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Abstract: This paper analyses how board structure influences firm 
performance, considering the effect of dynamic endogeneity. For a sample of 
listed Spanish firms, the study did not find that board structure had any effect 
on the value of the firm, when controlling for dynamic endogeneity. The 
research results show the need to use appropriate econometric techniques 
(dynamic models) to avoid obtaining incorrect or biased results. They also 
show that each firm must determine the size and structure of the board given its 
own advice and control needs. 
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1 Introduction 

The board of directors has been widely studied in recent years and numerous studies have 
analysed the influence of board structure on the effectiveness with which the board 
performs its advisory and control functions and, therefore, on corporate performance 
(Nguyen et al., 2017; Zhou et al., 2018; Merendino and Melville, 2019; Kao et al., 2019; 
Pucheta-Martínez and Gallego-Álvarez, 2020; Fernández-Temprano and Tejerina-Gaite, 
2020; García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021; Ozdemir and Kilincarslan, 2021; Bonini et al., 
2022; García-Ramos et al., 2023). Likewise, the importance of good governance for 
companies is also reflected in the large number of codes of good governance that have 
been published in recent decades, both nationally and internationally. 

Generally speaking, good governance codes argue for boards that are not very large 
and have a sizeable majority of external directors. There are no clear recommendations as 
to whether or not the positions of Chairperson of the board and Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) should be unified. However, the empirical evidence on the influence of board size, 
composition and leadership structure on firm value varies widely and is inconclusive 
(see, for example, the meta-analyses conducted by Dalton et al., 1998, 1999; Rhoades  
et al., 2000, among others, or the comparison done by Rodríguez-Fernández et al., 2014, 
Schwartz and Leal, 2018 or Ozdemir and Kilincarslan, 2021). 

Some authors (Boone et al., 2007; Coles et al., 2008; Guest, 2008; Linck et al., 2008; 
Lehn et al., 2009; Acero and Alcalde, 2012a; García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021) argue that 
each firm adapts the size, composition and leadership structure of its board to reflect its 
own unique characteristics and needs. Therefore, the diversity of results observed in the 
literature is a consequence of possible methodological problems arising from ignoring 
this issue and considering the configuration of boards of directors to be an element that is 
exogenous to the firm. The argument employed in this field of research reasons that if 
firms configure their boards with a view to maximising the value of the firm, and the 
model that relates business performance to board configuration is specified to take into 
account the endogenous nature of the latter (i.e., each firm chooses the size, composition 
and leadership structure of the board that allows it to maximise its value) and the 
appropriate control variables are used, then no empirical relationship between board 
structure and firm performance should emerge in aggregate studies. However, the 
publications included in this line of research, despite using methodological tools that 
correct for the problem of endogeneity of the variables (primarily instrumental variables, 
two stage least squares [2SLS] and three stage least squares [3SLS]) fail to yield 
conclusive results. 

To understand the reason for the range of results observed in studies analysing the 
relationship between board configuration and firm performance, Wintoki et al. (2012) 
propose a new and more comprehensive approach using the generalised method of 
moments (GMM), since they believe that this econometric method allows them to control 
for the different sources of endogeneity.  

In this context, this paper analyses the influence of board size, independence and 
leadership structure on firm performance, as measured by Tobin’s Q ratio, for a panel of 
Spanish listed firms. First, we estimate a static model to test the influence of these 
variables on firm performance in Spain, for which existing evidence is scarce. We then 
test whether the results remain the same or change when controlling for different sources 
of endogeneity. For this purpose, we use the GMM to address in detail the problem of 
dynamic endogeneity, as well as simultaneity and unobservable heterogeneity. 
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Most of the empirical evidence on the influence of board structure on firm 
performance comes from Anglo-Saxon countries. In common with most continental 
European countries, but unlike in Anglo-Saxon ones, Spanish firms have a concentrated 
ownership structure. For example, in the UK and US, the average combined holdings of a 
listed firm’s three largest owners add up to around 25% of the equity, whereas in most 
continental European countries, the three largest shareholders account for a significant 
combined share of about 60% of the equity (De La Cruz et al., 2019). Shareholders with 
significant stakes have incentives to directly supervise the behaviour of the management 
team (Faccio and Lang, 2002). Therefore, the relative importance of the two functions 
performed by the board (advisory and control functions) and their contribution to firm 
performance could differ from that found in Anglo-Saxon countries. It is useful, then, to 
analyse the Spanish case and provide evidence on whether, in this context, the 
configuration of the board has any significant influence on firm performance and whether 
this influence remains when controlling for the problem of dynamic endogeneity in the 
econometric models. 

The results obtained show that board size and board independence positively affect 
the performance of Spanish listed firms. Nevertheless, when the problem of dynamic 
endogeneity is controlled for, these effects are no longer significant. In this way, and in 
keeping with the evidence found by Schultz et al. (2010) and Wintoki et al. (2012), we 
find that in Spain, board structure has no significant effect on firm performance when the 
different sources of endogeneity are taken into consideration. 

The paper therefore contributes to the corporate governance literature by providing 
new evidence from research in a non-Anglo-Saxon context, since this has already been 
widely analysed. More specifically, the results obtained highlight the need to control for 
the problem of dynamic endogeneity when analysing the causal relationships between 
board configuration and firm performance. 

As for practical implications, the evidence obtained on the absence of a causal 
relationship between board structure and firm value should be considered by firms and 
investors, but also by regulators who develop rules or recommendations regarding the 
structure of this governing body. In this respect, imposing common board structures on 
all organisations would be suboptimal, since it is clear that board size, independence and 
leadership structure do not influence firm performance if the endogenous nature of these 
relationships is considered. 

The next section reviews the literature and defines the research hypotheses. The 
primary characteristics of the sample and the variables used are then discussed, followed 
by the description of the model, the approach used and a discussion of the results. Finally, 
the main conclusions of the study are highlighted. 

2 Theoretical review and formulation of hypotheses 

The board of directors is a key governance tool. As Koltiro and Toshiro (2018) point out, 
it is the responsibility of the board of directors to improve corporate governance, 
particularly in markets where external control is weaker, such as in the Spanish one. 

With regards to boards of directors, there is some consensus in the corporate 
governance literature that the two core functions performed by them are the advisory 
function and the control function (Adams and Ferreira, 2007; Coles et al., 2008; Lehn  
et al., 2009; Linck et al., 2008; among others). According to agency theory (Jensen and 
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Meckling, 1976), the board of directors acts as an instrument of control by monitoring the 
management activity of the firm’s executives with a view to minimising the agency 
problem and any conflicts of interest that may arise between managers and owners as a 
result of the separation of ownership from control. Other theoretical approaches, such as 
the resource dependence theory perspective (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), highlight the 
important advisory role played by the board of directors. Management manages the firm, 
while board members serve as sources of advice and counsel for the management. 
Moreover, it is argued that directors contribute critical resources to the firm since they are 
the link between the firm and its environment (Zahra and Pearce, 1989; Hillman et al., 
2000; Rivas et al., 2021).  

