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Abstract

Research Question/Issue: In this comprehensive literature review, we synthesize

and analyze the current state of academic research regarding the relatively under-

studied relationship between the type of owners and board governance.

Research Findings/Insights:Our review of the existing literature at the intersection of

ownership and board governance research discusses how six distinct ownership

types—pertaining to family, lone founder, corporation, institutional investor, state,

and venture capitalist—shape board governance, defined as board structure, compo-

sition, and processes. We also uncover the influence of ownership type on board

functional performance (i.e., monitoring, resource provision, and strategic involve-

ment) and the implications of these owner–board relationships for a variety of firm

outcomes (related to performance and compliance).

Theoretical/Academic Implications: We present identifiable patterns in board gover-

nance and functional performance associated with each ownership type and their

respective implications for a wide range of firm outcomes. We then propose seven

core emerging themes that deserve further scholarly attention.

Practitioner/Policy Implications: Our analysis cautions against the application of the

“one-size-fits-all” best-practices approach in board governance advocated by policy

makers, scholars, and corporate governance activists and underscores the need to

consider the contingent effects of different owners' behaviors and interests in shap-

ing and assessing board governance.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Most corporate governance scholars and policy makers would agree

that the board of directors (here onwards, board) is at the heart of

corporate governance. In fact, country codes of good governance

devote a lot of their clauses to the role of the boards, and so does cor-

porate law. Interestingly, a substantial number of review articles on

boards appear to be one-sided, primarily focusing on the board's rela-

tionship with the management (see Table SA1 for a list of existing

reviews on boards). However, the board's relationship with owners

and shareholders has received considerably less attention. Such one-

sided attention can be attributed to the implicit notion of shareholder

homogeneity assumed in agency theory (Jensen, 2001), which presup-

poses that investors are always “diversified and disinterested”
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(Braun, 2019, p. 1) and their objectives are limited to maximizing

returns on their capital (Monks & Minow, 2011).

This assumption goes in sharp contrast with the heterogeneity of

firm ownership worldwide, in which 79% of the equity in listed

corporations is held by a heterogeneous set of identifiable owners

such as families, corporations, institutional investors, and the state

(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

[OECD], 2019). Business press outlets (e.g., Financial Times and The

Economist) echo such an increasingly dispersed and rapidly changing

portfolio of diverse owners and note that they are becoming more

involved in governance (e.g., Gual, 2020; Megaw, 2020). Furthermore,

recent developments in corporate governance codes have brought

owners to partake in activities that previously were exclusive for the

board (e.g., Yuan, Xiao, Milonas, & Zu, 2009), such as director and key

executive remuneration policy approval through the adoption of the

say-on-pay clause in several jurisdictions (e.g., the United Kingdom,

the United States, Chile, Italy, and Turkey) and proxy access. Overall,

the last decade has witnessed a re-emergence of an identifiable set of

owners who exercise increasing influence on how boards are

governed (i.e., board governance), particularly regarding three dimen-

sions: structure, composition, and processes.

As a result of this trend, the corporate governance field is chal-

lenging the assumption of owners as a homogeneous group by bring-

ing forward owners' diversity in terms of both incentives and capacity

to influence their corporations (Aguilera & Crespi-Cladera, 2016;

Desender, Aguilera, Crespi, & García-cestona, 2013). Some scholars

highlight salient distinctions among different types of owners such

as insiders versus outsiders, foreign versus domestic, blockholders

versus minority shareholders, transient versus dedicated ownership,

and pressure-sensitive versus pressure-resistant investors (e.g., An &

Zhang, 2013; Connelly, Hoskisson, Tihanyi, & Certo, 2010). More

recent studies further delineate ownership types by drawing attention

to lone founders (Cannella, Jones, & Withers, 2015), the state (Tihanyi

et al., 2019), shareholder activists (Chung & Talaulicar, 2010), and ven-

ture capitalists (VCs) (Garg, 2013) and by pointing out idiosyncrasies

among family owners (Ponomareva, Nordqvist, & Umans, 2019) and

their governance choices across national contexts (Aguilera, Talaulicar,

Chung, Jimenez, & Goel, 2015).

Given the role of boards as representatives of an increasingly het-

erogeneous group of shareholders (Monks & Minow, 2011), they serve

as the most important channel for the owners to gain influence on their

firms (McCahery, Sautner, & Starks, 2016). Thus, it has become clear

that different types of owners have important implications for board

governance, reflecting discernable patterns in board structure, composi-

tion, and processes (Federo & Saz-Carranza, 2020) that ultimately affect

multiple firm outcomes (Connelly et al., 2010). Conversely, investors

might also be attracted to firms with specific board governance prac-

tices (Armstrong, Core, & Guay, 2014) aimed at capitalizing on such

adopted practices or changing them to unlock the latent value of the

target firms (Aguilera, Federo, & Ponomareva, 2020).

Despite the growing attention to the behaviors and interests of dif-

ferent owners, there is still no study that synthesizes the present knowl-

edge about how different types of firm owners shape board governance.

Current reviews on this subject examine ownership concentration

(Garcia-Meca & Sanchez-Ballesta, 2010) or a single ownership type with

particular control rights, such as family or state owners (Bammens,

Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2011; Hinna, De Nito, & Mangia, 2010). The

2019 OECD corporate governance factbook highlights that “the

traditional concepts of dispersed and concentrated ownership may no

longer be sufficient as a basis for understanding and adapting corporate

governance frameworks to the more complex landscape of corporate

ownership structures in place around the world” (p. 17) because the

concept of ownership is three-pronged, comprising concentration,

control rights, and types. Thus, our study differs from prior reviews in

that we specifically focus on the influence of different types of identifi-

able owners on board governance and financial performance and the

implications of such board influence on firm outcomes.

Our comprehensive literature review of 145 articles published in

international leading peer-reviewed journals between 1988 and 2019

shows that the field has reached adolescence, with high growth

potential. We identify six distinct ownership types, pertaining to fami-

lies, lone founders, corporations, institutional investors, the state, and

VCs, and compare the patterns in board structure, composition, and

processes attributed to each of the ownership types. Board structure

refers to the visible board design features such as size, independence,

committees, and CEO duality (Carter & Lorsch, 2003). Board composi-

tion pertains to the directors' characteristics, consisting of demo-

graphic and functional diversity, interlocks, and owner representation

(Johnson, Schnatterly, & Hill, 2013). Board processes denote the

boards' actions to fulfill their functions, which include the number of

board meetings, decision-making processes, effort norms and use of

skills, and cognitive conflict (Forbes & Milliken, 1999). We also exam-

ine how ownership type influences board functional performance,

which encompasses monitoring, resource provision, and strategic

involvement. We discuss how both type of owners and board gover-

nance have implications for multiple firm outcomes. Ultimately, our

review summarizes the present knowledge on the topic and proposes

seven core emerging themes that could inspire future research on the

role of ownership type in board governance.

Our review contributes to the development of board governance

research in three important ways. First, we bring back the focus on cor-

porate ownership by taking stock of the current literature regarding the

influence of owners on corporate boards. Second, we develop an

integrated framework synthesizing current insights about the role of

ownership type in board governance and its implications for firm

outcomes. Lastly, we propose an agenda to guide future research on the

topic that can help counterbalance the current one-sided view on board

governance (and top management teams) in the board literature.

2 | METHODOLOGY

We conducted a multistep comprehensive literature review consisting

of three main phases, identification, screening, and assessment, as

illustrated in Figure 1. In the identification phase, we focused our ini-

tial search on the 50 top journals included in the Financial Times
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Research Rank1 (FT50) and other specialized journals that cover the

area of corporate governance. Two authors and a research assistant

searched each journal using the keywords: board AND/OR owner*

(* denotes the root word). After reading the abstract of 2,278 arti-

cles that emerged from the initial search, 2,095 articles were

discarded because they did not cover the owner–board relationship.

Subsequently, the authors read the full manuscripts of 183 articles,

excluding the articles that did not focus on the relationship between

a distinct type of owners and board governance, which resulted in

56 relevant articles. The authors then coded the exact terms used

in referring to ownership type covered in the articles and grouped

them into six main mutually exclusive ownership types: family, lone

founder, corporation, institutional investor, state, and VCs.

We formed these broad categories of ownership type based on

the notion of social context, which arises from a constellation of con-

stituents jointly forming a common cognitive frame, sense of sharing

collective values, and responsibilities that shape their identification

with a group (Miller, Le Breton-Miller, & Lester, 2011). Although each

ownership type embodies different shareholders—such as sibling

partners and cousin consortia in family firms (Nordqvist, Sharma, &

Chirico, 2014), transient and dedicated institutional owners (Connelly

et al., 2010; Shi & Connelly, 2018), or domestic and foreign owners in

corporate owners (Aguilera & Crespi-Cladera, 2016)—we argue that

such shareholders within an ownership type share a given social con-

text that defines their motives and behaviors as owners. Thus, we

excluded studies that only considered structural measures such as

ownership concentration, dedicated/transient ownership, or insider/

outsider ownership because they do not specifically adhere to a social

context of ownership.

We also excluded those studies that analyzed director or CEO

shareholding because ownership in these studies was analyzed mainly

as an incentive alignment mechanism rather than used as means for

exerting ownership influence (e.g., see Burns, Kapalczynski, &

Wald, 2020; Yermack, 2004). Finally, we excluded studies that

focused on the firm owners' national origin (i.e., domestic versus for-

eign owners) because different types of owners can be considered as

a domestic or foreign investor, making it difficult to claim that their

influence can be attributed to their status as foreigners or a specific

F IGURE 1 Process conducted to identify the
sample for the literature review
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type of owners. Although all these distinctions might be important to

understand the owners' influence on board governance, it adds a level

of complexity that is outside the scope of the present review.

Once the six ownership types were identified, we expanded our

search through the Scopus database using the additional keywords

denoting each ownership type: board AND/OR owner*/family/foun-

der/corporat*/institution*/state/venture, resulting in a total of 4,056

articles in 62 journals.

The second phase involved screening the 4,056 articles that

emerged from the identification phase. Two authors filtered the arti-

cles by removing the 2,362 duplicate articles and reading the abstracts

of the remaining 1,694 articles. This step in the article selection pro-

cess filtered 1,315 articles, narrowing our sample to 379 articles.

In the third phase, two of the authors read and assessed the arti-

cles' full text, thereby excluding 261 articles that did not explicitly

cover the relationship between the type of owners and board gover-

nance. For instance, many studies have used both ownership types

and board features as independent variables to explain firm outcomes.

Because these studies do not address the relationship between the

two sets of variables, they were removed from the sample. This step

narrowed the list to 118 eligible articles. Eight additional articles were

identified using the snowballing technique. In addition, while reading

the articles, we noticed that finance journals have a different way of

presenting the abstract, which does not capture the keywords used in

the database search. In order to avoid missing relevant articles, we

went back to our initial search to read the full text of articles from the

finance journals. Nineteen articles were identified as relevant for the

review. The final number of relevant articles included for our review is

145 (see Table SA2), of which 75 are from FT50 journals and 70 from

non-FT50 journals (seeTable 1).

The academic interest regarding the role of ownership type in

board governance has steadily developed over the years, with an

extraordinary peak in 2016 (see Figure 2). As we also searched the

business press coverage in Factiva using the same keywords as the

literature review, although significantly fewer published articles than

practitioners', Figure 2 shows that the trend of research publications

generally follows the practitioners' interest over the years. More

than 94% of the articles in our review sample are empirical, with

four studies using a qualitative approach, 128 applying quantitative

research, and five employing mixed methods. The most researched

context in the literature is the United States with 52 studies,

followed by China with 13 and the United Kingdom with 10.

Region-wise, the Americas, Europe, and Asia have 53, 38, and

37 studies, respectively (see Table 2). Moreover, the studies included

in the review primarily draw on agency theory, with more than 64%

of the articles (see Table 3). Notably, there are more than 30 other

theoretical perspectives used in understanding the owner–board

relationship, suggesting the diversity of views on the topic. Next, we

discuss the existing studies examining the influence of ownership

types on board governance and functional performance and the

moderating effects of ownership on the relationships of board gov-

ernance and functional performance with firm outcomes (these stud-

ies are summarized in Tables SA3 and SA4).

3 | CURRENT STATE OF THE FIELD

3.1 | Heterogeneity of ownership

Firms can be owned by different types of shareholders, indicating the

heterogeneity of ownership (Connelly et al., 2010). Our review

TABLE 1 List of journals included in the review sample

Journals

Number of

articles Percentage

FT50 journals

Academy of Management Journal 3 2.07

Accounting, Organizations and Society 1 0.69

Administrative Science Quarterly 3 2.07

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 10 6.90

Journal of Business Ethics 8 5.52

Journal of Business Venturing 8 5.52

Journal of Finance 1 0.69

Journal of Financial & Quantitative

Analysis

2 1.38

Journal of Financial Economics 17 11.72

Journal of Management 5 3.45

Journal of Management Studies 2 1.38

Organization Science 1 0.69

Review of Financial Studies 2 1.38

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 1 0.69

Strategic Management Journal 10 6.90

The Accounting Review 1 0.69

Non-FT50 journals

Administrative Sciences 1 0.69

British Journal of Management 7 4.83

Corporate Governance: An

International Review

22 15.17

Cross Cultural and Strategic

Management

1 0.69

Emerging Markets Review 3 2.07

Family Business Review 4 2.76

International Business Review 6 4.14

International Review of Finance 1 0.69

International Review of Financial

Analysis

5 3.45

Journal of Business Research 6 4.14

Journal of Corporate Finance 6 4.14

Journal of Management and

Governance

5 3.45

Journal of Small Business

Management

1 0.69

Journal of World Business 1 0.69

North Carolina Law Review 1 0.69

Total 145 100
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identifies six main ownership types: families, lone founders, corpora-

tions, institutional investors, states, and VCs. Each type of owner is

characterized by a distinct social context arising from a common cog-

nitive frame, sense of sharing collective values and responsibilities,

and identification with a group, which shape its identifiable motives

and strategic behavior (Miller et al., 2011). In this section, we briefly

introduce each type of owner as per its social context.

