ope up with the new
environmental c¢onditiono, failing whi¢h they ¢on
deteriorate their performonce. Kuntluru et ol. (2008) found o
ataticticolly cignificont poaitive relationchip between age of
the firm ond ROA. On the other hond, Chibber & Majumdor
(1999) found anegative relationchip between firmo’ age ond
profitability. For the purpoce of precent ctudy age of the firm
hac been meooured oc the number of yeorc cinée
inéorporation of the firm to the date of obcervation.

Research and Development intensity: The precent ctudy
uceoratio of receorch ond development expenditure to culec
for the finoan¢ial yeor 2016. It foCucecon the intongible ookt
related to colec ond Controlo for aooet opedificity. It ic
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expected to have a poditive influence of R&D on firm’c
performance (Kotobe, 1990). However, higher receor¢h &
development expenditure by firmoe moay be ¢octly to be
monitored by invectorc which may negotively influence
firm performonc¢e (Chen & Steiner, 1999).

Advertisement intensity: ADV iocmeooured through rotio
of adverticement ond dictribution expenditure to colecfor the
finonéial yeor 2016. ADV ic expected to have o poaitive
influenc¢e on the performonce of firmo for the reacon thot
invectororeact poaitively to the onnoun¢emento of ¢chongeo
in adverticemento leading to higher moarket value of firmo.
Grohom & Fronkenberger (2000) found o poaitive
relationchip between firm’c morket value ond odvertioing
acoet volue.

Cash Outflow: CASH meocured through rotio of Cach
outflow to culec It evoluotec finonéiol otrength ond
profitability of the ¢ompony, helpo in plonning Copitol
budgetcond investment ploncover alonger opon of time. Itic
expeéted to have o negotive relationchip between Cach
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outflow to colecratio ond profitobility.

ID: Ownerchip ¢oncentrotion moy vory among different
inductriec. Therefore, inductry ic aloo one omong the
different aignificont factorc for ctudying the acoodiotion
between ownerchip ¢onéentration ond firm’c performonce.
For the purpoce of precent ctudy, inductry ic controlled by
introdué¢ing o dummy vorioble ID where 1 reprecentc
monufocturing compony, 2 denotec cervice inductry ond 3
atondcfor induatriesother thon monufocturing ond cerviée.

Model

In order to tect the above three hypotheaig, three regrecoion
equation are fromed. Equation 1 tectothe firat hypotheaioi.e.
there ic no cignificont effec¢t of ownerchip by promoterc’
group on TOBIN’S Q. Equotion 2 tectc the cecond
hypotheaici.e. there iono aignificont effect of ownerchip by
non-promoterc’ group on TOBIN’S Q ond Equation 3 tects
the third hypotheaic i.e. there ic no cignificont effect of
ownerchip ¢oncentration on TOBIN’S Q.

+ g IDl + E1i

TQ; = X, + X, PSH; + o, DR; + +o¢; SIZE; +, AGE; + 5 RD; +, ADV; +, CASH,;

........ Equation (1)

+ g IDl + Eai

TQ; = <o + <; NPSH; + &, DR; + +5 SIZE; +, AGE; + «s RD; +4 ADV; +, CASH,

....... Equation (2)

+ g IDL + &3

TQ; = Xy + &, H1; + «, DR; + +3 SIZE; +, AGE; + s RD; +, ADV; +o<, CASH,

......... Equation (3)

Herfindahl Index (Ownership concentration by largest shareholder)

Ratio of Research and Development Expenditure to Sales
Ratio of Advertisement and Distribution Expenses to Sales

Where,

I Cross section firms

x, f and o Are parameters

TQ Tobin’s Q

PSH Promoters’ Shareholding
NPSH Non-promoters’ Shareholding
HI

DR Debt Ratio

SIZE Size of the Firm

AGE Age of the Firm

RD

ADV

CASH Ratio of Cash Outflow to Sales
ID Industry Dummy

€1,& and &g
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Data Analysis
Test of Multicollinearity

When the explonatory voriobleo ¢orrelote with eoch other,
there ic pocoibility of problem of multi¢ollinearity. Ac a
reoult, the reault of each opedifi¢ variable on the dependent
varioble be¢omeo difficult to opeéify. Toleronce Volue ond
Vorion¢e Inflation Factor (VIF), for each varioble were uced
to tect multicollinearity. Generolly o cet of explonatory
varioblec ic cuid to be highly ¢orrelates if toleronce ic low
ond VIF exéeedo 10. No problem of multic¢ollinearity woo
founo in eoch of the regreasion equationa.