Focusing first on the size of the board, and from the point of view of the control 
function (emphasised by Agency Theory and employed in most of the literature), a 
smaller board is considered to have a positive influence on the proper functioning of the 
firm, since with a small board, problems of coordination and free-rider behaviour by its 
members can be avoided. 

However, it has been argued, for example by García-Ramos and Díaz (2021), that 
there might not be only one optimal board structure that fits all listed firms. As a result, 
and considering the specific characteristics of the Spanish context, with its high degree of 
ownership concentration, it is argued that the function of controlling managers can be 
performed directly by significant shareholders. As stated by Ozdemir and Kilincarslan 
(2021), large shareholders have more motivation and ability to act as an effective 
management monitoring mechanism due to their commitment and marginal dependence 
on the return on investment. Therefore, the existence of such large shareholders can 
mitigate the free-rider problem of monitoring managers and reduce any principal-agent 
conflicts. As a result, of all that, when there is a high concentration of ownership, as in 
the Spanish case, there is particular interest in the advisory function (emphasised by 
resource dependence theory). According to this theory, it is preferable for boards to be 
large, since diversity of opinion enriches debate and improves the advisory function 
carried out by the board. When considering the role of the board as a resource provider, 
an additional director brings more human and social capital to the firm (Pfeffer, 1972) 
and increases board information and specific knowledge about the business, thus 
improving the quality of the strategic decisions that ultimately affect firm performance 
(Hillman and Dalziel, 2003; García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021). 

All this leads us to state the first hypothesis:  

H1 The size of the board positively influences firm performance. 

Turning now to the independence of the board and its influence on performance, the most 
widespread thesis – also included in the recommendations on corporate governance – 
predicts that the percentage of outsiders on the board of directors will have a positive 
influence on firm value. The underlying assumption is that external directors bring 
knowledge and skills that improve the advisory function (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003), 
while at the same time exercising the control function more effectively since they do not 
have close ties with the organisation (Jensen, 1993; Core et al., 1999; Bugeja et al., 2012; 
De Oliveira et al., 2020). Similarly, Codes of Good Governance recommend appointing a 
significant proportion of independent directors as this improves the quality of the board 
of directors, which leads us to state the second hypothesis: 
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H2 The percentage of independent board members positively influences firm 
performance.  

The third aspect to consider regarding board structure is the firm’s leadership structure, 
i.e., whether the positions of Chairperson of the board and CEO should be unified or kept 
separate, since this configuration creates conflicting effects that the board should 
evaluate. From the point of view of agency theory, Fama and Jensen (1983) postulate that 
when both positions are held by the same person, the ability of the board of directors to 
carry out its control function efficiently is diminished, since a greater concentration of 
power in the hands of the CEO may lead to CEO entrenchment. Therefore, a separation 
of the two positions is advisable to reinforce the control function of the board. However, 
from the Resource Dependence view, duality may have important advantages for the 
firm, in particular regarding the role of the board as resource provider. As Adams and 
Ferreira (2007) suggest, if the CEO is also the Chairperson of the board, they will make 
their knowledge available to the directors, allowing them to provide resources more 
effectively. Otherwise, splitting the CEO and Chairperson of the board positions would 
lead to CEO-Chair information asymmetries (García-Ramos et al., 2023). Considering 
that in Spanish listed firms, large shareholders can supervise managers, so the advisory 
function of the board prevails over its control function, the third hypothesis is defined as 
follows: 

H3 The separation of the positions of Chairperson of the board and CEO negatively 
influences firm performance. 

Empirical studies to date show significant relationships between board structure (size, 
composition and leadership structure) and firm performance, although the results are 
inconclusive and at times contradictory. Thus, with respect to board size, the results of 
the research by Conyon and Peck (1998), O’Connell and Cramer (2010), Arosa et al. 
(2013), Elmghaame and Akintoye (2021) and Ozdemir and Kilincarslan (2021), have 
shown board size to have a negative effect on firm performance. However, the results of 
other studies, such as those of Adams and Mehran (2005), Beiner et al. (2006) or Allam 
(2018), show a positive influence. Finally, there are also other studies such as those by 
Baglioni and Colombo (2009) and García-Ramos et al. (2023) that show a nonlinear 
relationship. 

Regarding board independence, as indicated by Acero and Alcalde (2012b), the 
empirical findings are inconclusive as well. Some studies find the influence of board 
independence on firm performance to be positive (Yermack, 1996; Anderson et al., 2004; 
De Andrés and Rodríguez, 2009; Muhammad et al., 2021; Ozdemir and Kilincarslan, 
2021; etc.), while others (Bhagat and Bolton, 2008; Kumar and Singh, 2013, Elmghaame 
and Akintoye, 2021; etc.) find the opposite. There are also some, such as García-Ramos 
et al. (2023), which find a nonlinear relationship. 

Finally, the evidence found in the literature on the relationship between leadership 
structure and firm performance is also mixed, as reflected in the studies by Dalton et al. 
(1998), Faleye (2007), Salloum et al. (2013), Tang (2017), Hsu et al. (2021), and  
García-Ramos et. al. (2023), among many others. 

Nevertheless, we should point out that many of these studies do not take into account 
the problem of dynamic endogeneity between the variables related to the board and firm 
performance, and may therefore be generating ‘misleading’ results, since, as shown by 
Barnhart and Rosenstein (1998), Mak and Li (2001), Lehn et al. (2009), Schultz et al. 
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(2010), or Wintoki et al. (2012), the effect of board structure on firm value loses its 
significance on many occasions when an endogeneity approach is adopted. As De Andrés 
and Rodríguez (2009) point out, if the endogenous nature of the relationship between 
board and performance is not considered, the results may be difficult to interpret or even 
be erroneous. 

Boone et al. (2007), Coles et al. (2008), Lehn et al. (2009), Acero and Alcalde 
(2012a) and García-Ramos and Díaz (2021), state that board size, composition and 
leadership are determined endogenously within each organisation, considering the 
influence of elements both internal and external to the firm. Consequently, it would not 
be appropriate to impose common governance structures on all organisations, since each 
firm will define the nature of its board taking into consideration only its own unique 
characteristics. Moreover, if each firm endogenously chooses its board structure based on 
the objective of maximising its profits, and there are no transaction costs preventing it 
from adopting such a structure, as Coles et al. (2008) point out, board size, composition 
and leadership structure should not be expected to have an influence on firm 
performance. 