Family owners differ from other ownership types because of the

unique overlap among ownership, management, and the family group

(Berrone, Cruz, Gomez-Mejia, & Larraza-Kintana, 2010) shaping

socioemotional wealth (SEW; Calabrò, Torchia, Pukall, &

Mussolino, 2013), referred to as “nonfinancial characteristics of the

firm that bear on the family's affective endowments” (Kabbach de

Castro, Aguilera, & Crespí-Cladera, 2017, p. 2). Because of their early

socialization into the business, family members possess a rich firm-

specific knowledge that can be used as a monitoring instrument and

a resource for the firm (Bammens et al., 2011; Hope, Langli, &

Thomas, 2012). Yet, despite the heterogeneity of family owners,

they are embedded within the family to pursue similar goals and

objectives (Nordqvist et al., 2014; Ponomareva et al., 2019),

Lone founders are entrepreneurs who built the firm and often

continue to own the majority stake in the firm. Despite extant

research largely considering founders and family owners as a single

group, more recent studies distinguish lone founders from family

owners and other types of owners (Cannella et al., 2015; Dawson,

Paeglis, & Basu, 2018). Lone founders typically separate the business

needs from their family interests, and they have no strong intention

to pass on their firms to their descendants. Because lone founders

do not have relatives involved in the business (Miller, Le Breton-

Miller, Lester, & Cannella, 2007), they are not bound by SEW con-

cerns to the same extent as family owners; instead, their priorities

mainly focus on financial returns, autonomy, and business develop-

ment. Yet, similar to family owners, lone founders have an intimate

understanding of the firm and its environment. Moreover, the con-

nection between the founder and the firm is so close in which some

argue that the firm and the board constitute an extension of the

founder (Cannella et al., 2015).

Corporations differ from families and lone founders in that the

former is primarily motivated to influence firm growth strategies,

whereas the latter emphasizes firm survival (Collin, Ponomareva,

Ottosson, & Sundberg, 2017). Corporate owners aim for the synergy

of the companies in their portfolio. Research focusing on the role of

corporate owners in board governance is relatively sparse, despite

that this ownership type controls a significant share of global equi-

ties (OECD, 2019). Corporate owners are more prevalent in emerg-

ing markets where business groups play a substantial role in the

economy (Aguilera, Crespí-Cladera, Infantes, & Pascual-Fuster, 2020;

Chauhan, Dey, & Jha, 2016), yet they are also present in western

European countries such as Sweden (Collin et al., 2017), Spain, and

France (Desender et al., 2013). Because of the shared objectives and

long-term strategic orientation, corporate owners also invest in

obtaining firm-specific knowledge, which allows them to monitor the

management and provide resources for focal firms (Desender

et al., 2013).

As a distinct and well-studied type of owners, institutional inves-

tors comprise fund managers with significant amounts of investments

F IGURE 2 Number of article
publications per year [Colour figure can
be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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under their portfolios (Gompers & Metrick, 2001). These institutional

investors include several shareholders such as banks, hedge funds,

sovereign wealth funds, pension funds, mutual funds, and sovereign

wealth funds (Aguilera et al., 2020). In contrast to other ownership

types, they tend to prefer stocks that are diversified and more liquid,

possess value characteristics, and have lower return momentum (e.g.,

Ferreira & Matos, 2008; Gompers & Metrick, 2001). Although some

institutional investors may hold concentrated holdings over time

(i.e., dedicated investors), others prefer more diversified portfolios as

they trade shares more frequently (i.e., transient investors) (Connelly

et al., 2010). In general, the diversified portfolios of institutional

owners preclude them from investing in firm-specific knowledge, thus

relying more on internal and external corporate governance

TABLE 2 Review articles' sample geography

Country

Number of

articles Percentage

Africa

Multicountry—African countries 2 1.38

Americas

Colombia 1 0.69

United States 38 26.21

Asia and the Pacific

Australia 3 2.07

China 11 7.59

Egypt 1 0.69

India 1 0.69

Indonesia 1 0.69

Japan 1 0.69

Korea 2 1.38

Malaysia 2 1.38

Singapore 1 0.69

South Korea 1 0.69

Taiwan 3 2.07

Thailand 1 0.69

Turkey 1 0.69

Multicountry—Asian countries 5 3.45

Europe

Belgium 1 0.69

France 3 2.07

Germany 4 2.76

Italy 6 4.14

Norway 4 2.76

Spain 3 2.07

Sweden 3 2.07

Switzerland 1 0.69

United Kingdom 10 6.90

Yugoslavia 1 0.69

Multicountry—European countries 2 1.38

Others

Multicontinental 7 4.83

Not applicable (conceptual papers) 8 5.52

Total 145 100

TABLE 3 List of theoretical frameworks applied by the review
sample articles

Theories

Number of

articles Percentage

Agency theory 93 64.14

Resource dependence theory 22 15.17

Stewardship theory 10 6.90

Institutional theory 9 6.21

Resource-based view 5 3.45

Socioemotional wealth (SEW)

perspective

4 2.76

Contingency theory 3 2.07

Signaling theory 3 2.07

Stakeholder theory 3 2.07

Behavioral theory 2 1.38

Power theory 2 1.38

Relational view 2 1.38

Social psychology (identity) theory 2 1.38

Social network theory 2 1.38

Transaction cost economics 2 1.38

Accountability theory 1 0.69

Class hegemony 1 0.69

Critical mass theory 1 0.69

Game theory 1 0.69

Global theory of corporate

governance

1 0.69

Human capital theory 1 0.69

Identity fit perspective 1 0.69

Impression management 1 0.69

Law and finance literature (La Porta) 1 0.69

Leadership theory 1 0.69

Random utility problem theory 1 0.69

Set theory 1 0.69

Social identity theory 1 0.69

Social movement theory 1 0.69

Social role theory 1 0.69

Socio-cognitive perspective 1 0.69

Strategic choice perspective 1 0.69

Strategic entrepreneurship perspective 1 0.69

Theory of the firm 1 0.69

Transformational leadership 1 0.69

Tricker's framework 1 0.69

Value-added perspective 1 0.69

Not specified 14 9.66
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mechanisms. Moreover, institutional investors differ in their engage-

ment with the firm, ranging from being passive (Appel, Gormley, &

Keim, 2016) to activist investors (Del Guercio, Seery, &

Woidtke, 2008).

The state represents a distinct ownership type, in which govern-

ments use their ownership stake mainly for political motives, which

sometimes come at the expense of strategic and financial returns. For

example, state owners tend to view their investments as part of a

larger political agenda such as supporting a particular industry to sus-

tain employment or retaining control of strategic resources for

national security or welfare purposes (Musacchio, Lazzarini, &

Aguilera, 2015). Because of the prevalence of political motives, the

state typically does not invest in firm-specific knowledge and, similar

to institutional investors, rely greatly on internal and external corpo-

rate governance mechanisms (An, Pan, & Tian, 2016).

VCs differ from other ownerships because their managers possess

extensive financial and business skills to help their target firms grow

and not only generate returns from their investments. VCs typically

invest in younger companies because they have longer time horizons

and less liquidity pressures than institutional investors, allowing them

to develop a highly specialized knowledge and substantial decision-

making rights (Mietzner & Schweizer, 2014) to engage in board gover-

nance of firms under their portfolio (Filatotchev, 2006). Yet, Wang

and Song (2016) note that VCs' time horizon is considerably shorter

than that of lone founders.

In sum, these six types of owners identified in the literature are

characterized by their own distinct social context of ownership. Yet,

the current literature on this topic is unbalanced in that some owners

have received more academic interest than others. Figure 3 shows an

Edwards–Venn diagram depicting the number of articles for each

ownership type and the number of articles covering multiple owners.

For those studies that specifically focus on one type of owners, family

owners represent the most number of articles, with 47 articles. Insti-

tutional investors comprise the next group of owners in the list, with

42 articles. State and VC owners attracted 17 and 12 articles, respec-

tively. The ownership types with the least number of articles are lone

founders (six) and corporations (one). However, these types of owners

do not operate in isolation and are often intertwined with each other

in firms. As a result, previous studies have also begun to study multi-

ple owners simultaneously. Noticeably, 20 articles focus on multiple

owners, of which 14 articles study two owners, five articles simulta-

neously analyze three owners, and one article compares four owners.

3.2 | Taking stock of the role of owners in board
governance

We organized our review by comparing different types of owners

using the three main components of board governance (structure,

composition, and processes) and board functional performance while

bearing in mind the implications of these relationships for firm out-

comes. Our review is summarized in an integrated framework shown

in Figure 4, depicting the role of ownership type in board governance.

Although our analysis primarily identifies the similarities and differ-

ences in the patterns of board governance across ownership types,

we also reflect on the myriad of theoretical perspectives

F IGURE 3 Number of review sample articles
per ownership type
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(e.g., Connelly et al., 2010) and cross-national diversity of owner–

board governance found in the literature (e.g., Aguilera & Crespi-

Cladera, 2016; Aguilera & Jackson, 2010).

3.3 | Owners' influence on board structure

Our review shows that board structure received the highest

research interest, with a total of 63 articles focusing on the rela-

tionship between the different types of owners and five prominent

board features, namely, size, independence, CEO duality, commit-

tees, and compensation. However, previous studies uncover largely

inconclusive arguments and empirical findings regarding the link

between ownership types and board structure, which can be attrib-

uted to the multiple theoretical perspectives used for analyzing the

relationships and/or the different institutional contexts of the

research.

3.3.1 | Board size

Board size refers to the number of directors in the board. Previous

studies examine the link between five out of six ownership types

(with the exception of lone founders) and board size. Institutional

investors in Indian firms and VCs in Western firms are associated with

larger boards (Chauhan et al., 2016; Rosenstein, Bruno, Bygrave, &

Taylor, 1993; Shekhar & Stapledon, 2007), whereas corporate-owned

Indian firms tend to have smaller boards (Chauhan et al., 2016).

Although some studies show that U.S. and German family firms and

state-owned Chinese firms have larger boards (Chen &

Al-Najjar, 2012; Fiegener, Brown, Dreux, & Dennis, 2000; Jaskiewicz

& Klein, 2007), others find evidence of the opposite from firms in

Italy, Singapore, and sub-Saharan countries (Barontini & Bozzi, 2011;

Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Mak & Li, 2001; Munisi, Hermes, &

Randøy, 2014), suggesting the importance of country-level institu-

tional contexts and governance systems in shaping the influence of

owners on board size. Another factor contributing to the mixed empir-

ical evidence is the myriad of theoretical lenses that generate

different—and sometimes contradictory—predictions and empirical

findings about the relationship. For example, most studies that show a

negative relationship between ownership and board size mainly draw

on agency theory (e.g., Chauhan et al., 2016; Mak & Li, 2001; Munisi

et al., 2014). Noticeably, when using other theoretical perspectives

such as resource dependence, stewardship, and value-added view,

studies show a positive link between ownership and board size

(e.g., Fiegener et al., 2000; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007; Rosenstein

et al., 1993).

Moreover, ownership type also helps enhance the positive rela-

tionship between board size and firm outcomes. Hearn (2011) shows

that family firms in North Africa have larger boards mainly because of

the presence of independent directors, which positively influence

their post-initial public offering (IPO) returns. Firms with institutional

investors and family control in the United States are also associated

with larger boards that devise more corporate social responsibility

(CSR) engagement and diversification strategies (e.g., Cruz, Jusko,

Larraza-Kintana, & Garcés-Galdeano, 2019; Lungeanu & Ward, 2012;

F IGURE 4 Integrated framework of the role of ownership type in board governance
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Walls, Berrone, & Phan, 2012). In addition, state-owned Chinese firms

have larger boards that restrict loan collateral (An et al., 2016). Inter-

estingly, although Goranova, Dharwadkar and Brandes (2010) find

that larger boards in U.S. firms are associated with lower IPO returns,

they also show evidence that institutional investors help improve such

returns.

3.3.2 | Board independence

Board independence pertains to the ratio of unaffiliated directors with

the total number of directors in the board; a higher ratio suggests a

more independent board. The bulk of the reviewed articles has

focused on board independence, with 42 articles. Similar with board

size, previous studies show contrasting evidence regarding the

relationship between ownership type and board independence in

different institutional contexts. On the one hand, scholars find that

state-owned sub-Saharan firms (Munisi et al., 2014) and Western

firms owned by the founder (Wu & Hsu, 2018), institutional investors

(Appel et al., 2016; Hoskisson, Hitt, Johnson, & Grossman, 2002;

Schnatterly & Johnson, 2014; Zahra, 1996), and VCs (e.g.,

Giovannini, 2010; Nahata, 2019; Roosenboom, 2005; Shekhar &

Stapledon, 2007) have more independent boards. On the other hand,

state-owned Asian firms (Chen & Al-Najjar, 2012; Ding, Jia, Wu, &

Zhang, 2014; Mak & Li, 2001) and other Western firms controlled by

founders (e.g., Daily & Dalton, 1992; Sur, Lvina, & Magnan, 2013),

other corporations (Chauhan et al., 2016; Sur et al., 2013), institu-

tional investors (e.g., D'Amato & Gallo, 2017; Schmidt &

Fahlenbrach, 2017; Sundaramurthy, Rechner, & Wang, 1996), and

VCs (Filatotchev, 2006) have less independent boards. Chauhan

et al. (2016), however, do not find any significant relationship

between founder ownership and board independence in Indian firms.

The inconclusive relationships suggest that the notion of what consti-

tutes an independent board and its practical implementation may vary

across countries.

Despite the mixed findings regarding the relationship between

the presence of institutional owners and the degree of board indepen-

dence, extant research shows that the former relies on the latter to

discipline firm management and find other independent directors to

increase market value (Gillan & Starks, 2000; Nguyen & Nielsen, 2010).

Independent boards serve as a tool for institutional investors to gain

more insights about the real value of the stock price of their

target firms (Ferreira, Ferreira, & Raposo, 2011). Moreover, the lack

of board independence typically triggers shareholder activism

(Del Guercio et al., 2008) and lawsuits (Cheng, Huang, Li, &

Lobo, 2010). Thus, a minimum percentage of independent directors

has eventually developed to be a key aspect of good corporate

governance; for example, it helped increase the market value of

chaebol firms in Korea (Black & Kim, 2012).

The myriad of theoretical perspectives—agency, resource

dependence, stewardship, contingency, behavioral, and power

theories—explaining the relationship between ownership type and

board independence does not clarify this issue because the same

theories are associated with both positive and negative effects. For

instance, previous studies using agency theory in the same institu-

tional context show that institutional investors (e.g., Appel

et al., 2016; Schmidt & Fahlenbrach, 2017) and VCs

(e.g., Filatotchev, 2006; Wu & Hsu, 2018) are associated with both

higher and lower board independence.

