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The impact of board governance on the performance of agricultural listed companies:
Based on the data from 35 agricultural listed companies from 2011 to 2016
L1 Jizhi, LIANG Zigi

(College of Business, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha 410128, China)

Abstract: Based on the related data of 35 listed companies in China from 2011 to 2016, the impact of board governance
on corporate performance is discussed. The results show that the board size, independent board ratio and board incentive
have positive and significant impact on the company performance in 1% levels. The chairman and general manager have
5% level on the company performance. There is a significant negative correlation between the number of board meetings
and corporate performance, but not significant. In terms of optimizing the governing dimension of the board of directors,
the improvement of the performance of the agricultural listed companies should be the appropriate expansion of the board
of directors, the increase of the proportion of independent directors, the promotion of the two duties of the chairman and
the general manager, and the improvement of the salary system of the board of directors.
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