Wintoki et al. (2012) point out that while researchers have used diverse methods to 
deal with endogeneity, they have sometimes failed to consider the fact that the 
endogeneity relationship can be dynamic. According to Wintoki et al. (2012), a firm’s 
activities in the present will affect its future performance and corporate governance, 
which in turn will influence the firm’s future activities, thus giving rise to the concept of 
dynamic endogeneity. 

Therefore, if dynamic endogeneity is considered, meaning that it is accepted that the 
firm’s current decisions will, at some point in the future, affect its performance and 
governance structure, which will then in turn influence the firm’s future activities, 
corporate governance variables are not expected to affect firm performance. If 
organisations define board size, composition and leadership structure endogenously, with 
the objective of maximising firm value, then the configuration of the board should have 
no effect on the organisation’s performance, which gives rise to the following research 
hypothesis: 

H4 Controlling for dynamic endogeneity, the configuration of the board (size, 
composition and leadership structure) has no effect on firm performance.  

3 Sample and variables 

3.1 Sample 

To analyse the relationship between the board structure and the value of firms, a sample 
of 170 listed Spanish firms has been analysed, forming an unbalanced panel for the 
period 2004–2017. The firms included in the Annual Corporate Governance Report of 
entities issuing securities admitted to trading on official securities markets prepared by 
the Comisión Nacional del Mercado de Valores [National Securities Market Commission 
(CNMV), 2020], were taken as a reference. Banks were excluded from the sample. The 
year 2004 was taken as the starting point for the panel since it was the first year for which 
Annual Corporate Governance Reports were available in Spain in a standardised format 
that allows the data to be compared. 
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3.2 Dependent variable 

To analyse firm performance, the Tobin’s Q ratio has been calculated as the ratio 
between the sum of the market value of equity and the book value of debt, divided by the 
book value of total assets, for each year of the analysis (Q). Tobin’s Q is a market-based 
measure of performance. Tobin’s Q is considered to be the most suitable measure of a 
firm’s financial performance for this research since it involves listed firms. Moreover, 
Tobin’s Q is the most frequently used dependent variable in research on board 
effectiveness and, in a broader sense, in research on the effectiveness of corporate 
governance mechanisms for both financial and non-financial firms (Bonini et al., 2021; 
García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021; García-Ramos et al., 2023; Ozdemir and Kilincarslan, 
2021). 

3.3 Independent variables 

As mentioned in the previous sections, the variables of interest are board size, 
composition and leadership structure, variables that are commonly used in the literature 
following other authors such as Andrés et al., 2005; García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021; 
García-Ramos et al., 2023; Ozdemir and Kilincarslan, 2021). 

 Board size (BSIZE): the logarithm of the total number of directors sitting on the 
board of directors of each firm for each year was used. 

 Board composition (IND): the percentage accounted for by independent board 
members for each firm in each year has been used as a variable. Although other 
authors in the international context represent board composition through the 
proportion of non-executive members, in this study the percentage of independent 
directors is used since the role of non-executive board member in Spain is not 
comparable to the role of external directors in other countries. This is because the 
role played by so-called ‘proprietary’ directors in Spain, who represent the majority 
of shareholders, is particularly relevant in this country. Moreover, as García and  
Gil de Albornoz (2005) also point out, independent directors in Spain are the 
equivalent of non-executive members in countries such as the UK and the USA. 

Separation of the positions of Chairperson of the board and CEO (SEP): a dummy 
variable has been included that takes the value of 1 when these positions are separated, 
and 0 if the Chairperson is also the CEO. 

3.4 Control variables 

In addition to the explanatory variables described above, the models also incorporate 
other variables traditionally used in the corporate governance literature (Andrés et al., 
2005; García-Ramos and Díaz, 2021; García-Ramos et al., 2023; Ozdemir and 
Kilincarslan, 2021). These control variables relate to the ownership structure and other 
characteristics of the firm: 

 Capital owned by board members (BOARD_OWN): the percentage of the capital 
owned by the directors has been used as a variable for each of the years of the 
analysis. 

iacero
Resaltado
This paragraph should be aligned with the previous two since it is the explanation of a third variable.
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 Concentration of capital (CONC): the percentage of capital held by significant 
shareholders has been used as a measure of the level of ownership concentration. 

 Level of indebtedness (DEBT): the ratio of total debt divided by total assets has been 
used for each of the years of analysis. 

 Firm size (FSIZE): the logarithm of total assets for each of the years analysed has 
been taken as the measurement for the variable. 

 Diversification (DIV): the number of business sectors in which the entity operates. A 
dummy variable that takes the value 1 when the entity operates in more than one 
sector, and zero otherwise, has been used for this purpose. 

 Age of the firm (AGE): the number of years elapsed from the organisation’s date of 
incorporation to 31st December of each year analysed. 

Dummy variables representing the industry and the year have also been included in the 
models since in panel data models, some of the key aspects deal with the ‘unobservable 
effects’. Time and industry dummies are often useful in uncovering some of the 
unobservable effects: time dummies account for the trend effects common to all the 
analysed businesses (e.g., economic shocks), while industry dummies take into 
consideration industry-specific effects (e.g., responsiveness to events of interest in  
high-tech, low-tech, manufacturing industries). For these reasons, Dummy Industry and 
Dummy Year variables have been included in the models. 

In relation to industry, the codes of the CNAE 2009 (National Classification of 
Economic Activities), a classification commonly used in Spain, have been used, giving 
rise to 8 sector-based categories that have been included in the models through the 
incorporation of 7 dummies. In order to control for the time period, 13 time dummies 
have also been included in the models and these refer to each of the years of study 
(eliminating one of the periods to avoid perfect multicollinearity). 

4 Methodology: consideration of dynamic endogeneity 

The models used to test the hypotheses formulated above, analysing the effect of board 
structure on firm performance in Spain, are defined in this section.  

4.1 Static model 

First, to test the relationship between board configuration and the performance of Spanish 
firms, a fixed effects panel data model was defined, which corresponds to the estimation 
of the following equation (the individual and year subscripts have been omitted to 
simplify the presentation of the model): 

1 2 3 4 5

7
6 7 8 9

1

13

1

_

i
i

i
i

Q BSIZE IND SEP BOARD OWN CONC

DEBT FSIZE DIV AGE δ DummyInd

γ DummyYear ε





     

    

 




     

     (1) 
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4.2 Dynamic model 

As Wintoki et al. (2012) point out, many of the studies that examine the impact of board 
configuration on firm performance specify models in which the performance for the 
period depends on the firm’s corporate governance structure in place during that same 
period. However, according to the authors of this study, this approach is not appropriate 
in the context of corporate governance since it ignores the problem of dynamic 
endogeneity: the current performance of the firm affects both its future performance and 
its future governance structure. Although including the lags of the variables in the model 
is appropriate, it is not sufficient, since it is also necessary to examine other causes of 
endogeneity, such as simultaneity and unobservable heterogeneity. 