Testing for Endogeneity

An explonotory varioble icoid to be endogenouswhen it ic
oimultoneoudly determined by the dependent varioble. Thot
endogenoucictherefore likely to be ¢orrelated with the error
term or the dicturbonée. It icoloo referred to aocimultoneity
problem where aregrecoor icoimultoneoudly determined by
the regrecoomd. In the obcence of aimultoneity problem OLS

eatimatec produce Conaictent cnd effi¢ient ectimators. On
the other hond, if there ic aimultoneity, OLS ectimotorc ore
not even ¢onaictent. In cu¢h ¢oce, the method of two ctoge
leact cquare (2SLS) ond inctrumental voriobles will give
eotimatoro thot ore ¢onoictent ond effi¢ient. However, if
thee methodc ore opplied when there ic in fact no
oimultoneity iooue, the reoultc of these methodo are
¢onaoictent rother ineffi¢ient. Therefore, it ic olwayc
ouggeated to teot ond ¢heck for oimultoneity icoue before
¢hoooing omong the alternative methodc. For the purpoce of
¢hecking the poacaibility of endogeneity of ownerchip ond
¢oncentration DWH (Durbin Wu Houomon Specific¢ation)
Teot wacopplied. The recultcof DWH teat §i6 not document
endogeneity for any of the ownerchip variobles. In the
oboence of endogeneity or aimultoneity, OLS regrecsion
technique icopplied to get the ectimoted reculta.

Empirical Results

While Toble 1 precentc the decCriptive ototiati¢s, Table 2
chowaothe ¢orrelation motrix omong the vorioblec.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Mean Median Maximum Minimum Std. Dev.

TQ 2.340476 | 1.79 9.15 04 1.765004

PSH 49.73794 | 51 75 0 18.24699

NPSH | 4842111 | 47.92 99.75 24.65 16.96967

H1 2613.844 | 2355.161 | 5625 250.7129 1515.654

DR 0.280476 | 0.08 2.64 0 0.440276

SIZE 4.192602 | 4.1028 5.5996 3.2309 0.505465

AGE 55.44444 | 53 189 8 3477614

RD 0.01454 0.0038 0.1191 0 0.027672

ADV 0.028349 | 0.0087 0.1794 0 0.046353

CASH | 0.068109 | 0.0526 0.3424 0.004 0.055915

ID 1.428571 |1 3 1 0.688952

Table 2: Correlation Matrix
TQ PSH | NPSH | H1 DR SIZE | AGE RD ADV CASH | ID
TQ 1.00
PSH -0.03 1.00
NPSH | 0.07 -0.97 | 1.00
H1 0.05 0.78 -0.76 1.00
DR -0.27 0.06 -0.12 -0.18 1.00
SIZE | -0.50 -0.22 | 0.16 -0.19 0.31 1.00
AGE 0.33 -0.12 | 0.14 -0.18 0.26 -0.19 | 1.00
RD 0.11 -0.15 | 0.08 -0.12 -0.05 | 0.02 -0.08 1.00
ADV 0.35 0.27 -0.24 0.16 -0.04 | -0.48 | 0.27 -0.08 | 1.00
CASH | -0.24 0.04 -0.04 -0.08 0.08 0.29 -0.40 0.01 -0.28 1.00
ID -0.36 0.01 -0.02 0.06 0.14 0.54 -0.30 -0.27 | -0.29 0.40 1.00
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Table 3 presents the OLS regression results between ownership structure (promoters’
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shareholding and non-promoters’ shareholding) and firm performance (Tobin’s Q).

Table 3: Results of Ordinary Least Square Technique to study the effect of ownership structure

(PSH and NPSH) and ownership concentration (H1) on firm performance (TOBIN’S Q).

Independent Tobin’s Q as Dependent Variable
Variables PSH NPSH H1
Constant 6.494660%** 5.768353*** 5.843573**
[2.807686] [2.767162] [2.648258]
PSH -0.006399 _ _
[-0.557961]
NPSH _ 0.008137 _
[0.668224]
H1 _ _ 1.46E-05
[0.108281]
DR -0.938189* -0.911661* -0.988583**
[-1.899724] [-1.828952] [-2.031239]
SIZE -1.147383** -1.143281** -1.079052%*
[-2.183370] [-2.196106] [-2.064767]
AGE 0.015758** 0.015485** 0.016807**
[2.344295] [2.294299] [2.509182]
RD 8.167142 8.418211 8.737457
[1.099525] [1.141847] [1.178708]
ADV 5.368795 5.503005 4.694541
[1.090469] [1.118057] [0.969020]
CASH 1.330678 1277419 1.325555
[0.335811] [0.322900] [0.330762]
ID 0.001750 0.002194 -0.015568
[0.004724] [0.005933] [-0.041531]
R SQUARE 0.383227 0.384759 0.379806
ADJUSTED 0.291854 0.0293612 0.287926
R SQUARE
F- 4.194065%** 4.221309%** 4.133694***
STATISTICS

t- Statistics is in parenthesis, *** denotes significance at 1% level, ** denotes significance at 5%
level, *denotes significance at 10% level.