With regard to financial (e.g., Goranova et al., 2010; Jain &

Zaman, 2019; Nowland, 2008) and nonfinancial performance out-

comes such as strategic orientation (e.g., Chen & Hsu, 2009;

Combs, 2008; Jones, Makri, & Gomez-Mejia, 2008), CSR disclosure

(e.g., Bansal, Lopez-Perez, & Rodriguez-Ariza, 2018; Cuadrado-

Ballesteros, Rodríguez-Ariza, & García-Sánchez, 2015), and earnings

quality reporting (e.g., Srinidhi, He, & Firth, 2014), previous studies

show that the effect of board independence differs on the type of

owners. For example, Chinese state owners can reduce the influence

of independent directors on firm outcomes (Li, Lu, Mittoo, &

Zhang, 2015), whereas Korean family firms can use independent

directors to their advantage by appointing politically connected inde-

pendent directors on the board to enhance firm performance (Shin,

Hyun, Oh, & Yang, 2018).

3.3.3 | CEO duality

With the exception of Elsayed's (2010) study of Egyptian firms with

institutional owners, extant research on the relationship between

ownership type and CEO duality is primarily conducted in the Anglo-

Saxon context. Corbetta and Salvato (2004) use an agency lens to

argue that the CEOs of family firms should also be the board chair;

yet, an earlier work of Daily and Dalton (1997) drawing also on agency

theory argues the opposite. Previous empirical work on this topic also

offers inconclusive evidence of the relationship. Although

Filatotchev (2006), Westphal and Bednar (2008), and Westphal and

Zajac (1998) show that firms that are founder controlled and owned

by institutional investors tend to have a CEO who is also the board

chair, Daily and Dalton (1992) and Elsayed (2010) demonstrate the

opposite association. Nahata (2019) also provides evidence of the

separation of CEO and board chairs in VC-backed firms. In addition,

when institutional investors are absent as owners, firms tend to select

an external board chair to reduce the CEO influence on the board

(Balsam, Puthenpurackal, & Upadhyay, 2016; Daily & Schwenk, 1996).

Our review also shows that the influence of ownership on the

relationship between CEO duality and firm outcomes is generally

inconclusive. For instance, Berrone et al. (2010) find that family own-

ership amplifies the positive relationship between CEO duality and

CSR engagement, whereas Chen and Hsu (2009) find that it reduces

the positive effect of CEO duality on research and development

(R&D) investments. However, family, corporate, and institutional own-

erships are also found to overturn the negative relationship between

CEO duality and financial performance (e.g., Desender et al., 2013;

Nowland, 2008). The diverging findings cannot be attributed to the

use of theory in analyzing the relationship because most of the studies

have drawn on agency theory.
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3.3.4 | Board committees

Board committees are subgroups performing specific functions such as

auditing, finance, budgeting, and remuneration. Very few studies have

focused on the influence of owners on board committees, and such

studies are particularly concentrated on institutional investors.

Carson (2002) provides evidence showing that firms with institutional

investors are more likely to have boards with remuneration committees

either because firms create such board committees to follow institu-

tional investors' pressures or because institutional investors are attracted

to firms with boards having the committees. Although Westphal and

Bednar (2008) have used a power perspective to show that firms with

institutional investors have boards with independent nominating com-

mittees, Carson (2002) draws on agency theory to empirically show that

the presence of institutional investors in firms does not necessarily result

in having boards with auditing and nominating committees. Perhaps, this

is one of the reasons for a higher likelihood of adopting classified board

provisions (Sundaramurthy et al., 1996) and liability protections for the

directors of firms with institutional investors (Mallette & Hogler, 1995).

3.3.5 | Board compensation and ownership

When it comes to the relationship between ownership type and board

compensation, there are two diverging perspectives. On the one hand,

social network and power approaches suggest that boards may be

generously compensated (e.g., Nguyen, 2014), which can be attributed

to owners' opportunism when such owners are represented on the

board. This is the case in Italian family firms (Barontini & Bozzi, 2011),

Swedish firms with institutional investors (Collin et al., 2017), and VC-

backed U.K. firms (Wright, Thompson, & Robbie, 1996). On the other

hand, boards may also be associated with lower board compensation

because owners might be internalizing the costs of monitoring as per

the tenets of agency theory. This is observed in family, founder-led,

corporate-controlled, and state-owned firms in countries known for

blockholding ownership, which include India, China, and Italy

(Barontini & Bozzi, 2011; Chen & Keefe, 2018; Collin et al., 2017).

In some instances, director ownership can alter the power balance

between the board and the founders. Randøy and Goel (2003) find

that founder-led Norwegian firms face a different agency problem

from non-founder firms and thus would require board ownership to

counterbalance the founders' control over the firm. Therefore, foun-

ders typically restrict board ownership to mitigate the boards to gain

power over them (Filatotchev, 2006). However, drawing on signaling

theory, Wang and Song (2016) provide evidence of a U-shaped rela-

tionship between founder and board ownership in Chinese firms, thus

supporting the power play between founders and boards.

3.4 | Owners' influence on board composition

Extant research has also devoted considerable attention to board com-

position, with a total of 57 articles. Matvos and Ostrovsky (2010)

argue that owners are often involved in recruiting the directors. In

some instances, owners invest in firms because of their board gover-

nance features (Armstrong et al., 2014). Previous studies cover the

topics on gender and cultural diversity, director capital, owner repre-

sentation on board, and board turnover, drawing on a variety of theo-

retical perspectives—which include agency, resource dependence,

institutional, and social identity theories as the most prevalent ones.

Although the majority of the studies have examined the link between

ownership and board composition using samples from the Western

countries, there is also recent evidence from emerging economies.

3.4.1 | Gender and cultural diversity

Our review shows that different types of owners have different pref-

erences toward gender diversity on the board. Regardless of the insti-

tutional context, state-owned firms are associated with fewer female

directors on boards (Farag & Mallin, 2016; Saeed, Belghitar, &

Yousaf, 2016; Saeed, Yousaf, & Alharbi, 2017). In addition, previous

studies suggest that state ownership intensifies the positive effect of

board gender diversity on post-IPO returns (McGuinness, 2018) and

dividend payout (Saeed & Sameer, 2017). However, state-owned

firms with more women on the board are also associated with a lower

return on assets (ROA) and Tobin's Q (Abdullah, Ismail, &

Nachum, 2016). Interestingly, in China, female directors on the boards

of state-owned enterprises do not have significant effect on firm per-

formance (Liu, Wei, & Xie, 2014).

In family firms, the relationship between family ownership and

the presence of female directors is inconclusive. On the one hand,

some scholars find a positive relationship on firms from Anglo-Saxon

countries (Saeed et al., 2016), Europe (Bianco, Ciavarella, &

Signoretti, 2015), and Malaysia (Abdullah, 2014), which is likely to be

motivated by a more inclusive environment characterizing family firms

(e.g., Ruigrok, Peck, & Tacheva, 2007; Sheridan & Milgate, 2005). On

the other hand, others show a negative relationship (Saeed

et al., 2017), indicating that family culture and traditions, primogeni-

ture succession, and the secondary role of females in the family may

prevent female owners from gaining leadership positions and exercise

influence on the board (Abdullah et al., 2016). This can perhaps

explain why having female chairs in family firms is associated with

lower financial performance (Nekhili, Chakroun, & Chtioui, 2018).

Meanwhile, firms with institutional investors are associated with

both high (e.g., Coffey & Fryxell, 1991; Dobbin & Jung, 2010; Farrell

& Hersch, 2005) and low (Nekhili & Gatfaoui, 2013) percentage of

female directors. Such presence of female directors who represent

institutional investors has an inverted-U relationship with firm perfor-

mance, where it increases performance up to a certain threshold;

thereafter, the marginal effect starts to deteriorate (Pucheta-Martínez,

Bel-Oms, & Olcina-Sempere, 2018).

Although board gender diversity has an inconclusive association

with the type of ownership, extant research identifies a positive influ-

ence of some types of owners on board cultural diversity. Using a

relational view, Balachandran, Wennberg and Uman (2019) find that
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founder-led firms have more culturally diverse boards. Similarly,

Chauhan et al. (2016) and Estélyi and Nisar (2016) show that Indian

and U.K. firms with institutional investors have more nationalities rep-

resented in their boards.

3.4.2 | Director's capital

Directors are typically chosen according to the capital that they pos-

sess to contribute to the resource needs of the firm. Extant research

on the relationship between the type of owners and the director's

capital primarily focuses on family and founder-led firms. For instance,

Cannella et al. (2015) find that founders and family owners seek and

keep longer those directors with previous family or founder-led firm

experience. This is because, in these firms, the board is expected to

participate in developing firm strategies (Arregle, Naldi, Nordqvist, &

Hitt, 2012) and CSR initiatives (Oh, Chang, & Jung, 2019). However,

Dibrell, Marshall, Palar and Gentry (2019) note that this tendency may

decrease as firms grow in size.

Moreover, although Corbetta and Salvato (2004) argue that fam-

ily ownership is more likely related to lower directors' social and rela-

tional capital, Jones et al. (2008) suggest that affiliate directors play a

different role in family vis-à-vis nonfamily businesses, arguing that

affiliate directors contribute to the firm with their social capital with-

out threatening family control. Yet, Combs (2008) provides an alterna-

tive power-based explanation, stating that affiliate directors represent

a “more powerful versions of the symbiotic parasites found in public

nonfamily firms” (p. 1031).

Sometimes, prestige or interlocks (i.e., when directors simulta-

neously serve in multiple boards) are part of the criteria for hiring

directors to signal that the board has the reputation and experience to

perform its functions (Chahine, Filatotchev, & Zahra, 2011) or to gain

access to resources from other firms (Eulaiwi, Al-Hadi, Taylor,

Al-Yahyaee, & Evans, 2016). Interestingly, in Chinese firms, the

network embeddedness of the directors is negatively associated with

post-IPO returns due to the risk of managerial entrenchment and

expropriation, which is further exacerbated by state ownership (Tao,

Li, Wu, Zhang, & Zhu, 2019).

3.4.3 | Owner representation on board

Owners sometimes exercise their influence through direct participa-

tion on the board by appointing their representatives (Gonzalez,

Guzmán, Pombo, & Trujillo, 2015; Tsao, Chen, & Wang, 2016)

because owner representation can be conducive in different stages of

a firm's lifecycle (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2013), particularly in

smaller and low-tech moving firms (Scholes & Wilson, 2014). This is

also observed in family and founder-owned firms in the United States

(Dawson et al., 2018; Fiegener, 2010; Wasserman, 2017). Similarly,

previous studies show that VCs influence the director selection pro-

cess, particularly when the directors have ethnic ties with the founder

(Bengtsson & Hsu, 2015; Bonini, Alkan, & Salvi, 2012). Interestingly,

Cumming, Schmidt and Walz (2010) find that German and Scandina-

vian firms are more likely to have VC representatives on their boards

than those from Anglo-Saxon countries. In the United States, those

VC-affiliated directors tend to have more appointments than non-

affiliated ones, have greater ownership of the firm, and are more likely

to be appointed in compensation committees (Field, Lowry, &

Mkrtchyan, 2013). However, Devarakonda and Reuer (2019) and

Voordeckers, Van Gils and Van den Heuvel (2007) find that family

firms from Belgium and U.S. firms with institutional investors are less

likely to have owner representatives on the board.

Santos and Rumble (2006) also show that the probability of insti-

tutional investors, banks in particular, to have a representative on the

board is positively related to their ownership stake in the company. In

the case of activist institutional investors, board representation is

their least costly and more successful tactic to influence target

companies (Gantchev, 2013). Furthermore, Bertrand, Johnson,

Samphantharak and Schoar (2008) demonstrate that the propensity to

seek board representation can be related to the owners' nonfinancial

concerns, for instance, having larger families wanting more represen-

tatives in the boardroom. Overall, the evidence suggests that owners

seek influence on the board when they have high firm-specific invest-

ment and have the ability to contribute to firm decision making.

Moreover, research on the performance effects of owner repre-

sentation on the board has generated largely mixed findings. Having

family representatives on board is associated with high (Shin

et al., 2018) and low (González-Cruz & Cruz-Ros, 2016; Villalonga &

Amit, 2009) financial performance, and so does institutional investor

representation on board (Cornett, Marcus & Tehranian, 2008; Jelic,

Zhou, & Wright, 2019; Zorn, Shropshire, Martin, Combs, &

Ketchen, 2017). Previous studies show that owner representation

may improve board governance such as decreasing tax avoidance in

founder-led firms (Brune, Thomsen, & Watrin, 2019) and reducing

income smoothing in family firms (Li & Srinivasan, 2011; Prencipe,

Bar-Yosef, Mazzola, & Pozza, 2011). Stuart and Yim (2010) show that

having institutional investor representatives on the board increases

the probability of receiving private equity deals. However, there is

also evidence suggesting the owner representation's unintended con-

sequences such as reduced innovation in family firms in the

U.S. (Martin, Gómez-Mejía, Berrone, & Makri, 2017), lower board

monitoring in state-owned Chinese firms (Zhu & Yoshikawa, 2016),

and decreased market value in founder-led U.S. firms

(Wasserman, 2017).

3.4.4 | Board turnover

The current empirical evidence on the relationship between the type

of owners and board turnover is not encouraging. On the one hand,

Kuzman, Talavera and Bellos (2018) find that state-owned Yugoslavian

firms are associated with higher board turnover because of rampant

political shifts in government. On the other hand, Franks and

Mayer (2001) find lower board turnover in German firms with institu-

tional investors. Other types of owners have mixed relationships, as
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well. Crespi and Renneboog (2010) show that family, founder-led, and

corporate-owned firms in the United Kingdom are associated with higher

board turnover because these owners have greater influence and control

on firm-specific investments and higher discretion over board decisions.

In contrast, Cannella et al. (2015) and Franks and Mayer (2001)

demonstrate that such firms have the opposite relationship.

3.5 | Owners' influence on board processes

Noticeably, board processes continue to be an understudied topic in

the literature. Among those works that studied the relationship

between ownership type and board processes, Bianco et al. (2015)

show that the presence of family members on the boards of Italian

firms is negatively related to the number of board meetings, and the

negative effect is stronger for firms with female board members.

Moreover, with regard to the interactions among the directors during

board meetings, Zattoni, Gnan and Huse (2015) show that the boards

of Norwegian SMEs facilitate effort norms and use of skills to reduce

cognitive conflict.

Even more striking is the mixed empirical findings about the rela-

tionship between ownership type and board decision making. For

instance, Harrison (1998) provides evidence that state-owned firms in

the United Kingdom restrain board decision-making processes.