Schultz et al. (2010) point out that dynamic endogeneity refers to the value of a 
variable in the previous period influencing its current value. In the specific case of the 
governance-performance relationship, dynamic endogeneity occurs when current 
corporate governance structure, firm characteristics and performance are determined by 
previous performance. As Hermalin and Weisbach (1988) point out, it is possible, for 
example, that after poor performance, shareholders decide to replace board members in 
an attempt to ensure stricter corporate governance controls, which in turn will affect the 
current governance structure, some aspects of the firm and the performance itself. 
Unobservable heterogeneity arises when there is an unobservable factor that affects the 
relationship between the variables. In the relationship, board structure–performance 
refers to those specific characteristics of the firm that can affect the structure of the board, 
other characteristics of the firm and performance, but which may not be observable to the 
researcher and therefore are difficult to quantify (for example managers’ skills). Finally, 
when two variables are co-determined in such a way that they can alter each other 
simultaneously (board structure influences performance, and vice versa), simultaneity 
arises.  

These reasons explain why the use of static models may lead to biased results. For 
example, the use of a fixed effects model may eliminate unobservable heterogeneity but 
may still be biased since it does not control for dynamic endogeneity. Therefore, when 
these sources of endogeneity are present, methodologies such as fixed effects panel 
estimations may corroborate what appears to be a relationship between corporate 
governance and performance when this relation does not actually exist. As pointed out by 
Schultz et al. (2010) and Hill et al. (2021), the existence of at least one source of 
endogeneity in the data generating process will lead to estimations that may be biased and 
inefficient and give spurious results when these methodologies are used. 

Therefore, in order to obtain consistent and unbiased estimations, Wintoki et al. 
(2012) propose the use of a dynamic unobserved effects model, using a GMM estimator 
for dynamic panel data models with the objective of integrating a comprehensive 
treatment of endogeneity in the model. This estimator, originally developed in the works 
of Holtz-Eakin et al. (1988) and Arellano and Bond (1991), and subsequently refined by 
Arellano and Bover (1995) and Blundell and Bond (1998), provides an econometric 
specification that is suitable for addressing endogeneity issues when estimating the 
relationship between corporate governance and firm performance. 

Therefore, to test hypothesis H4, in this section the approach of Wintoki et al. (2012) 
is followed. The ensuing model, estimated using GMM, is defined as follows (the 
individual and year subscripts have been omitted to simplify the presentation): 
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Q Q SIZE IND SEP BOARD OWN CONC

DEBT FSIZE DIV AGE δ DummyInd

γ DummyYear ε







      

    

 




      

     (2) 

In order to introduce dynamicity into the models, the lagged dependent variable Q has 
been introduced while the rest of the explanatory variables have been maintained. In 
addition, the explanatory variables of interest are instrumented through their lags, which 
allows the different sources of endogeneity to be corrected for. Likewise, the dummy 
variables relating to industry and time period have been included, since, as indicated by 
De Andrés and Rodríguez (2009), it is advisable to include variables representing sector 
and year in the estimation model to avoid multicollinearity problems. 

5 Results and discussion 

Before presenting the results of the econometric models, the following tables show the 
main descriptive statistics for the research variables, as well as the correlation matrix 
where it can be seen that the correlations are below the 0.7 limit, which is the threshold 
commonly used to identify problems of multicollinearity. 

Table 1 Descriptive statistics  

Variable Mean Median Standard 
deviation 

Minimum Maximum Number 
observations 

Q 1.54 1.18 1.57 0.11 32.16 1,452 

BSIZE (number 
of directors) 

9.94 10 3.93 3 24 1,840 

IND 32.25 33.33 19.35 0 100 1,841 

SEP 0.51 1 0.50 0 1 1,845 

BOARD_OWN 27.31 19.96 27.46 0 100 1,829 

CONC 60.27 62.15 24.07 0 100 1,860 

DEBT 66.14 63.32 70.03 0.01 1842.89 1,875 

FSIZE 13.43 13.37 2.28 6.15 19.76 1,921 

DIV 0.47 0 0.50 0 1 2,380 

AGE 47.00 41.61 27.48 0.09 125.89 2,377 

Note: N = 170 T = 14. 

The results of the econometric models are presented below. First, the results of the 
estimation of the static model are presented under the heading fixed effects model in the 
second column of Table 3. 
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Table 2 Correlation matrix 
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Table 3 Fixed effects model and GMM (N =170, T = 14)  

 Q 

Variable Fixed effects model GMM model 

(constant) 1.017*** 1.509 
Qt–1 ------ 0.593*** 

BSIZE 0.147*** 0.166 

IND 0.001* –0.004 

SEP 0.021 0.078 

BOARD_OWN –0.001* –0.009* 

CONC 0.001 –0.002 

DEBT 0.011*** 0.009*** 

FSIZE –0.080*** –0.081 

DIV 0.045 0.359 

AGE 0.000 0.002 

Dummy industry Yes*** Yes 

dummy year Yes*** Yes*** 

Wald Chi2 2511.29 (29) 2327.07 (29) 

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 

R2 0.2352 ------ 

AR (1) (p-value) ------ –2.61 (0.009) 

AR (2) (p-value) ------ 0.24 (0.809) 

Hansen test (p-value) ------ 110.28 (0.501) 