Discussion of results between ownerchip ¢oncentrotion by largeot chareholder
meooured through Herfindohl index ond firm performonce
meaoured through TOBIN’S Q. Debt ratio of the firm ic
found to have a cignificont negative impoct on Tobin’cQ for
oll the three ¢aces. Thic meonc thot oo the oo the debt

employed by the firm in¢reaces, TOBIN’S Q dec¢reaces. Thic

The reaultc of the OLS regrecoion onalycic chow thot
ownerchip by promoterc ond non-promoterc group hove
negotive ond poaitive effect on TOBIN’S Q regpectively.
The recult ic however incignifi¢ont in both the ¢acea The
otudy oloo do not witnecs ony ocignificont relationchip
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¢ould be becomce higher uce of debt ic acoolioted with
bonkruptéy ¢oot whi¢h ultimately ¢ouces finonéiol rick for
the firm (Bringhom & Houcton, 2004) ond acarecult higher
debt employment deteriorates firm performonée. Moreover,
aize of the firm icfound to exert cignificont negative impoct
on firm performonée (Tobin’c Q), for both ¢ategoriec of
ownerchip oo well oo ownerchip ¢oncéentrotion meooured
through Herfindohl index. Thic recult ic in line with the
out¢omec of Forooque et ol (2007), Klen et ol (2005) ond
Kopopouloo& Lozareton (2007). Firm cize woosexpected to
be invercely reloted with firm performonée cinée lorger
firmo had more bureaucrocy, bigger agendy ¢oot ond more
trouble odopting to frequent ¢honges in political ond
economi¢ environment. The recultc aloo do¢ument that oge
of the firm haoacignificont poaitive impoct on TOBIN’S Q in
¢ace of ownerchip by promoters, non-promoterc oc well oo
Herfindohl index. Thic ic ¢onoictent with the recult of
Kuntluru et ol. (2008) who found a poaitive relationchip
between oge of the firm ond firm performoncée with ROA.
The regreaoion recults, however, 316 not find ony cignifi¢ont
effe¢t of Recearch and development intenaity, adverticement
intenoity ond ¢ach outflow to cules on Tobin’c Q. The
hypothecicHo1, Ho2 ond Ho3 are accepted.

Conclusion

The precent otudy omolycec the relationchip between
ownerchip otrué¢ture ond firm performonée ond alco
invectigateo the effec¢t of ownerchip ¢oncentration on firm
performonce for top 100 ¢omponies of India token from
NSE-CNX100 ac on 31ot Mor¢ch 2016. Peréentoge
chareholding by promoterc ond non-promoterc ic used to
meaoure the two groupc of ownerchip. Ownerchip
¢oncentration iocmeaoured through Herfindohl Index whic¢h
ic the oum of aquared perc¢entoge of chorec held by eoch
lorgect chareholder (H1). Other ¢ontrol variobles in¢lude
debt ratio, cize, oge, receorch ond development intenaity,
adverticement intencity ond Cach intenaity. The ctudy uceo
DWH method to tect the pocoibility of endogeneity of
ownerchip i.e. whether ownerchip variablec are
aimultoneoudly determined by firm performonée. There ig,
however, no evidenée of precence of endogeneity. Applying
OLS (ordinary leact cquore) regrecoion technique, the ctudy
found no aignific¢ont effect of ownerchip by promoterg non-
promotercoowell oo Herfindohl index on firm performonce
meooured through TOBIN’S Q. The findingo of the ctudy
¢onfirm the findingsof Demoetz and Villalongoe (2001) who
¢oncluded that there ic no otatictically oignificont
relationchip between ownerchip otrué¢ture ond firm
performance. The null hypotheses Hol, Ho2 ond Ho3 are
acéepted. Among the ¢ontrol varioblec the atudy findo thot
debt ratio and aize of the firm ore cignificontly negatively
related to TOBIN’S Q. The otudy oloo dictoverc a
atatictically cignifi¢ont poaitive relation between oge of the
firm ond firm’eperformance (Tobin’cQ). Other varioblesdo
not chow ony cignifi¢ont effect on performonée of the firm.
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