Apriliyanti and Randøy (2019) also show the same relationship in

Indonesian state-owned firms. Contrarily, Stathopoulos and

Voulgaris (2016) do not find a significant relationship between state

ownership and board decision-making processes.

3.6 | Owners' influence on board functions

Board functions can be grouped into three broad categories: monitor-

ing (i.e., control), resource provision (i.e., service), and strategic

involvement (i.e., strategy) (Zahra & Pearce, 1989). Extant research

regarding the influence of ownership type on board functions is lim-

ited. Among the few studies that address this topic, Rosenstein

et al. (1993) show that VC-owned U.S. firms have resourceful

boards, yet they are also stringent monitors. In a similar vein,

Rosenstein (1988) argues that such firms can benefit from more board

strategic involvement, whereby Bonini et al. (2012) and Fried, Bruton

and Hisrich (1998) provide evidence from U.S. and European firms.

Moreover, scholars contend that the boards of firms with institutional

investors have more resources (Holland, 1998; Thompson &

Davis, 1997) and are more involved in strategy making (Ravasi &

Zattoni, 2006). Furthermore, Melkumov (2009) argues that state-

owned firms are more likely to have greater board capital as well.

However, although family ownership is found to restrain the

board's ability to engage in monitoring (Ararat, Aksu, & Tansel

Cetin, 2015; Solomon, Lin, Norton, & Solomon, 2003), family repre-

sentation on the board could be a substitute to formal board monitor-

ing (Hearn, 2011; Hope, Langli, & Thomas, 2012). Martin et al. (2017)

provide indirect support for such substitution, empirically

demonstrating that family directors have a higher propensity to use

shareholder proposals to challenge board processes. Meanwhile, Cor-

betta and Salvato (2004) argue that nonfamily directors are associated

with enhanced resource provision, particularly for protecting value in

mature firms (Hülsbeck, Meoli, & Vismara, 2019). The emphasis on

the resource provision function can be attributed to the unique gover-

nance needs of family firms (Randøy & Goel, 2003). Nevertheless,

Nowland (2008) also concludes that family firms are more likely to

deviate from best corporate governance practices because of the fam-

ily owners' ultimate control and influence over their boards.

In contrast to family ownership, founder control over board deci-

sion making can result in positive outcomes by disciplining executive

behaviors. Brune et al. (2019) show that the founder's presence on

the board decreases the propensity of tax avoidance in firms. In a sim-

ilar vein, Wang and Song (2016) argue that founder control over board

decisions can send a positive signal to the shareholders because of

the disciplining effect; however, this effect eventually diminishes

because of the suppressed information diversity and decision alterna-

tives. However, Wasserman (2017) points out the existence of

tradeoffs in startups, in which founder control over the board

decreases the market value of the firm. In addition, Dawson

et al. (2018) find a U-shaped relationship between founder's

ownership and firm value in young and entrepreneurial businesses

where stewardship motives prevail over agency at low and high

founder-CEO ownership levels.

With regard to VC-backed firms, VC monitoring may entail costs,

resulting in a tradeoff between the need for control and cooperation

with managers (Wright et al., 1996). For example, in new ventures,

the presence of founders on boards could counter the power and

influence of VC investors (Rosenstein et al., 1993). In addition, VCs

are also more involved in board decision making (Rosenstein

et al., 1993) by obtaining directorship positions (Wright et al., 1996).

Obtaining board representation allows VCs to gain a deeper under-

standing of the firm and its business. Rosenstein (1988) argues that

VC-backed boards provide more resources (i.e., industry knowledge

and experience) that make VC-owned firms better investment alterna-

tives. Indeed, Fried et al. (1998) offer empirical evidence indicating

that the boards of VC-backed firms are more involved in strategy for-

mation and evaluation than other types of firms.

Research also has examined the power struggle between VCs and

founders on boards and its implications for firm outcomes. For

instance, Filatotchev (2006) finds opposing influence on board inde-

pendence and capital by founders and VCs, whereas Wang and

Song (2016) examine the interaction between the influence of such

owners. These findings ultimately suggest that the presence of VCs

on boards can decrease the negative performance effects associated

with high founder control.

3.7 | Summary

Overall, extant corporate governance research has generated notable

insights about how each of the ownership types could shape board
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governance and functional performance and affect the relationship

between board governance and a wide range of firm outcomes. Our

review uncovers that the six ownership types influence the structure,

composition, processes, and functional performance of their boards,

which has important implications for a variety of firm outcomes. How-

ever, we find that extant research continues to be unbalanced, with

the bulk of studies primarily focusing on family owners and institu-

tional investors. How these two ownership types affect board gover-

nance has been heavily studied; by comparison, the roles of lone

founders, corporations, the state, and VCs in board governance have

received considerably less attention.

Moreover, the influence of owners on board governance and out-

comes is subject to the differences in theoretical perspectives used

for understanding the relationships. Thus, depending on the perspec-

tive taken, the same element of board design can be attributed to dif-

ferent ownership motives. Furthermore, national institutions add

another layer of complexity to the issue, demonstrating that owners

may pursue different strategies when influencing boards in different

institutional environments.

In addition, a few studies focusing on the interaction among mul-

tiple types of owners highlight that firms are seldomly owned by a sin-

gle ownership type and are thus likely to be subject to collective

bargaining and power struggle among the owners. Finally, although

emerging literature also points to the interconnected nature of the

elements of board governance, suggesting that these elements consti-

tute a part of the board in its entirety rather than working in isolation,

most of the studies in our sample examine these elements individually.

In the next section, we summarize the insights derived from our sys-

tematic review and offer emerging themes that can guide future

research development of the field.

4 | EMERGING THEMES IN OWNER–
BOARD GOVERNANCE RESEARCH

Our review suggests that extant research on the role of ownership in

board governance is currently unbalanced and at the stage of adoles-

cence but with high potential for development and growth. In this

section, we propose seven critical emerging themes that warrant

attention for future research on the topic: developing a theory of

owner–board governance, filling the gaps on the understudied role of

owners in board governance, unpacking the black box of board pro-

cesses, tackling the constellations of multiple owners, identifying

owners' strategies in boards, investigating ownership in the interna-

tional context, and examining other dimensions of ownership in addi-

tion to type.

4.1 | Toward a theory of owner–board governance

Our review uncovers the lack of a unified theory explaining the role of

different types of owners in board governance. The reviewed articles

have not generated a theoretical perspective that consistently

explains the influence of ownership type on board governance,

resulting in diverging theoretical predictions and some inconsistent

empirical findings. The current dominance of agency theory, which

implicitly assumes largely uniform preferences among different own-

ership types, has stalled the theoretical development of the field.

Recognizing the shortcomings of the traditional agency perspec-

tive, an increasing number of studies have begun to draw on other

theoretical perspectives for understanding the owner–board relation-

ship. For example, a behavioral agency model developed by Wiseman

and Gomez-Mejia (1998) is gaining recognition within family business

research, which can be particularly useful for examining the divergent

risk preferences among different ownership types and can also be

potentially extended to other types of ownership. Similarly, the inte-

gration of resource dependence and agency theory has also become

more prevalent over the years, allowing researchers to identify how

owners can fulfill the resource and monitoring needs of firms (e.g.,

Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Zona, Gomez-Mejia, & Withers, 2018).

Moreover, more recent studies apply social identity theory to under-

stand the differences between family owners and lone founders

(Cannella et al., 2015; Miller et al., 2011); however, it can also be used

to uncover the motives and behaviors of other types of owners. Fur-

thermore, the shift toward using a configurational approach to study

the joint influence of different board governance features

suggests a prospective configurational theorizing (e.g., Federo &

Saz-Carranza, 2018; Schiehll, Lewellyn, & Muller-Kahle, 2018) to

understand how the bundles of ownership types could reflect particu-

lar board configurations that are likely to influence firm outcomes.

Despite the more than 30 other nonagency perspectives used to

understand such relationship, only less than a third of the articles

included in this review do not use agency theory. In fact, over one

third of the studies have integrated agency theory with other theories.

Given the inherent limitations of agency theory, we encourage future

research to integrate or compare other theoretical perspectives to

conceptually or empirically study the owner–board relationship, par-

ticularly in the presence of multiple owners within the firm.

4.2 | Research gaps on the role of ownership in
board governance

The current state of the field with regard to the role of ownership

type in board governance shows several gaps in the literature. Schol-

arly attention is unevenly distributed among different types of owners

in our review sample. The bulk of the studies (more than 74%) focuses

on family firms and institutional investors, whereas the remainder

covers corporate, lone-founder, state, and VC owners. Although the

field has begun to attract attention toward the latter, their influence

on board governance remains largely understudied. For instance, cor-

porate ownership is the least studied ownership type in the literature

(with seven articles), followed by lone founders and VCs with 14 arti-

cles each. Furthermore, considering that 13% of the global market

capitalization is represented by state ownership (OECD, 2019), the

lack of attention to it in the Western context is surprising. Overall,

360 FEDERO ET AL.



there is a need for more conceptualization and empirical investigation

of the effects of several understudied ownership types on board gov-

ernance and their subsequent implications for firm outcomes.

More specifically, our review uncovers several features of board

structure and composition that are yet to be further studied

(as shown in Table SA3). The most evident ones with regard to board

structure include the effects of ownership on board chair role, board

committees, and special clauses, in which extant research only

focused on the influence of institutional investors on such board gov-

ernance features. With regard to board composition, director prestige

and board cultural diversity are among those board governance fea-

tures that were barely studied. Furthermore, other board governance

features that did not emerge from the review include board secretary,

one-/two-tier board structure, board chair tenure, demographic diver-

sity (i.e., director age, race, and nationality), functional diversity

(i.e., director skills), other director resources (i.e., informal network),

director motivation (i.e., director social identity), director hierarchy,

board representation apart from the owners (i.e., labor union), and

power dynamics within the board.

In addition, we also find several missing pieces on the interaction

effects of different ownership types on the relationship between the

board governance features and firm outcomes (see Table SA4). For

instance, the influence of corporate, lone-founder, and VC owners on

such relationship has been sparsely studied. Future research could

explore these gaps in the literature to have a more comprehensive

picture of the role of ownership type in board governance, particularly

expanding the ultimate effect of these relationships on other firm out-

comes such as profitability, legitimacy, stakeholder perceptions, and

social value in general.

4.3 | Unpacking the black box of board processes

Corporate governance research continues to focus on board structure

and composition, and as our review reveals, only a handful of studies

examine the black box of board processes and inner workings with

respect to the presence of different ownership types. For instance,

the limited research exploring this topic is primarily about how family

owners influence board dynamics with regard to the board's effort

norms, conflict relationships, and communication mechanisms among

the directors (e.g., Martins, Schiehll, & Terra, 2017; Zattoni

et al., 2015). On a similar note, how different owners influence the

board's involvement in the strategic decision-making process is still at

its infancy (e.g., Judge & Talaulicar, 2017). To our knowledge, no

research has examined how corporate, state, and VC owners influence

board processes such as board activities and meetings (c.f., Liu, Wang,

& Wu, 2016), decision-making processes, and use of resources and

skills.

Moreover, our review reveals that the field is yet to study how

corporate and state owners influence the board's role of monitoring

and involvement in strategy. Although there is a rapidly growing

research on shareholder activism (Aguilera et al., 2020), which is

expected to shed light on how shareholder activists (e.g., hedge funds)

shape board structure and composition of their portfolio firms, extant

research has largely disregarded the importance of board processes

that involve board voting systems, power play among directors, board

hierarchy, agenda setting, and influence strategies used by the board

members. The few studies in our review that addressed this issue indi-

cate that different types of owners may influence board processes to

a different extent. For example, VC investors are described as highly

involved in board decision making (Rosenstein et al., 1993), whereas

directors appointed by the state tend to be passive observers, relegat-

ing the executives to the more dominant role during decision-making

processes (Harrison, 1998). Furthermore, despite the existing research

on the power dynamics within the board–CEO dyad, the power

dynamics among the directors remain unexplored, particularly when

such dynamics are exacerbated by the different types of ownership

and other stakeholders' (e.g., labor unions) interests that are present

in the boardroom.

In addition to these conceptual challenges, exploring owners'

influence on board processes is also methodologically complex. The

main impediments to the advancement of the field include the general

difficulty for obtaining access to organizational upper echelons

(Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009) and the challenges for over-

coming the stigmatization of qualitative research in management

research (Bluhm, Harman, Lee, & Mitchell, 2011). Most of the studies

included in our review relied on archival data on board structural fea-

tures (Jones et al., 2008) and the percentage of firm ownership as

proxies for owners' influence on the board (e.g., Hoskisson

et al., 2002; Sur et al., 2013). Thus, qualitative research methods

(i.e., interviews and ethnography), which are particularly useful for sur-

facing the depth, richness, and complexity of the phenomenon of

interest (Arino, LeBaron, & Milliken, 2016), and survey questionnaires

could reveal how owners or their representatives actually exert influ-

ence and push for their agenda in the boardroom. These approaches

would help unpack the power play among different ownership types

within the boardroom and the internal dynamics of board processes.

As such, future research could shed light on divergent ownership

strategies, if there are really any, in the boardroom.

4.4 | Constellations of multiple owners

It is not uncommon for firms to be controlled by multiple types of

owners (Connelly et al., 2010), in which each owner is characterized

by a distinct social context that shapes their objectives and ways to

influence the board (Miller et al., 2011). The current ownership struc-

ture of publicly held corporations has become more heterogeneous,

particularly with the rise of institutional investors that now control

more than 40% of ownership in listed corporations (OECD, 2019).

This type of owners actively seeks to exert control and influence over

firms (Fichtner, 2015), thereby resisting against family business groups

with strong ties with governments, particularly in emerging markets

(Shin et al., 2018; Tihanyi et al., 2019).

The constellation of owners is also constantly changing through-

out the business lifecycle. For example, in exchange for equity, lone-
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founder firms often attract capital from VCs (Bonini et al., 2012) or

corporate owners (Colpan & Yoshikawa, 2012), aimed at generating

strategic advantages for scaling up the business. And as firms develop

into those with proven business models and steady revenues, they

eventually attract institutional investors—including shareholder activ-

ists (Aguilera et al., 2020). Taken as a whole, rather than being domi-

nated by a single ownership type, firms become entangled within a

web of several identifiable owners engaging in a political process of

negotiations during strategic decision making.