Number of observations 1,356 1,211 

Notes: 1 – Asterisks represent the significance levels of the coefficients: *** for 1%, ** 
for 5% and * for 10%. 
2 – The models include dummies to identify the different industrial sectors observed 
in the sample as well as time-related dummies. 
3 – The panel data model used is a fixed effects model using the feasible generalised 
least squares (FGLS) methodology to solve autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity 
problems. 
4 – With regards to the Wald Chi2 test, its value is shown and the degrees of freedom 
are in parentheses. Significance is shown below.  
5 – The results of the GMM model correspond to the two-stage and robust estimation, 
since, as pointed out by De Andrés and Rodríguez (2009), the two-stage estimation 
provides estimators that are robust to autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity. Likewise, 
the lags of the dependent variable, as well as those of the board size, percentage of 
independents and leadership structure of the company, have been used as instruments 
to build the GMM model. As Wintoki et al. (2012) indicate, the company’s past 
provides the only justifiable instruments to identify the relationship between 
governance and performance.  
6 – AR (1) and AR (2) are the tests used to check for the existence of first and second 
order serial correlation. The null hypothesis indicates the absence of serial correlation. 
As in the GMM model, first-order correlation is found to exist, but not second-order 
correlation. The table shows the p-values in parentheses.  
7 – The Hansen test checks whether the over-identification restrictions of the model 
are correct or not. In this sense, a p-value greater than 0.10 indicates that the null 
hypothesis cannot be rejected and therefore the over-identification restrictions are 
valid. The Hansen test is used as a measure of goodness-of-fit since it is robust in two-
step estimations and with a reduced number of instruments. 
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The results of this model indicate that board size has a positive and significant influence 
on the firm’s performance, confirming hypothesis H1. In this regard it can be observed 
that the size of the board has a positive and significant influence on the Q ratio. This 
result is in line with the evidence found in Adams and Mehran (2005), Beiner et al. 
(2006) and Choi et al. (2007), which found that board size had a positive and significant 
effect on firm performance, thereby supporting the argument put forward in Resource 
Dependence Theory. By contrast, postulates of Agency Theory, which suggest that small 
boards are more effective in controlling managers and contributing to improved 
performance, are not confirmed in the Spanish context, where control of managers can be 
performed directly by significant shareholders. 

With regards to the percentage of independent directors, the results obtained support 
H2, as the coefficient of this variable is positive and statistically significant. This finding 
coincides with that encountered in Fernández et al. (1998), who found that outsiders are 
positively related to the organisation’s results, and also with that in Acero and Alcalde 
(2012b), García-Ramos et al. (2023) and Ozdemir and Kilincarslan (2021), where a 
positive and significant effect for independent directors was found when static models 
were used. Furthermore, this evidence would also be in line with the trend found in many 
of the recommendations on corporate governance developed at the international level, 
which encourage the inclusion of independent members on boards of directors, since it is 
believed that their presence has a positive impact on firm value. 

The leadership structure of the firm, however, turned out not to be significant in this 
model, so that hypothesis is not supported by our results. Leadership structure seems to 
have no significant effect on firm performance, and this was also the result found in the 
works of Salloum et al. (2013), Bonini et al. (2022), García-Ramos et al. (2023) and 
Ozdemir and Kilincarslan (2021). This finding is consistent with the lack of a clear 
recommendation on CEO duality in the Spanish Code of Good Governance. More 
precisely, the most recent Spanish Good Governance Code of Listed Companies (2020) 
states that ‘the criterion of issuing no opinion on the advisability or otherwise of 
separating the two positions’ is maintained. 

Concerning the remaining explanatory variables, only firm size, debt ratio and the 
percentage of capital held by the board were found to be significant. Firm size has a 
negative and significant effect on performance, as was found in the works of  
García-Ramos et al. (2023) and Ozdemir and Kilincarslan (2021). On the other hand, the 
percentage of capital held by the board had a negative and significant effect on 
performance, while a positive and significant effect was found for the debt ratio, as in 
Ozdemir and Kilincarslan (2021). In relation to Dummy Industry and Dummy Year, it 
can be observed that these variables are also significant. 

Therefore, by analysing the effect of board structure on organisational performance 
through the estimation of a static model, the existence of an effect of board structure on Q 
is confirmed. Large and more independent boards positively influence firm performance. 
These results would support the arguments of those authors who believe that certain 
corporate governance structures are optimal and should therefore be adopted by all firms. 

However, to check whether the previous results still stand when controlling for 
dynamic endogeneity, we have estimated the GMM Model, as can be seen in the third 
column of Table 3. As indicated at the bottom of the table (notes 6 and 7), the tests 
performed to check for goodness of fit indicate that the model specification is correct. In 
this sense, as shown by the p-value of AR(1) test (0.009), the null hypothesis of no first-
order autocorrelation is rejected, confirming, therefore, that such correlation does exist. 
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In contrast, in the case of AR(2), the null hypothesis of no autocorrelation (0.809) cannot 
be rejected, as expected from these estimates. This is the case since it is desirable for 
there to be a first-order correlation (AR(1)), since otherwise it would be indicating that 
there are no dynamic effects and the GMM estimator would not be adequate; but there 
can be no second order correlation (AR(2)). In relation to the Hansen test, as the p-value 
is greater than 0.1 (0.501), the null hypothesis of the validity of the instruments cannot be 
rejected, thus confirming the validity of the overidentification restrictions. 

As can be seen in Table 3, the effect of board size, percentage of independent 
members and leadership structure on performance is not significant, thus confirming 
hypothesis H4. When the treatment of dynamic endogeneity is included in the 
estimations, the relationship between board composition and the Q ratio disappears 
(confirming hypothesis H4). This corroborates the evidence obtained in studies such as 
Wintoki et al. (2012) and Acero and Alcalde (2012b) and highlights the need to address 
the problem of dynamic endogeneity in research on corporate governance and firm value 
to avoid obtaining biased results. 

In the GMM model estimated, it can be seen that previous performance has a positive 
and significant effect on the Q ratio and only the effect of the percentage of the capital 
owned by the board and the debt ratio remain. 

Consequently, we can conclude that it is necessary to consider dynamic endogeneity 
in the models, since it can be observed from the estimations of the dynamic model that 
the effect of the corporate governance variables (board size, percentage of independent 
directors and leadership structure) on firm performance disappears.  

6 Conclusions 

On numerous occasions, the literature on corporate governance, and especially that 
focusing on boards of directors, has analysed the relationship between the composition of 
the board and firm performance. However, the findings have not been conclusive, which 
makes it necessary to explore this field further. 

As some authors indicate, the cause of the heterogeneity in the results may be due to 
the failure to take endogeneity, and more specifically dynamic endogeneity, into 
consideration when analysing the relationship between corporate governance and firm 
performance. The previous performance of the firm has a clear influence on both current 
corporate governance structure and current performance, and therefore should be 
considered as an explanatory factor in research models. 

This paper is a contribution to the literature on corporate governance. First, based on 
the study of a sample of Spanish listed firms, it corroborates that the size, composition 
and leadership structure of the board of directors has no impact on firm performance once 
dynamic endogeneity is taken into consideration. This issue should therefore be 
considered by all researchers wanting to analyse any relationship between corporate 
governance and firm performance, since ignoring the dynamic structure of the model 
could lead to biased results. 

