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Social Capital, Marketization Reform and Corporate Performance.
Panel Evidence from Chinese Listed Corporations (20)
Zhan Yubo ,Liu Chang (School of Economics, Shanghai University, Shanghai 200444)
Abstract: Measuring political, business and school networks of the executives employed by 210
listed corporations in Shanghai stock market from 2004 to 2006, this article offers the quantization of
their social capitals, employs the degree of local marketization into the model and tests its co—impact
with social capital on the corporate performance. It concludes that the entrepreneur’s social capital
measured by political network has a positive impact on the corporate performance, the impact of their
social capital on the corporate performance weakens with the development of marketization, and the
impact of their political networks is significantly higher than that of their business and school net-
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