Extending this phenomenon to the board level (i.e., board struc-

ture, composition, processes, and functions), the governance and roles

of boards are more likely to represent the outcomes of bargaining

among multiple owners. Yet, the extant literature on the role of own-

ership type in board governance is largely limited to a single owner-

ship type, without accounting for the presence of other co-owners,

and thus implicitly assuming that the dominant owner single-handedly

influences firm governance and decision making. Considering how the

interactions among multiple owners and how they complement or

substitute each other—with respect to their incentives and capacity to

exercise influence—can provide a more comprehensive understanding

of the forces that shape board governance.

Although Connelly et al.'s (2010) review highlights that “under-

standing the criticality of the board in managing the competing

demands of multiple stakeholders, including capital stakeholders, is a

key issue for future research” (p. 1582), unfortunately, little has chan-

ged since then. Even though controlling for the presence of other

types of owners has become a norm when modeling the owners' influ-

ence on the board, relatively few studies have explored the interac-

tion among different ownership types. Only 20 studies (roughly 14%)

in our review sample have simultaneously focused on two or more

ownership types. For example, Crespi and Renneboog (2010) look at

how boards respond to shareholders' demands under change of con-

trolling ownership, whereas Wu and Hsu (2018) examine how the

interaction between the founders and VCs shapes board indepen-

dence. Collin et al. (2017) group multiple owners within two broad

strategic domains where families, corporations, and individuals were

assumed to pursue firm-oriented strategies, whereas institutional

investors were argued to prioritize financial strategies. As shown in

Figure 3, extant research considering multiple ownership types gener-

ally falls along the intersection among family, lone founders, institu-

tional investors, and corporations. The state has not been examined

jointly with other ownership types (with the exception of family

owners), and so as VCs with corporations. With the increasing visibil-

ity of state ownership around the world (OECD, 2019), understanding

the interactions between state owners and other investors in the

board deserves further scholarly attention.

Moreover, with the growing interest toward analyzing corporate

governance through a configurational approach (Misangyi et al., 2017;

Parente & Federo, 2019), future research would do well to explore

how different ownership types jointly influence board governance.

Given the divergent interests of different owners, it is crucial to have

a more comprehensive understanding of how the presence of one

ownership type could influence the motives and behaviors of other

co-owners. The configurational approach is particularly useful for

empirically examining causal complexity, which we argue to be inher-

ent in the owner–board relationship, as it allows researchers to theo-

rize and empirically examine this complex phenomenon.

4.5 | Owners' strategies in boards

Our review also uncovers distinct governance strategies deployed

through the board governance attributes and the roles associated

with the six identified ownership types. These mechanisms reflect dis-

cernable governance strategies associated with each ownership type.

Extant research emphasizes different owners' objectives with regard

to both financial and nonfinancial firm outcomes, as well as capacity

to influence corporate boards. Although there are studies that pointed

out the differences among owners' objectives and actions (Crespi &

Renneboog, 2010; Desender et al., 2013), only a few attempted to

incorporate these differences into theoretical models. For instance,

Collin et al. (2017) introduced the concept of governance strategy,

distinguishing between company and financial governance strategies.

They argue that families, lone founders, and corporations primarily

pursue company-focused governance strategies characterized by high

firm-specific investments and greater capacity to monitor and under-

take strategic decisions, whereas institutional investors mainly focus

on financial governance strategies implying low firm-specific invest-

ments and greater delegation of monitoring and decision-making

functions. We nuance this distinction further by identifying board

governance strategies associated with each ownership type. Apart

from the owners' key objectives, we distinguish ownership strategies

on board governance according to the owners' level of firm-specific

investments and board role emphasis.

As illustrated in Table 4, there are key objectives and degrees of

firm-specific investments reflected in board governance that can be

attributed to specific ownership types. For example, a strong prefer-

ence for control preservation of family owners and lone founders is

manifested through several board governance features, such as less

board independence, high director turnover, and greater owner board

representation, which highlight resource provision and weak board

control function. Meanwhile, corporations, institutional investors, and

the state lean toward more board control. However, corporate owners

have a higher tendency to have firm-specific investments while focus-

ing on strategic control, whereas institutional investors and the state

have a lower degree of firm-specific investments and focus on finan-

cial and political control, respectively. Lastly, VCs' competing interests

for strategic development and maximization of financial returns result

in a unique board governance highlighting a balance of board control

and resource provision functions.

Recognizing the different board governance needs attributable to

each ownership type challenges the one-size-fits-all best-practices

approach to corporate governance often favored by regulators and

activists. Our review resurfaces the long-standing emphasis on board

independence as the most important criterion for board success

because 51 out of 145 (35%) articles have primarily focused on board
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independence. We encourage, however, shifting toward understand-

ing board governance as an interplay of different board attributes

within a bundle. We concur with the growing number of scholars who

advocate examining board governance strategies through a prism of

multiple governance elements (Aguilera, Filatotchev, Gospel, &

Jackson, 2008; Misangyi & Acharya, 2014). For example, despite the

persisting debates regarding the role and contribution of female direc-

tors on board governance (Gabaldon, De Anca, Mateos de Cabo, &

Gimeno, 2016), surprisingly little research investigates the contin-

gency effects of firm ownership as a facilitator or inhibitor for board

configurations to reflect gender balance in the upper echelons. Our

review suggests that research is yet to focus on how female director-

ship would be associated with corporate and VC owners who are

typically under the spotlight.

In addition, one path for future research could be empirically

examining the different board configurations associated with each

ownership type. Our review presents several board configurations

with prominent features that characterize the boards of each owner.

However, it would be interesting to identify how these board configu-

rations would be associated with different firm outcomes. Another

exciting path for the future development of the field is to perform a

comparative approach by identifying which firms would generate

better outcomes than others, with respect to the board configurations

associated with each ownership type or among different owners. Ulti-

mately, these research streams could help us understand the multiple,

and often diverging, owners' interests within the boardroom.

4.6 | International evidence

Even though our review reveals the diverse empirical settings of the

assessed studies, much of the current research on the topic of interest

primarily has concentrated on a single country context, with only

15 out of 145 (around 10%) articles drawing on a multicountry sam-

ple. Despite the inherent variety of corporate governance mechanisms

across national contexts (e.g., Aguilera & Jackson, 2010; Schiehll,

Ahmadjian, & Filatotchev, 2014), the absence of a comparative

approach explaining the differences among owners' motives and inter-

ests attributed to country context is particularly striking. None of the

studies included in the review explored how national institutions influ-

ence the owners' motives and ways of affecting board governance.

There are several paths for understanding cross-country diversity

when it comes to the role of ownership type in board governance.

First, it would be interesting to identify how formal institutions across

TABLE 4 Owners' strategies in boards

Ownership

type Key objectives

Level of firm-specific

investment Board function emphasis

Identifying board

governance features

Family - Socioemotional wealth

- Longevity

- Control preservation

- Passing the firm on to

next generations

High - Resource provision:

▪ Advice and counsel

▪ Legitimacy

- Control function is suppressed

- Less independence

- Greater presence of

female directors

- Fewer board committees

- Smaller size

- Higher director turnover

Lone founder - Control preservation

- Business longevity

- Business growth and

development

High - Resource provision:

▪ Advice and counsel

▪ Legitimacy

- Board as an extension of

the founder

- Higher director turnover

Corporation - Strategic investment

- Business growth and

development

- Synergies

High - Strategic control - Less independence

- Lower board

compensation

- Higher director turnover

Institutional

investor

- Financial returns

- Compliance

- Shareholder value creation

Low - Financial control - Greater board

independence

- Larger board size

- Presence of multiple

committees

- Greater board

compensation

- Higher director turnover

State - Political agenda Low - Political control - Fewer female directors

- Lower board

compensation

- Higher board turnover

Venture

capitalist

- Scale-up

- Fast growth

- Preparing for exit

High - Balancing out resource provision (advise

and counsel) and control functions

- Greater board

independence

- Smaller boards

- Greater board capital
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different national contexts would influence the preferences and

behaviors of different ownership types. Aguilera et al. (2020) argue

that institutional owners are more likely to modify their investment

expectations according to the restrictions imposed by governments of

their target firms. Similarly, Tihanyi et al. (2019) suggest that state

owners are likely to have multiple strategies when internationalizing

because of different barriers and enablers attributed to the target

market. In this vein, future research could explore how multiple

owners influence board governance as a strategic intent or response

to the institutional differences across national jurisdictions—for

instance, how the influence of strong ownership typically associated

with firms owned by family groups, lone founders, and institutional

owners could be affected by the difference in minority owners' pro-

tection in different contexts.

Second, apart from the different formal institutions across

national contexts, informal institutions (i.e., culture, trust, and norms)

could also significantly affect the role of ownership type in board gov-

ernance. Informal institutions typically become substitutes for institu-

tional voids or lack of developed regulatory mechanisms in various

contexts (Khanna & Palepu, 2000), particularly in emerging economies

(e.g., Estrin & Prevezer, 2011). Understanding the influence of owner-

ship type on board governance is more crucial in such contexts where

informal institutions matter the most because the principal–principal

conflict is most likely to be more salient (Young, Peng, Ahlstrom,

Bruton, & Jiang, 2008). Hence, an interesting topic would be exploring

how informal institutions alter board governance preferences and the

respective ramifications for firm outcomes, attributed to the differ-

ences in behaviors and interest of multiple ownership types in differ-

ent or multiple contexts.

Lastly, true to the comparative approach, understanding the role

of ownership type in board governance could be performed by com-

paring how the influence of a single ownership type would vary across

different countries. For instance, the influence of family, business

group, and state ownership is argued to be greater in emerging econo-

mies (e.g., Aguilera et al., 2020; Tihanyi et al., 2019). Exploring how

this effect radiates into board governance would be interesting for

future research. Alternatively, although prior research already

examined the interplay between ownership concentration and

country-level governance mechanisms (e.g., Martins et al., 2017), the

intersection between multiple owners and different governance

mechanisms across national contexts would also be another possible

research endeavor. In particular, how do the motives and preferences

of different owners reflect on board governance and behaviors in

different countries?

4.7 | Other dimensions of ownership influence on
board governance

Despite focusing on the type of ownership in this review, the influ-

ence of ownership on board governance also emanates from owner-

ship concentration and control rights. There is considerable research

regarding the influence of ownership concentration on board

governance, primarily because of the dominance of concentrated

ownership in publicly listed firms worldwide (OECD, 2019). For

instance, Garcia-Meca and Sanchez-Ballesta (2010) conducted a

meta-analysis of 27 empirical studies to identify the association of

board independence and ownership concentration with voluntary dis-

closure, where they found a positive joint effect that only occurs in

those countries with high investor protection rights. Similarly,

Desender et al. (2013) studied how concentrated ownership, apart

from ownership type, becomes a substitute for board monitoring.

Meanwhile, there is also a nascent research interest regarding

how control rights affect board governance, because unbalanced con-

trol rights within the firm may result in a misalignment of interests of

the controlling and minority shareholders (e.g., Bebchuk, Kraakman, &

Triantis, 2000). Yoshikawa, Zhu and Wang (2014) propose how own-

ership control by families and the state in different contexts could

influence board roles. For example, Yeh and Woidtke (2005) find that

firms tend to have poor governance (i.e., less independent boards and

lower board monitoring) if the firm is dominated by shareholders with

significant control rights (i.e., family group). In a similar vein, Chou,

Hamill and Yeh (2018) and Schiehll and Santos (2004) show evidence

of how shareholders with significant control rights are associated with

diminished board quality because they prefer to have directors who

represent them.

Taking the ownership dimensions together, an interesting path

for future research is to expand our understanding of the joint effects

of multiple dimensions of ownership on board governance and firm

outcomes. Much of the research on this topic studies how ownership

concentration and control rights independently influence board gover-

nance features, such as board independence and monitoring roles,

and the implications of such for firm outcomes. In those studies, the

type of ownership generally serves as a context (i.e., family firms).

What is missing in the literature, though, is about how different types

of owners with varying levels of control rights and/or concentrated

ownership affect board governance and, ultimately, firm outcomes.

Combining the joint effects of the different dimensions of ownership

could provide not only the power play among multiple owners within

a firm but also how the possible power imbalance among the owners

could influence board structure, composition, and processes.

5 | CONCLUSION

Our review illustrates the important differences in the influence of

distinct ownership types on board governance and the implications of

such influence for firm outcomes. However, research on the role

of ownership in board governance continues to be unbalanced in the

literature. As we synthesized the current state of the art in this com-

prehensive literature review, we have presented several important

research gaps that could help future research expand our understand-

ing of the topic. We find that different types of owners indeed influ-

ence board governance and functional performance in numerous

crucial ways, and such influence has significant implications for firm

outcomes. We contend that board governance is likely contingent on
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different owners' behaviors and interests that are present in a firm,

and they vary in different national contexts. Thus, we hope that this

review would inspire future research agenda of the field, as it paints a

more holistic picture of board governance by bringing owners back on

board.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank the Editor Till Talaulicar and the four anonymous reviewers

for their comments and suggestions. We are also grateful to

Sven-Olof Collin and Timur Uman for their helpful advice in the devel-

opment of this work. This article is a research project of the ESADE

Center for Corporate Governance, funded by PwC España and the

Catalan Government Grant 2017 SGR 1556 GLIGP. Yuliya

Ponomareva also acknowledges the financial support provided by the

Spanish Ministry of Economy, Industry and Competitiveness R&D

Project ECO2017-86305-C4-2-R.

ORCID

Ryan Federo https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3947-5463

Yuliya Ponomareva https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8009-9949

Angel Saz-Carranza https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3797-9921

NOTE
1 See the list at: https://www.ft.com/content/3405a512-5cbb-11e1-

8f1f-00144feabdc0.

REFERENCES

Abdullah, S. N. (2014). The causes of gender diversity in Malaysian large

firms. Journal of Management & Governance, 18(4), 1137–1159.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-013-9279-0

Abdullah, S. N., Ismail, K. N. I. K., & Nachum, L. (2016). Does having

women on boards create value? The impact of societal perceptions

and corporate governance in emerging markets. Strategic Management

Journal, 37(3), 466–476. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2352

Aguilera, R. V., & Crespi-Cladera, R. (2016). Global corporate governance:

On the relevance of firms' ownership structure. Journal of World Busi-

ness, 51(1), 50–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2015.10.003

Aguilera, R. V., Crespí-Cladera, R., Infantes, P. M., & Pascual-Fuster, B.