Furthermore, and as a practical implication of the findings, it should be pointed out 
that if firms determine the configuration of their boards based on the firm’s unique 
characteristics and its ecosystem – with the aim of maximising the value of the 
organisation – no relationship between corporate governance structure and performance 
should be expected, as this study has shown. All this implies that each organisation must 
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determine its own corporate governance structure according to its own nature and needs 
and those of its environment, and that ‘one size does not fit all’. Therefore, policies 
developed in the field of corporate governance aimed at determining ‘optimal’ board 
structures common to all organisations may be counterproductive. In this sense, and as 
also noted by García-Ramos and Díaz (2021) and García-Ramos et al. (2023), general 
corporate governance recommendations must be rethought. It may be advisable to 
generate more specific regulations (Andrés and Santamaría, 2018; García-Ramos and 
Díaz, 2021; García-Ramos et al., 2023), that is, Codes of Good Governance that 
contemplate key variables for the firm such as its size, ownership structure, listed or 
unlisted status, sector of activity, as well as an integrated consideration of all governance 
variables. In this sense, as Aguilera and Cuervo-Cazurra (2004) point out, reforms of 
corporate governance being discussed in civil law countries have been based on those 
developed in common law countries, without recognising that the separation of 
ownership and control only affects a very small number of firms in Europe. This fact has 
resulted in recommendations that are not appropriate for European firms with a 
concentrated ownership structure. As also noted by García-Ramos et al. (2023), there is a 
need to assess the effectiveness of corporate governance recommendations in order to 
develop future policy actions. 

A limitation of this paper is that it focuses exclusively on Spanish listed firms, so the 
results may not be directly applicable to other countries where the institutional context 
and corporate governance characteristics differ. Nevertheless, focusing on the Spanish 
context allows us to obtain a homogeneous sample of firms that share the same 
institutional context and are subject to the same legislation and good governance 
recommendations. 

The results obtained demonstrate the need to pay attention to the specific 
characteristics of each organisation, as well as use the appropriate econometric 
techniques. It has been demonstrated that once dynamic endogeneity is controlled for, 
there is no significant relationship between the variables relating to the structure of the 
board of directors (board size, board independence and leadership structure) and firm 
performance. This leads us to conclude that there is no optimal corporate governance 
model for all firms. Instead, to maximise the value of the firm, each firm should 
determine the composition of its board of directors endogenously based on the nature of 
the organisation itself and its environment. 

Acknowledgements 

This research was supported by the grant PID2021-123154NB-I00 funded by 
MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and ‘ERDF A way of making Europe’, and by the 
COMPETE (S52_23R) research group funded by Government of Aragón (Spain) and 
ERDF. 

 
 
 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   16 I. Acero and N. Alcalde    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

References 

Acero, I. and Alcalde, N. (2012a) ‘The effect of the monitoring function and advisory function on 
board structure’, Spanish Journal of Finance and Accounting/Revista Española de 
Financiación y Contabilidad, Vol. 41, No. 153, pp.9–38, https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
02102412.2012.10779717. 

Acero, I. and Alcalde, N. (2012b) ‘Gobierno corporativo y rendición de cuentas: ¿existe algún 
efecto sobre la performance empresarial?’, Revista de contabilidad, Vol. 15 No. 1,  
pp.143–178, https://doi.org/10.1016/S1138-4891(12)70041-9. 

Adams, R. and Ferreira, D. (2007) ‘A theory of friendly boards’, Journal of Finance, Vol. 62, 
pp.217–250, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2007.01206.x. 

Adams, R. and Mehran, H. (2005) Corporate Performance, Board Structure and its Determinants 
in the Banking Industry, Working Paper, Federal Reserve Bank of New York [online] 
https://www.newyorkfed.org/medialibrary/media/research/staff_reports/sr330.pdf (accessed  
3 November 2023). 

Aguilera, R.V. and Cuervo-Cazurra, A. (2004) ‘Codes of good governance worldwide: what is the 
trigger?’, Organization Studies, Vol. 25, No. 3, pp.415–443, https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0170840604040669. 

Allam, B.S. (2018) ‘The impact of board characteristics and ownership identity on agency costs 
and firm performance: UK evidence’, Corporate Governance. The International Journal of 
Business in Society, Vol. 18, No. 6, pp.1147–1176, https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-09-2016-
01840. 

Anderson, R.C., Mansi, S.A. and Reeb, M.D. (2004) ‘Board characteristics, accounting report 
integrity, and the cost of debt’, Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 37, No. 3,  
pp.315–342, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2004.01.004. 

Andrés, P., Azofra, V. and López, F. (2005) ‘Corporate boards in OECD countries: size, 
composition, functioning and effectiveness’, Corporate Governance International Review, 
Vol. 13, No. 2, pp.197–210, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2005.00418.x. 

Arellano, M. and Bond, S. (1991) ‘Some tests of specification for panel data: Monte Carlo  
evidence and an application to employment equations’, Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 58, 
pp.277–297, https://doi.org/10.2307/2297968. 

Arellano, M. and Bover, O. (1995) ‘Another look at the instrumental variable estimation of  
error-component models’, Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 68, pp.29–51, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(94)01642-D. 

Arosa, B., Iturralde, T. and Maseda, A. (2013) ‘The board structure and firm performance in SMEs: 
evidence from Spain’, Investigaciones Europeas de Dirección y Economía de La Empresa, 
Vol. 19, No. 3, pp.127–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedee.2012.12.003. 

Baglioni, A. and Colombo, L. (2009) The Efficiency View of Corporate Boards: Evidence From 
Italian Listed Companies, Working Paper SSRN, http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1341612. 

Barnhart, S. and Rosenstein, S. (1998) ‘Board composition, managerial ownership and firm 
performance: an empirical analysis’, The Financial Review, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp.1–16, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6288.1998.tb01393.x. 

Beiner, S., Drobetz, W., Schmid, F. and Zimmermann, H. (2006) ‘An integrated framework of 
corporate governance and firm valuation’, European Financial Management, Vol. 12,  
pp.249–283, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1354-7798.2006.00318.x. 

Bhagat, S. and Bolton, B. (2008) ‘Corporate governance and firm performance’, Journal of 
Corporate Finance, Vol. 14, pp.257–273, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008.03.006. 

Blundell, R. and Bond, S. (1998) ‘Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel data 
models’, Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 87, pp.115–143, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-
4076(98)00009-8. 

 

 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Board of directors and firm performance 17    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Bonini, S., Deng, J., Ferrari, M., John, K. and Ross, D.G. (2022) ‘Long-tenured independent 
directors and firm performance’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 43 No. 8,  
pp.1602–1634, https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3370. 

Boone, A.L., Field, L.C., Karpoff, J.M. and Raheja, Ch.G. (2007) ‘The determinants of corporate 
board size and independence: an empirical analysis’, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 85, 
No. 1, pp.66–101, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.05.004. 

Bugeja, M., Rosa, R.S., Duong, L. and Izan, H.Y. (2012) ‘CEO compensation from M&As in 
Australia’, Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, Vol. 39, Nos. 9–10, pp.1298–1329, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5957.2012.02299.x. 

Choi, J., Park, S. and Yoo, S. (2007) ‘The value of outside directors: evidence from corporate 
governance reform in Korea’, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, Vol. 42, No. 4, 
pp.941–962 [online] https://www.jstor.org/stable/27647330. 

Coles, J.L., Daniel, N.D. and Naveen, L. (2008) ‘Boards: does one fit all?’, Journal of Financial 
Economics, Vol. 87, No. 2, pp.329–356, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.08.008. 

Comisión Nacional del Mercado de Valores (Spanish Securities Markets Commission or CNMV) 
(2020) Good Governance Code of Listed Companies [online] https://www.cnmv.es/portal/ 
Legislacion/COBG/COBG.aspx (accessed 3 November 2023). 

Conyon, M. and Peck, S. (1998) ‘Board size and corporate performance: evidence from European 
countries’, The European Journal of Finance, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp.291–304, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/135184798337317. 

Core, J.E., Holthausen, R.W. and Larcker, F.D. (1999) ‘Corporate governance, chief executive 
compensation, and firm performance’, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 51 No. 3, 
pp.371–406, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(98)00058-0. 

Dalton, D., Daily, C., Ellstrand, A. and Johnson, J. (1998) ‘Meta-analytic reviews of board 
composition, leadership structure and financial performance’, Strategic Management Journal, 
Vol. 19, pp.269–290, https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199803)19:3<269::AID-
SMJ950>3.0.CO;2-K. 

Dalton, D.R., Daily, C.M., Johnson, J.L. and Ellstrand, A.E. (1999) ‘Number of directors and 
financial performance: a meta-analysis’, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 42 No. 6, 
pp.674–686, https://doi.org/10.5465/256988. 

Davis, J.H., Schoorman, F.D. and Donaldson, L. (1997) ‘Toward a stewardship theory of 
management’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp.20–47, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/259223. 

De Andrés, P. and Rodríguez, J.A. (2009) Friendly or Controlling Boards?, Documento de Trabajo 
Nº 438/2009, FUNCAS (Fundación de las Cajas de Ahorros) [online] 
https://www.funcas.es/documentos_trabajo/friendly-or-controlling-boards-enero-2009/ 
(accessed 3 November 2023). 

De La Cruz, A., Medina, A. and Tang, Y. (2019) Owners of the World’s Listed Companies, OECD 
Capital Market Series, Paris [online] https://www.oecd.org/corporate/Owners-of-the-Worlds-
Listed-Companies.htm (accessed 3 November 2023). 

De Oliveira, M.R., Magno, G., Carvalho, A. and De Luca, M.M. (2020) ‘Shareholder 
concentration, board structure and executive remuneration’, Revista De Administração De 
Empresas, Vol. 60, No. 5, pp.322–335, http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S0034-759020200503. 

Elmghaamez, I.K. and Akintoye, E. (2021) ‘Internal corporate governance mechanisms and 
financial performance: evidence from the UK’s top FTSE 100 listed companies’, International 
Journal of Business Governance and Ethics, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp.190–214, 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBGE.2021.113942. 

Faccio, M. and Lang, L.H. (2002) ‘The ultimate ownership of Western European corporations’. 
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 65, No. 3, pp.365–395, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-
405X(02)00146-0. 

Faleye, O. (2007) ‘Does one hat fit all? The case of corporate leadership structure’, Journal of 
Management Governance, Vol. 11, pp.239–259, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-007-9028-3. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   18 I. Acero and N. Alcalde    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Fama, E.F. and Jensen, M.C. (1983) ‘Separation of ownership and control’, The Journal of Law 
and Economics, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp.301–325, https://doi.org/10.1086/467037. 

Fernández, A.I., Gómez-Ansón, S. and Fernández-Méndez, C. (1998) ‘El papel supervisor del 
consejo de administración sobre la actuación gerencial. Evidencia para el caso español’, 
Investigaciones Económicas, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp.501–516 [online] https://bit.ly/3coKQQM 
(accessed 3 November 2023). 

Fernández-Temprano, M.A. and Tejerina-Gaite, F. (2020) ‘Types of director, board diversity and 
firm performance’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp.324–342, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-03-2019-0096. 

García, B. and Gil de Albornoz, B. (2005) El Gobierno Corporativo y las Prácticas de Earnings 
Management: Evidencia Empírica en España, Working Paper, Instituto Valenciano de 
Investigaciones Económicas, WP-EC 2005-11 [online] https://www.ivie.es/es_ES/ 
investigacion/publicaciones/documento/2005-11-el-gobierno-corporativo-y-las-practicas-de-
earnings-management-evidencia-empirica-en-espana/ (accessed 3 November 2023). 

García-Ramos, R. and Díaz, B.D. (2021) ‘Board of directors structure and firm financial 
performance: a qualitative comparative analysis’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 54, No. 6,  
pp.1–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2020.102017  

García-Ramos, R., Díaz, B.D. and Olalla, M.G. (2023) ‘The relationship between the structure of 
the board of directors and firm performance in family versus non-family firms’, European 
Journal of International Management, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp.299–322, https://doi.org/10.1504/ 
EJIM.2023.131366. 

Guest, P. (2008) ‘The determinants of board size and composition: evidence from the UK’, Journal 
of Corporate Finance, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp.51–72, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008. 
01.002. 

Hermalin, B.E. and Weisbach, M.S. (1988) ‘The determinants of board composition’, RAND 
Journal of Economics, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp.589–606, https://www.jstor.org/stable/2555459. 

Hill, A.D., Johnson, S.G., Greco, L.M., O’Boyle, E.H. and Walter, S.L. (2021) ‘Endogeneity: a 
review and agenda for the methodology-practice divide affecting micro and macro research’, 
Journal of Management, Vol. 47, No. 1, pp.105–143, https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0149206320960533. 

Hillman, A.J. and Dalziel, T.D. (2003) ‘Boards of directors and firm performance: integrating 
agency and resource dependence perspectives’, Academy Management Review, Vol. 28, 
pp.383–396, https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.10196729. 

Hillman, A.J., Cannella, A.A. and Paetzold, R. L. (2000) ‘The resource dependence role of 
corporate directors: strategic adaptation of board composition in response to environmental 
change’, Journal of Management studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp.235–256, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00179. 