(2020). Business groups and internationalization: Effective identifica-

tion and future agenda. Journal of World Business, 55(4), 1–17. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2019.101050

Aguilera, R. V., Federo, R., & Ponomareva, Y. (2020). Gone global: The

international diffusion of hedge fund activism. In Oxford Handbook of

Hedge Funds. Available at SSRN 3402966.

Aguilera, R. V., Filatotchev, I., Gospel, H., & Jackson, G. (2008). An organi-

zational approach to comparative corporate governance: Costs, con-

tingencies, and complementarities. Organization Science, 19(3),

475–492. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.955043
Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2010). Comparative and international corpo-

rate governance. The Academy of Management Annals, 4(1), 485–556.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2010.495525

Aguilera, R. V., Talaulicar, T., Chung, C. N., Jimenez, G., & Goel, S. (2015).

Special issue on “Cross-National Perspectives on Ownership and Gov-

ernance in Family Firms”. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 23(3), 161–166. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12112
An, C., Pan, X., & Tian, G. (2016). How does corporate governance affect

loan collateral? Evidence from Chinese SOEs and non-SOEs. International

Review of Finance, 16(3), 325–356. https://doi.org/10.1111/irfi.12085

An, H., & Zhang, T. (2013). Stock price synchronicity, crash risk, and insti-

tutional investors. Journal of Corporate Finance, 21(2013), 1–15.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2013.01.001

Appel, I. R., Gormley, T. A., & Keim, D. B. (2016). Passive investors, not

passive owners. Journal of Financial Economics, 121(1), 111–141.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2016.03.003

Apriliyanti, I. D., & Randøy, T. (2019). Between politics and business:

Boardroom decision making in state-owned Indonesian enterprises.

Corporate Governance: An International Review, 27(3), 166–185.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12270

Ararat, M., Aksu, M., & Tansel Cetin, A. (2015). How board diversity affects

firm performance in emerging markets: Evidence on channels in con-

trolled firms. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23(2),

83–103. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12103

Arino, A., LeBaron, C., & Milliken, F. J. (2016). Publishing qualitative

research in Academy of Management Discoveries. Academy of Manage-

ment Discoveries, 2(2), 109–113. https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2016.

0034

Armstrong, C. S., Core, J. E., & Guay, W. R. (2014). Do independent direc-

tors cause improvements in firm transparency? Journal of Financial Eco-

nomics, 113(3), 383–403. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2014.05.009
Arregle, J. L., Naldi, L., Nordqvist, M., & Hitt, M. A. (2012). Internationaliza-

tion of family-controlled firms: A study of the effects of external

involvement in governance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(6),

1115–1143. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00541.x

Arzubiaga, U., Kotlar, J., De Massis, A., Maseda, A., & Iturralde, T. (2018).

Entrepreneurial orientation and innovation in family SMEs: Unveiling

the (actual) impact of the board of directors. Journal of Business Ventur-

ing, 33(4), 455–469. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.03.002

Balachandran, C., Wennberg, K., & Uman, T. (2019). National culture diver-

sity in new venture boards: The role of founders' relational demogra-

phy. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 13(3), 410–434. https://doi.

org/10.1002/sej.1327

Balsam, S., Puthenpurackal, J., & Upadhyay, A. (2016). The determinants

and performance impact of outside board leadership. Journal of Finan-

cial and Quantitative Analysis, 51(4), 1325–1358. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0022109016000570

Bammens, Y., Voordeckers, W., & Van Gils, A. (2011). Boards of directors

in family businesses: A literature review and research agenda. Interna-

tional Journal of Management Reviews, 13(2), 134–152. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00289.x

Bansal, S., Lopez-Perez, M., & Rodriguez-Ariza, L. (2018). Board indepen-

dence and corporate social responsibility disclosure: The mediating

role of the presence of family ownership. Administrative Sciences, 8(3),

33. https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8030033

Barontini, R., & Bozzi, S. (2011). Board compensation and ownership struc-

ture: Empirical evidence for Italian listed companies. Journal of Man-

agement & Governance, 15(1), 59–89. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s10997-009-9118-5

Bebchuk, L. A., Kraakman, R., & Triantis, G. (2000). Stock pyramids, cross-

ownership, and dual class equity: The mechanisms and agency costs of

separating control from cash-flow rights. In Concentrated corporate

ownership (pp. 295–318). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Bengtsson, O., & Hsu, D. H. (2015). Ethnic matching in the US venture

capital market. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(2), 338–354. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2014.09.001

Berrone, P., Cruz, C., Gomez-Mejia, L. R., & Larraza-Kintana, M. (2010).

Socioemotional wealth and corporate responses to institutional pres-

sures: Do family-controlled firms pollute less? Administrative Science

Quarterly, 55(1), 82–113. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2010.55.1.82

Bertrand, M., Johnson, S., Samphantharak, K., & Schoar, A. (2008). Mixing

family with business: A study of Thai business groups and the families

behind them. Journal of Financial Economics, 88(3), 466–498. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2008.04.002

FEDERO ET AL. 365



Bianco, M., Ciavarella, A., & Signoretti, R. (2015). Women on corporate

boards in Italy: The role of family connections. Corporate Governance:

An International Review, 23(2), 129–144. https://doi.org/10.1111/

corg.12097

Black, B., & Kim, W. (2012). The effect of board structure on firm value: A

multiple identification strategies approach using Korean data. Journal

of Financial Economics, 104(1), 203–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jfineco.2011.08.001

Bluhm, D. J., Harman, W., Lee, T. W., & Mitchell, T. R. (2011). Qualitative

research in management: A decade of progress. Journal of Management

Studies, 48(8), 1866–1891. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.

2010.00972.x

Bonini, S., Alkan, S., & Salvi, A. (2012). The effects of venture capitalists on

the governance of firms. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 20(1), 21–45. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.

00888.x

Braun, B. (2019). The great re-concentration and the eclipse of ownership.

Working Paper.

Brune, A., Thomsen, M., & Watrin, C. (2019). Family firm heterogeneity

and tax avoidance: The role of the founder. Family Business Review, 32

(3), 296–317. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486519831467
Burns, N., Kapalczynski, A., & Wald, J. K. (2020). Independent director

compensation, corruption, and monitoring. Financial Review, 1–24.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fire.12232

Calabrò, A., Torchia, M., Pukall, T., & Mussolino, D. (2013). The influence

of ownership structure and board strategic involvement on interna-

tional sales: The moderating effect of family involvement. International

Business Review, 22(3), 509–523. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.

2012.07.002

Cannella, A. A. Jr., Jones, C. D., & Withers, M. C. (2015). Family-versus

lone-founder-controlled public corporations: Social identity theory

and boards of directors. Academy of Management Journal, 58(2),

436–459. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0045

Carson, E. (2002). Factors associated with the development of board sub-

committees. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 10(1),

4–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00263
Carter, C. B., & Lorsch, J. W. (2003). Back to the drawing board: Designing

corporate boards for a complex world. Boston, MA: Harvard Business

Press.

Chahine, S., Filatotchev, I., & Zahra, S. A. (2011). Building perceived quality

of founder-involved IPO firms: Founders' effects on board selection

and stock market performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,

35(2), 319–335. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00361.x
Chauhan, Y., Dey, D. K., & Jha, R. R. (2016). Board structure, controlling

ownership, and business groups: Evidence from India. Emerging Mar-

kets Review, 27, 63–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ememar.2016.

03.003

Chen, C. H., & Al-Najjar, B. (2012). The determinants of board size and

independence: Evidence from China. International Business Review, 21

(5), 831–846. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.09.008
Chen, H. L., & Hsu, W. T. (2009). Family ownership, board independence,

and R&D investment. Family Business Review, 22(4), 347–362. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0894486509341062

Chen, Z., & Keefe, M. O. C. (2018). Board of director compensation in

China: To pay or not to pay? How much to pay? Emerging Markets

Review, 37, 66–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ememar.2018.05.003

Cheng, C. A., Huang, H. H., Li, Y., & Lobo, G. (2010). Institutional monitor-

ing through shareholder litigation. Journal of Financial Economics, 95(3),

356–383. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.11.006
Choi, J. J., Park, S. W., & Yoo, S. S. (2007). The value of outside directors:

Evidence from corporate governance reform in Korea. Journal of Finan-

cial and Quantitative Analysis, 42(4), 941–962. https://doi.org/10.

1017/S0022109000003458

Chou, H. I., Hamill, P. A., & Yeh, Y. H. (2018). Are all regulatory compliant

independent director appointments the same? An analysis of

Taiwanese board appointments. Journal of Corporate Finance, 50,

371–387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2016.10.012
Chung, H., & Talaulicar, T. (2010). Forms and effects of shareholder activ-

ism. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4), 253–257.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00806.x

Coffey, B. S., & Fryxell, G. E. (1991). Institutional ownership of stock and

dimensions of corporate social performance: An empirical examina-

tion. Journal of Business Ethics, 10(6), 437–444. https://doi.org/10.

1007/BF00382826

Collin, S. O. Y., Ponomareva, Y., Ottosson, S., & Sundberg, N. (2017). Gov-

ernance strategy and costs: Board compensation in Sweden. Journal of

Management & Governance, 21(3), 685–713. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10997-016-9359-z

Colpan, A. M., & Yoshikawa, T. (2012). Performance sensitivity of execu-

tive pay: The role of foreign investors and affiliated directors in Japan.

Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(6), 547–561.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2012.00923.x

Combs, J. G. (2008). Commentary: The servant, the parasite, and the

enigma: A tale of three ownership structures and their affiliate direc-

tors. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(6), 1027–1033. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00270.x

Connelly, B. L., Hoskisson, R. E., Tihanyi, L., & Certo, S. T. (2010). Owner-

ship as a form of corporate governance. Journal of Management Studies,

47(8), 1561–1589. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00929.x
Corbetta, G., & Salvato, C. A. (2004). The board of directors in family firms:

One size fits all? Family Business Review, 17(2), 119–134. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00008.x

Cornett, M. M., Marcus, A. J., & Tehranian, H. (2008). Corporate gover-

nance and pay-for-performance: The impact of earnings management.

Journal of Financial Economics, 87(2), 357–373. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.jfineco.2007.03.003

Crespi, R., & Renneboog, L. (2010). Is (institutional) shareholder activism

new? Evidence from UK shareholder coalitions in the pre-Cadbury era.

Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4), 274–295.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00795.x

Cruz, C., Justo, R., Larraza-Kintana, M., & Garcés-Galdeano, L. (2019).

When do women make a better table? Examining the influence of

women directors on family firm's corporate social performance. Entre-

preneurship Theory and Practice, 43(2), 282–301. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1042258718796080

Cuadrado-Ballesteros, B., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., & García-Sánchez, I. M.

(2015). The role of independent directors at family firms in relation to

corporate social responsibility disclosures. International Business

Review, 24(5), 890–901. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2015.

04.002

Cumming, D., Schmidt, D., & Walz, U. (2010). Legality and venture capital

governance around the world. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(1),

54–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.07.001
Cuypers, I. R., Ertug, G., Reuer, J. J., & Bensaou, B. (2017). Board represen-

tation in international joint ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 38

(4), 920–938. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2529

Daily, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (1992). The relationship between governance

structure and corporate performance in entrepreneurial firms. Journal

of Business Venturing, 7(5), 375–386. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-
9026(92)90014-I

Daily, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (1997). Separate, but not independent: Board

leadership structure in large corporations. Corporate Governance: An

International Review, 5(3), 126–136. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

8683.00053

Daily, C. M., & Schwenk, C. (1996). Chief executive officers, top manage-

ment teams, and boards of directors: Congruent or countervailing

forces? Journal of Management, 22(2), 185–208. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0149-2063(96)90046-X

D'Amato, A., & Gallo, A. (2017). Does bank institutional setting affect

board effectiveness? Evidence from cooperative and Joint-Stock

366 FEDERO ET AL.



banks. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 25(2), 78–99.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12185

Dawson, A., Paeglis, I., & Basu, N. (2018). Founder as steward or agent? A

study of founder ownership and firm value. Entrepreneurship Theory and

Practice, 42(6), 886–910. https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258717725522
Del Guercio, D., Seery, L., & Woidtke, T. (2008). Do boards pay attention

when institutional investor activists “just vote no”? Journal of Financial
Economics, 90(1), 84–103.

Desender, K. A., Aguilera, R. V., Crespi, R., & García-cestona, M. (2013).

When does ownership matter? Board characteristics and behavior.

Strategic Management Journal, 34(7), 823–842. https://doi.org/10.

1002/smj.2046

Devarakonda, S. V., & Reuer, J. J. (2019). Safeguarding from the sharks:

Board representation in minority equity partnerships. Organization Sci-

ence, 30(5), 981–999. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2018.1263
Dibrell, C., Marshall, D. R., Palar, J. M., & Gentry, R. J. (2019). New director

selection during growth in family-influenced and lone founder firms:

An identity fit perspective. Journal of Business Research, 101, 1–11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.005

Ding, S., Jia, C., Wu, Z., & Zhang, X. (2014). Executive political connections

and firm performance: Comparative evidence from privately-

controlled and state-owned enterprises. International Review of Finan-

cial Analysis, 36, 153–167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.12.006
Dobbin, F., & Jung, J. (2010). Corporate board gender diversity and stock

performance: The competence gap or institutional investor bias. North

Carolina Law Review, 89, 809.

Elsayed, K. (2010). A multi-theory perspective of board leadership struc-

ture: What does the Egyptian corporate governance context tell us?

British Journal of Management, 21(1), 80–99. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-8551.2009.00632.x

Estélyi, K. S., & Nisar, T. M. (2016). Diverse boards: Why do firms get for-

eign nationals on their boards? Journal of Corporate Finance, 39,

174–192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2016.02.006
Estrin, S., & Prevezer, M. (2011). The role of informal institutions in corpo-

rate governance: Brazil, Russia, India, and China compared. Asia Pacific

Journal of Management, 28(1), 41–67. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s10490-010-9229-1

Eulaiwi, B., Al-Hadi, A., Taylor, G., Al-Yahyaee, K. H., & Evans, J. (2016).

Multiple directorships, family ownership and the board nomination

committee: International evidence from the GCC. Emerging Markets

Review, 28, 61–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ememar.2016.06.004

Farag, H., & Mallin, C. (2016). The impact of the dual board structure and

board diversity: Evidence from Chinese initial public offerings (IPOs).