Holtz-Eakin, D., Newey, W. and Rosen, H. (1988) ‘Estimating vector autoregressions with panel 
data’, Econometrica, Vol. 56, No. 6, pp.1371–1395, https://doi.org/10.2307/1913103. 

Hsu, S., Lin, S.W., Chen, W.P. and Huang, J.W. (2021) ‘CEO duality, information costs, and firm 
performance’, The North American Journal of Economics and Finance, Vol. 55, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.najef.2019.101011. 

Jensen, M.C. (1993) ‘The modern industrial revolution, exit and the failure of internal control 
systems’, Journal of Finance, Vol. 48, No. 3, pp.831–880, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6261.1993.tb04022.x. 

Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. (1976) ‘Theory of the firm: managerial behavior, agency costs 
and ownership structure’, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3, No. 4, pp.305–360, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X. 

Kao, M.F., Hodgkinson, L. and Jaafar, A. (2019) ‘Ownership structure, board of directors and firm 
performance: evidence from Taiwan’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp.189–21, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-04-2018-0144. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Board of directors and firm performance 19    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Koltiro, E. and Toshiro, W. (2018) ‘Diversity of the board and capital structure’, RAE-Revista de 
Administração De Empresas, Vol. 58, No. 6, pp.551–563, https://doi.org/10.1590/s0034-
759020180604. 

Kumar, N. and Singh, J.P. (2013) ‘Effect of board size and promoter ownership on firm value: 
Some empirical findings from India’, Corporate Governance: The International Journal of 
Business in Society, Vol. 13, No. 1, pp.88–98, https://doi.org/10.1108/14720701311302431. 

Lehn, K., Patro, S. and Zhao, M. (2009) ‘Determinants of the size and composition of US corporate 
boards: 1935–2000’, Financial Management, Vol. 38, No. 4, pp.747–780, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-053X.2009.01055.x. 

Linck, J.S., Netter, J.M. and Yang, T. (2008) ‘The determinants of board structure’, Journal of 
Financial Economics, Vol. 87, No. 2, pp.308–328, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2007. 
03.004. 

Mak, Y.T. and Li, Y. (2001) ‘Determinants of corporate ownership and board structure: evidence 
from Singapore’, Journal of Corporate Finance, Vol. 7, No. 3, pp.235–256, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(01)00021-9. 

Merendino, A. and Melville, R. (2019) ‘The board of directors and firm performance: empirical 
evidence from listed companies’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp.508–551, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2018-0211. 

Muhammad, H., Migliori, S., and Mohsni, S. (2021) ‘Capital structure and firm performance: the 
role of corporate governance’, International Journal of Business Governance and Ethics,  
Vol. 15, No. 4, pp.436–458, https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBGE.2021.118595. 

Nguyen, T.T.M., Evans, E. and and Lu, M. (2017) ‘Independent directors, ownership concentration 
and firm performance in listed companies: evidence from Vietnam’, Pacific Accounting 
Review, Vol. 29, No. 2, pp.204–226, https://doi.org/10.1108/PAR-07-2016-0070. 

O’Connell, V. and Cramer, N. (2010) ‘The relationship between firm performance and board 
characteristics in Ireland’, European Management Journal, Vol. 28, No. 5, pp.387–399, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2009.11.002. 

Ozdemir, O. and Kilincarslan, E. (2021) ‘The governance role of shareholders and board of 
directors on firm performance: an eclectic governance-performance model’, International 
Journal of Accounting & Information Management, Vol. 29, No. 4, pp.493–527, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-10-2020-0172. 

Pfeffer, J. (1972) ‘Size and composition of corporate boards of directors: the organization and its 
environment’, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp.218–229. 

Pfeffer, J. and Salancik, G.R. (1978) The External Control of Organizations: A Resource 
Dependence Perspective, Harper & Row, New York. 

Pucheta-Martínez, M.C. and Gallego-Álvarez, I. (2020) ‘Do board characteristics drive firm 
performance? An international perspective’, Review of Managerial Science, Vol. 14,  
pp.1251–1297, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-019-00330-x. 

Rhoades, D.L., Rechner, P.L. and Sundaramurthy, C. (2000) ‘Board composition and financial 
performance: a meta-analysis of the influence of outside directors’, Journal of Managerial 
Issues, Vol. 12, No. 1, pp.76–91 [online] https://search.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/ 
board-composition-financial-performance-meta/docview/194164979/se-2?accountid=14795 
(accessed 3 November 2023). 

Rivas, J.L., Villamil-Diaz, J. and Cannella, A. (2021) ‘Attracting CEO directors: the case of Latin 
America’, Academia Revista Latinoamericana de Administración, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp.294–315, 
DOI: 10.1108/ARLA-07-2020-0153. 

Rodríguez-Fernández, M., Fernández-Alonso, S. and Rodríguez-Rodríguez, J. (2014) ‘Board 
characteristics and firm performance in Spain’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 14, No. 4, 
pp.485–503, https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-01-2013-0013. 

Salloum, C., Bouri, E. and Khalife, D. (2013) ‘Board of directors and bank performance: beyond 
agency theory’, International Journal of Business Governance and Ethics, Vol. 8, No. 3, 
pp.265–288, https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBGE.2013.057379. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   20 I. Acero and N. Alcalde    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Schultz, E., Tan, D. and Walsh, K. (2010) ‘Endogeneity and the corporate governance – 
performance relation’, Australian Journal of Management, Vol. 35, No. 2, pp.145–163, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896210370079. 

Schwartz, F. and Leal, R. (2018) ‘Corporate governance and firm performance in Latin America: a 
meta-analysis’, Academia Revista Latinoamericana de Administración, Vol. 31 No. 1,  
pp.195–211, DOI: 10.1108/ARLA-04-2017-0126. 

Tang, J (2017) ‘CEO duality and firm performance: the moderating roles of other executives and 
blockholding outside directors’, European Management Journal, Vol. 35, No. 3, pp.362–372, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.05.003. 

Wintoki, M.B., Linck, J.S. and Netter, J.M. (2012) ‘Endogeneity and the dynamics of internal 
corporate governance’, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 105, No. 3, pp.581–606, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2012.03.005. 

Yermack, D. (1996) ‘Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of directors’, 
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 40 No. 2, pp.185–221, https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-
405X(95)00844-5. 

Zahra, S. and Pearce, J. (1989) ‘Boards of directors and corporate financial performance: a review 
and integrative model’, Journal of Management, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp.291–334, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638901500208. 

Zhou, H., Owusu-Ansah, S. and Maggina, A. (2018) ‘Board of directors, audit committee, and firm 
performance: Evidence from Greece’, Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and 
Taxation, Vol. 31, pp.20–36, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2018.03.002. 