Journal of Business Ethics, 139(2), 333–349. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-015-2649-6

Farrell, K. A., & Hersch, P. L. (2005). Additions to corporate boards: The

effect of gender. Journal of Corporate Finance, 11(1–2), 85–106.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2003.12.001

Federo, R., & Saz-Carranza, A. (2018). A configurational analysis of board

involvement in intergovernmental organizations. Corporate Gover-

nance: An International Review, 26(6), 414–428. https://doi.org/10.

1111/corg.12241

Federo, R., & Saz-Carranza, A. (2020). A typology of board design for

highly effective monitoring in intergovernmental organizations under

the United Nations system. Regulation & Governance, 14(2), 344–361.
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12216

Ferreira, D., Ferreira, M. A., & Raposo, C. C. (2011). Board structure and

price informativeness. Journal of Financial Economics, 99(3), 523–545.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.10.007

Ferreira, M. A., & Matos, P. (2008). The colors of investors' money: The role

of institutional investors around the world. Journal of Financial Economics,

88(3), 499–533. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2007.07.003
Fichtner, J. (2015). Rhenish capitalism meets activist hedge funds:

Blockholders and the impact of impatient capital. Competition & Change,

19(4), 336–352. https://doi.org/10.1177/1024529415586324

Fiegener, M. K. (2010). Locus of ownership and family involvement in

small private firms. Journal of Management Studies, 47(2), 296–321.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00892.x

Fiegener, M. K., Brown, B. M., Dreux, D. R. IV, & Dennis, W. J. Jr. (2000).

CEO stakes and board composition in small private firms. Entrepreneur-

ship Theory and Practice, 24(4), 5–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/

104225870002400401

Field, L., Lowry, M., & Mkrtchyan, A. (2013). Are busy boards detrimental?

Journal of Financial Economics, 109(1), 63–82. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.jfineco.2013.02.004

Filatotchev, I. (2006). Effects of executive characteristics and venture capi-

tal involvement on board composition and share ownership in IPO

firms. British Journal of Management, 17(1), 75–92. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00455.x

Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. Jr. (2009). Strategic lead-

ership: Theory and research on executives, top management teams, and

boards. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Forbes, D. P., & Milliken, F. J. (1999). Cognition and corporate governance:

Understanding boards of directors as strategic decision-making

groups. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 489–505. https://doi.
org/10.2307/259138

Franks, J., & Mayer, C. (2001). Ownership and control of German corpora-

tions. The Review of Financial Studies, 14(4), 943–977. https://doi.org/
10.1093/rfs/14.4.943

Fried, V. H., Bruton, G. D., & Hisrich, R. D. (1998). Strategy and the board

of directors in venture capital-backed firms. Journal of Business Venturing,

13(6), 493–503. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(97)00062-1
Gabaldon, P., De Anca, C., Mateos de Cabo, R., & Gimeno, R. (2016).

Searching for women on boards: An analysis from the supply and

demand perspective. Corporate Governance: An International Review,

24(3), 371–385. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12141
Gantchev, N. (2013). The costs of shareholder activism: Evidence from a

sequential decision model. Journal of Financial Economics, 107(3),

610–631. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2012.09.007
Garcia-Meca, E., & Sanchez-Ballesta, J. P. (2010). The association of board

independence and ownership concentration with voluntary disclosure:

A meta-analysis. European Accounting Review, 19(3), 603–627. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2010.496979

Garg, S. (2013). Venture boards: Distinctive monitoring and implications

for firm performance. Academy of Management Review, 38(1), 90–108.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0193

Gillan, S. L., & Starks, L. T. (2000). Corporate governance proposals and

shareholder activism: The role of institutional investors. Journal of

Financial Economics, 57(2), 275–305. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-
405X(00)00058-1

Giovannini, R. (2010). Corporate governance, family ownership and perfor-

mance. Journal of Management & Governance, 14(2), 145–166. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10997-009-9093-x

Gompers, P. A., & Metrick, A. (2001). Institutional investors and equity

prices. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 116(1), 229–259. https://
doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.93660

González, M., Guzmán, A., Pombo, C., & Trujillo, M. A. (2015). The role of

family involvement on CEO turnover: Evidence from Colombian family

firms. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23(3), 266–284.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12083

González-Cruz, T. F., & Cruz-Ros, S. (2016). When does family involve-

ment produce superior performance in SME family business? Journal

of Business Research, 69(4), 1452–1457. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jbusres.2015.10.124

Goranova, M., Dharwadkar, R., & Brandes, P. (2010). Owners on both sides

of the deal: Mergers and acquisitions and overlapping institutional

ownership. Strategic Management Journal, 31(10), 1114–1135. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.849

Gual, J. (2020). When the problem is short-termism, foundations are a

solution. Financial Times, February 2, 2020.

FEDERO ET AL. 367



Harrison, J. J. (1998). Corporate governance in the NHS—An assessment

of boardroom practice. Corporate Governance: An International Review,

6(3), 140–150. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00099
Hearn, B. (2011). The performance and the effects of family control in

North African IPOs. International Review of Financial Analysis, 20(3),

140–151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2011.02.006
Hillman, A. J., & Dalziel, T. (2003). Boards of directors and firm perfor-

mance: Integrating agency and resource dependence perspectives.

Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 383–396. https://doi.org/10.
2307/30040728

Hinna, A., De Nito, E., & Mangia, G. (2010). Board of directors within pub-

lic organisations: A literature review. International Journal of Business

Governance and Ethics, 5(3), 131–156. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBGE.
2010.033343

Holland, J. (1998). Influence and intervention by financial institutions in

their investee companies. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 6(4), 249–264. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00113
Hope, O. K., Langli, J. C., & Thomas, W. B. (2012). Agency conflicts and

auditing in private firms. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 37(7),

500–517. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2012.06.002
Hoskisson, R. E., Hitt, M. A., Johnson, R. A., & Grossman, W. (2002). Con-

flicting voices: The effects of institutional ownership heterogeneity

and internal governance on corporate innovation strategies. Academy

of Management Journal, 45(4), 697–716. https://doi.org/10.2307/

3069305

Hülsbeck, M., Meoli, M., & Vismara, S. (2019). The board value protection

function in young, mature and family firms. British Journal of Manage-

ment, 30(2), 437–458. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12322
Jain, T., & Zaman, R. (2019). When boards matter: The case of corporate

social irresponsibility. British Journal of Management, 31(2), 365–386.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12376

Jaskiewicz, P., & Klein, S. (2007). The impact of goal alignment on board

composition and board size in family businesses. Journal of Business

Research, 60(10), 1080–1089. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.
12.015

Jelic, R., Zhou, D., & Wright, M. (2019). Sustaining the buyout governance

model: Inside secondary management buyout boards. British Journal of

Management, 30(1), 30–52. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12301
Jensen, M. C. (2001). Value maximization, stakeholder theory, and the cor-

porate objective function. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 14(3),

8–21. https://doi.org/10.2307/3857812
Johnson, S. G., Schnatterly, K., & Hill, A. D. (2013). Board composition

beyond independence: Social capital, human capital, and demo-

graphics. Journal of Management, 39(1), 232–262. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0149206312463938

Jones, C. D., Makri, M., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2008). Affiliate directors and

perceived risk bearing in publicly traded, family-controlled firms: The

case of diversification. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(6),

1007–1026. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00269.x
Judge, W. Q., & Talaulicar, T. (2017). Board involvement in the strategic

decision making process: A comprehensive review. Annals of Corporate

Governance, 2(2), 51–169. https://doi.org/10.1561/109.00000005
Kabbach de Castro, L. R., Aguilera, R. V., & Crespí-Cladera, R. (2017). Fam-

ily firms and compliance: Reconciling the conflicting predictions within

the socioemotional wealth perspective. Family Business Review, 30(2),

137–159. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486516685239
Khanna, T., & Palepu, K. (2000). Is group affiliation profitable in emerging

markets? An analysis of diversified Indian business groups. The Journal of

Finance, 55(2), 867–891. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-1082.00229
Kuzman, T., Talavera, O., & Bellos, S. K. (2018). Politically induced board

turnover, ownership arrangements, and performance of SOEs. Corpo-

rate Governance: An International Review, 26(3), 160–179. https://doi.
org/10.1111/corg.12238

Le Breton-Miller, I., & Miller, D. (2013). Socioemotional wealth across the

family firm life cycle: A commentary on “Family Business Survival and

the Role of Boards”. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(6),

1391–1397. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12072
Li, F., & Srinivasan, S. (2011). Corporate governance when founders are

directors. Journal of Financial Economics, 102(2), 454–469. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.11.006

Li, K., Lu, L., Mittoo, U. R., & Zhang, Z. (2015). Board independence, own-

ership concentration and corporate performance—Chinese evidence.

International Review of Financial Analysis, 41, 162–175. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.05.024

Liu, H., Wang, H., & Wu, L. (2016). Removing vacant chairs: Does indepen-

dent directors' attendance at board meetings matter? Journal of Busi-

ness Ethics, 133(2), 375–393. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-

2402-6

Liu, Y., Wei, Z., & Xie, F. (2014). Do women directors improve firm perfor-

mance in China? Journal of Corporate Finance, 28, 169–184. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2013.11.016

Lungeanu, R., & Ward, J. L. (2012). A governance-based typology of family

foundations: The effect of generation stage and governance structure

on family philanthropic activities. Family Business Review, 25(4),

409–424. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486512444603
Mak, Y. T., & Li, Y. (2001). Determinants of corporate ownership and board

structure: Evidence from Singapore. Journal of Corporate Finance, 7(3),

235–256. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(01)00021-9
Mallette, P., & Hogler, R. L. (1995). Board composition, stock ownership

and the exemption of directors from liability. Journal of Management,

21(5), 861–878. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639502100503
Martin, G., Gómez-Mejía, L. R., Berrone, P., & Makri, M. (2017). Conflict

between controlling family owners and minority shareholders: Much

ado about nothing? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 41(6),

999–1027. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12236
Martins, H. C., Schiehll, E., & Terra, P. R. S. (2017). Country-level gover-

nance quality, ownership concentration, and debt maturity: A compar-

ative study of Brazil and Chile. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 25(4), 236–254. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12192
Matvos, G., & Ostrovsky, M. (2010). Heterogeneity and peer effects in

mutual fund proxy voting. Journal of Financial Economics, 98(1),

90–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.03.014
McCahery, J. A., Sautner, Z., & Starks, L. T. (2016). Behind the scenes: The

corporate governance preferences of institutional investors. The Jour-

nal of Finance, 71(6), 2905–2932. https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12393
McGuinness, P. B. (2018). IPO firm performance and its link with board

officer gender, family-ties and other demographics. Journal of Business

Ethics, 152(2), 499–521. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-

3295-3

Megaw, N. (2020). Virgin money suffers shareholder revolt over pay.

Financial Times, January 29, 2020.

Melkumov, D. (2009). Institutional background as a determinant of boards

of directors' internal and external roles: The case of Russia. Journal of

World Business, 44(1), 94–103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2008.

03.011

Mietzner, M., & Schweizer, D. (2014). Hedge funds versus private equity

funds as shareholder activists in Germany—Differences in value crea-

tion. Journal of Economics and Finance, 38(2), 181–208. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12197-011-9203-x

Miller, D., Le Breton-Miller, I., & Lester, R. H. (2011). Family and lone foun-

der ownership and strategic behaviour: Social context, identity, and

institutional logics. Journal of Management Studies, 48(1), 1–25.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00896.x

Miller, D., Le Breton-Miller, I., Lester, R. H., & Cannella, A. A. Jr. (2007).

Are family firms really superior performers? Journal of Corporate Finance,

13(5), 829–858. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2007.03.004
Misangyi, V. F., & Acharya, A. G. (2014). Substitutes or complements? A

configurational examination of corporate governance mechanisms.

Academy of Management Journal, 57(6), 1681–1705. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amj.2012.0728

368 FEDERO ET AL.



Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly, D., &

Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a

neo-configurational perspective. Journal of Management, 43(1),

255–282. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316679252
Monks, R., & Minow, N. (2011). Corporate governance (Fifth ed.). Cam-

bridge, MA: Blackwell.

Munisi, G., Hermes, N., & Randøy, T. (2014). Corporate boards and owner-

ship structure: Evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa. International Busi-

ness Review, 23(4), 785–796. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.
12.001

Musacchio, A., Lazzarini, S. G., & Aguilera, R. V. (2015). New varieties of

state capitalism: Strategic and governance implications. Academy of

Management Perspectives, 29(1), 115–131. https://doi.org/10.5465/

amp.2013.0094

Nahata, R. (2019). Success is good but failure is not so bad either: Serial

entrepreneurs and venture capital contracting. Journal of Corporate

Finance, 58, 624–649. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2019.07.006
Nekhili, M., Chakroun, H., & Chtioui, T. (2018). Women's leadership and

firm performance: Family versus nonfamily firms. Journal of Business

Ethics, 153(2), 291–316. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-

3340-2

Nekhili, M., & Gatfaoui, H. (2013). Are demographic attributes and firm

characteristics drivers of gender diversity? Investigating women's posi-

tions on French boards of directors. Journal of Business Ethics, 118(2),

227–249. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1576-z
Nguyen, B. D., & Nielsen, K. M. (2010). The value of independent direc-

tors: Evidence from sudden deaths. Journal of Financial Economics, 98

(3), 550–567. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.07.004
Nguyen, N. Q. (2014). On the compensation and activity of corporate

boards. Journal of Corporate Finance, 29, 1–19. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.jcorpfin.2014.06.004

Nordqvist, M., Sharma, P., & Chirico, F. (2014). Family firm heterogeneity

and governance: A configuration approach. Journal of Small Business

Management, 52(2), 192–209. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12096

Nowland, J. (2008). Are East Asian companies benefiting from Western

board practices? Journal of Business Ethics, 79(1–2), 133–150. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9389-1

Oh, W. Y., Chang, Y. K., & Jung, R. (2019). Board characteristics and corpo-

rate social responsibility: Does family involvement in management

matter? Journal of Business Research, 103, 23–33. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusres.2019.05.028

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2019). OECD

corporate governance factbook. Available at https://www.oecd.org/

corporate/corporate-governance-factbook.htm

Parente, T. C., & Federo, R. (2019). Qualitative comparative analysis: justi-

fying a neo-configurational approach in management research. RAUSP

Management Journal, 54(4), 399–412. https://doi.org/10.1108/rausp-
05-2019-0089

Pérez-Calero, L., Hurtado-González, J. M., & López-Iturriaga, F. J. (2019).

Do the institutional environment and types of owners influence the

relationship between ownership concentration and board of director

independence? An international meta-analysis. International Review of

Financial Analysis, 61, 233–244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2018.

11.014

Ponomareva, Y., Nordqvist, M., & Umans, T. (2019). Family firm identities

and firm outcomes: A corporate governance bundles perspective. In E.

Memili & C. Dibrell (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of heterogeneity

among family firms (pp. 89–114). Cham-Switzerland: Palgrave

Macmillan.

Prencipe, A., Bar-Yosef, S., Mazzola, P., & Pozza, L. (2011). Income smooth-

ing in family-controlled companies: Evidence from Italy. Corporate Gov-

ernance: An International Review, 19(6), 529–546. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00856.x

Pucheta-Martínez, M. C., Bel-Oms, I., & Olcina-Sempere, G. (2018). Female

institutional directors on boards and firm value. Journal of Business

Ethics, 152(2), 343–363. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-

3265-9

Randøy, T., & Goel, S. (2003). Ownership structure, founder leadership,

and performance in Norwegian SMEs: Implications for financing entre-

preneurial opportunities. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(5), 619–637.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00013-2

Ravasi, D., & Zattoni, A. (2006). Exploring the political side of board

involvement in strategy: A study of mixed-ownership institutions. Jour-

nal of Management Studies, 43(8), 1671–1702. https://doi.org/10.

1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00659.x

Roosenboom, P. (2005). Bargaining on board structure at the initial public

offering. Journal of Management & Governance, 9(2), 171–198. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10997-005-4035-8

Rosenstein, J. (1988). The board and strategy: Venture capital and high

technology. Journal of Business Venturing, 3(2), 159–170. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0883-9026(88)90024-9

Rosenstein, J., Bruno, A. V., Bygrave, W. D., & Taylor, N. T. (1993). The

CEO, venture capitalists, and the board. Journal of Business Venturing,

8(2), 99–113. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90014-V
Ruigrok, W., Peck, S., & Tacheva, S. (2007). Nationality and gender diver-

sity on Swiss corporate boards. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 15(4), 546–557. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.

00587.x

Saeed, A., Belghitar, Y., & Yousaf, A. (2016). Firm-level determinants of

gender diversity in the boardrooms: Evidence from some emerging

markets. International Business Review, 25(5), 1076–1088. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.01.002

Saeed, A., & Sameer, M. (2017). Impact of board gender diversity on divi-

dend payments: Evidence from some emerging economies. Interna-

tional Business Review, 26(6), 1100–1113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ibusrev.2017.04.005

Saeed, A., Yousaf, A., & Alharbi, J. (2017). Family and state ownership,

internationalization and corporate board-gender diversity: Evidence

from China and India. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management, 24(2),

251–270. https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-11-2015-0159

Santos, J. A., & Rumble, A. S. (2006). The American keiretsu and universal

banks: Investing, voting and sitting on nonfinancials' corporate boards.

Journal of Financial Economics, 80(2), 419–454. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.jfineco.2005.03.011

Schiehll, E., Ahmadjian, C., & Filatotchev, I. (2014). National governance

bundles perspective: Understanding the diversity of corporate gover-

nance practices at the firm and country levels. Corporate Governance:

An International Review, 22(3), 179–184. https://doi.org/10.1111/

corg.12067

Schiehll, E., Lewellyn, K. B., & Muller-Kahle, M. I. (2018). Pilot, pivot and

advisory boards: The role of governance configurations in innovation

commitment. Organization Studies, 39(10), 1449–1472. https://doi.

org/10.1177/0170840617717092

Schiehll, E., & Santos, I. O. D. (2004). Ownership structure and composi-

tion of boards of directors: Evidence on Brazilian publicly-traded com-

panies. Revista de Administraç~ao, 39(4), 373–384. https://doi.org/10.
1590/1678-69712017/administracao.v18n4p164-189

Schmidt, C., & Fahlenbrach, R. (2017). Do exogenous changes in passive

institutional ownership affect corporate governance and firm value?

Journal of Financial Economics, 124(2), 285–306. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jfineco.2017.01.005

Schnatterly, K., & Johnson, S. G. (2014). Independent boards and the insti-

tutional investors that prefer them: Drivers of institutional investor

heterogeneity in governance preferences. Strategic Management

Journal, 35(10), 1552–1563. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2166

Scholes, L., & Wilson, N. (2014). The importance of family firm trusts in

family firm governance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 38(6),

1285–1293. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12124
Shekhar, C., & Stapledon, G. (2007). Governance structures of initial public

offerings in Australia. Corporate Governance: An International Review,

FEDERO ET AL. 369



15(6), 1177–1189. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.

00639.x

Sheridan, A., & Milgate, G. (2005). Accessing board positions: A compari-

son of female and male board members' views. Corporate Governance:

An International Review, 13(6), 847–855. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.

1467-8683.2005.00475.x

Shi, W., & Connelly, B. L. (2018). Is regulatory adoption ceremonial? Evi-

dence from lead director appointments. Strategic Management Journal,

39(8), 2386–2413. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2901

Shin, J. Y., Hyun, J. H., Oh, S., & Yang, H. (2018). The effects of politically

connected outside directors on firm performance: Evidence from

Korean chaebol firms. Corporate Governance: An International Review,

26(1), 23–44. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12203
Solomon, J. F., Lin, S. W., Norton, S. D., & Solomon, A. (2003). Corporate

governance in Taiwan: Empirical evidence from Taiwanese company

directors. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 11(3),

235–248. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00321
Srinidhi, B. N., He, S., & Firth, M. (2014). The effect of governance on spe-

cialist auditor choice and audit fees in US family firms. The Accounting

Review, 89(6), 2297–2329. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50840
Stathopoulos, K., & Voulgaris, G. (2016). The impact of investor

horizon on say-on-pay voting. British Journal of Management, 27(4),

796–818. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12172
Stuart, T. E., & Yim, S. (2010). Board interlocks and the propensity to be

targeted in private equity transactions. Journal of Financial Economics,

97(1), 174–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.03.012
Sundaramurthy, C., Rechner, P., & Wang, W. (1996). Governance anteced-

ents of board entrenchment: The case of classified board provisions.

Journal of Management, 22(5), 783–799. https://doi.org/10.1016/

S0149-2063(96)90022-7

Sur, S., Lvina, E., & Magnan, M. (2013). Why do boards differ? Because

owners do: Assessing ownership impact on board composition. Corpo-

rate Governance: An International Review, 21(4), 373–389. https://doi.
org/10.1111/corg.12021

Tao, Q., Li, H., Wu, Q., Zhang, T., & Zhu, Y. (2019). The dark side of board

network centrality: Evidence from merger performance. Journal of

Business Research, 104, 215–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.

2019.07.019

Thompson, T. A., & Davis, G. F. (1997). The politics of corporate control

and the future of shareholder activism in the United States. Corporate

Governance: An International Review, 5(3), 152–159. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-8683.00055

Tihanyi, L., Aguilera, R. V., Heugens, P., van Essen, M., Sauerwald, S.,

Duran, P., & Turturea, R. (2019). State ownership and political connec-

tions. Journal of Management, 45(6), 2293–2321. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0149206318822113

Tsao, C. W., Chen, S. J., & Wang, Y. H. (2016). Family governance over-

sight, performance, and high performance work systems. Journal of

Business Research, 69(6), 2130–2137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jbusres.2015.12.020

Villalonga, B., & Amit, R. (2009). How are US family firms controlled? The

Review of Financial Studies, 22(8), 3047–3091. https://doi.org/10.

1093/rfs/hhn080

Voordeckers, W., Van Gils, A., & Van den Heuvel, J. (2007). Board compo-

sition in small and medium-sized family firms. Journal of Small Business

Management, 45(1), 137–156. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.
2007.00204.x

Walls, J. L., Berrone, P., & Phan, P. H. (2012). Corporate governance and

environmental performance: Is there really a link? Strategic Manage-

ment Journal, 33(8), 885–913. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1952

Wang, T., & Song, M. (2016). Are founder directors detrimental to new

ventures at initial public offering? Journal of Management, 42(3),

644–670. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313495412

Wasserman, N. (2017). The throne vs. the kingdom: Founder control and

value creation in startups. Strategic Management Journal, 38(2),

255–277. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2478

Westphal, J. D., & Bednar, M. K. (2008). The pacification of institutional

investors. Administrative Science Quarterly, 53(1), 29–72. https://doi.
org/10.2189/asqu.53.1.29

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (1998). The symbolic management of stock-

holders: Corporate governance reforms and shareholder reactions.

Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(1), 127–153. https://doi.org/10.
2307/2393593

Wiseman, R. M., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (1998). A behavioral agency model

of managerial risk taking. Academy of Management Review, 23(1),

133–153. https://doi.org/10.2307/259103
Wright, M., Thompson, S., & Robbie, K. (1996). Buy-ins, buy-outs, active

investors and corporate governance. Corporate Governance: An Interna-

tional Review, 4(4), 222–234. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.

1996.tb00151.x

Wu, C. Y. H., & Hsu, H. H. (2018). Founders and board structure: Evidence

from UK IPO firms. International Review of Financial Analysis, 56,

19–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2017.12.002
Yeh, Y. H., & Woidtke, T. (2005). Commitment or entrenchment? Control-

ling shareholders and board composition. Journal of Banking &

Finance, 29(7), 1857–1885. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2004.

07.004

Yermack, D. (2004). Remuneration, retention, and reputation incentives

for outside directors. Journal of Finance, 59(5), 2281–2308. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2004.00699.x

Yoshikawa, T., Zhu, H., & Wang, P. (2014). National governance system,

corporate ownership, and roles of outside directors: A corporate gov-

ernance bundle perspective. Corporate Governance: An International

Review, 22(3), 252–265. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12050
Young, M. N., Peng, M. W., Ahlstrom, D., Bruton, G. D., & Jiang, Y. (2008).

Corporate governance in emerging economies: A review of the

principal–principal perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 45(1),

196–220. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00752.x
Yuan, R., Xiao, J. Z., Milonas, N., & Zou, J. H. (2009). The role of financial

institutions in the corporate governance of listed Chinese companies.

British Journal of Management, 20(4), 562–580. https://doi.org/10.

1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00602.x

Zahra, S. A. (1996). Goverance, ownership, and corporate entrepreneur-

ship: The moderating impact of industry technological opportunities.

Academy of Management Journal, 39(6), 1713–1735. https://doi.org/
10.5465/257076

Zahra, S. A., & Pearce, J. A. (1989). Boards of directors and corporate

financial performance: A review and integrative model. Journal of Man-

agement, 15(2), 291–334. https://doi.org/10.1177/

014920638901500208

Zattoni, A., Gnan, L., & Huse, M. (2015). Does family involvement influ-

ence firm performance? Exploring the mediating effects of board pro-

cesses and tasks. Journal of Management, 41(4), 1214–1243. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0149206312463936

Zhu, H., & Yoshikawa, T. (2016). Contingent value of director identifica-

tion: The role of government directors in monitoring and resource pro-

vision in an emerging economy. Strategic Management Journal, 37(8),

1787–1807. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2408

Zona, F., Gomez-Mejia, L. R., & Withers, M. C. (2018). Board interlocks and

firm performance: Toward a combined agency–resource dependence

perspective. Journal of Management, 44(2), 589–618. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0149206315579512

Zorn, M. L., Shropshire, C., Martin, J. A., Combs, J. G., & Ketchen, D. J. Jr.

(2017). Home alone: The effects of lone-insider boards on CEO pay,

financial misconduct, and firm performance. Strategic Management

Journal, 38(13), 2623–2646. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2661

370 FEDERO ET AL.



AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Ryan Federo is an associate professor in the Department of Busi-

ness Economics at Universitat de les Illes Balears-Palma de

Mallorca, Spain. He received his Ph.D. from ESADE Business

School, Ramon Llull University. His research interests are at the

crossroads of strategic management, corporate governance, inter-

national relations, and public administration. His current works

combine these fields to understand the management and gover-

nance of international organizations (e.g., multinationals and inter-

governmental organizations) and the integration of market and

nonmarket strategies. He served as a board director of two family

firms in Dubai, the U.A.E., and the Philippines.

Yuliya Ponomareva is a lecturer in the Department of Business at

Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona. She earned her Ph.D. in

Management from Linnaeus University in Sweden. Yuliya's

research interests include the boards of directors, top manage-

ment teams, and ownership. Her current work focuses on family

firms and interactions between different mechanisms of corporate

governance. She is an associate editor at SN Business And Econom-

ics Journal and serves as an ad hoc reviewer at several leading

management journals.

Ruth V. Aguilera is the Distinguished Darla and Frederick Brodsky

Trustee Professor in Global Business at the D'Amore-McKim

School of Business at Northeastern University and a visiting pro-

fessor at ESADE Business School. She received her Ph.D. from

Harvard University. Her research interests lie at the intersection of

strategic organization, economic sociology, and global strategy,

specializing in international corporate governance and corporate

social responsibility. She serves on the board of directors of the

Strategic Management Society and the International Corporate

Governance Society and is a fellow of the Academy of Interna-

tional Business and the Strategic Management Society.

Angel Saz-Carranza is the director of ESADEgeo Center for

Global Economy and Geopolitics in addition to being an associate

professor of the Department of Strategy and General Manage-

ment and a visiting professor at Georgetown University's

McDonough School of Business. A beneficiary of La Caixa and

Fulbright scholarships, he earned a Ph.D. in Public Management

from ESADE as a visiting scholar at Wagner School of Public Ser-

vice (New York University), where he spent 3 years. Previously,

he earned a master's degree in Aeronautical Engineering from

Imperial College (University of London). His interests are

business–government relations, nonmarket strategy, intergovern-

mental organizations, and organizational networks.

Carlos Losada is an associate professor in the Department of

Strategy and General Management at ESADE Business School. He

earned his Ph.D. from ESADE and has been an associate professor

in ESADE's Department of Business Policy since 1988, specializ-

ing in managerial function, corporate strategy, and corporate gov-

ernance. He is the academic director of the ESADE Directors

Program and a member of the ESADE Corporate Governance

Center research team. From September 2000 to 2010, he was the

Director General of ESADE. In the last 20 years, he has been serv-

ing as president or director in more than 10 organizations from

different sectors.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found online in the

Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Federo R, PonomarevaY, Aguilera RV,

Saz-Carranza A, Losada C. Bringing owners back on board: A

review of the role of ownership type in board governance.

Corp Govern Int Rev. 2020;28:348–371. https://doi.org/10.

1111/corg.12346

FEDERO ET AL. 371


