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The role of the board of directors in the modern corporation is complex and ambiguous.
The board must simultaneously monitor and oversee the firm’s executives, while also collab-
orating with those same executives on firm strategy (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003). Perhaps
the most visible and controversial manifestation of this ambiguity is the question of board
leadership: Who shall chair the board? For decades, research on board leadership was
limited to investigating the relative merits of the CEO also serving as board chair, a practice
known as CEO duality (Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014). However, as firms have
increasingly separated their CEO and board chair positions (Spencer Stuart, 2019), research-
ers have begun to develop newer, more nuanced theory around the unique role the board chair
performs when separate from the CEO (e.g., Hoppmann, Naegele, & Girod, 2019; Krause,
2017; Withers & Fitza, 2017). Scholars have demonstrated that board chairs significantly
impact their firms, acting as a resource (Krause, Semadeni, & Withers, 2016b), driving stra-
tegic change (Hoppmann et al., 2019), determining director engagement (Bezemer,
Nicholson, & Pugliese, 2018), and ultimately explaining a significant amount of variance
in firm performance across institutional contexts (Krause, Li, Ma, & Bruton, 2019; Withers
& Fitza, 2017).

Recently, boards have introduced corporate governance innovations that have confounded
extant theoretical conceptualizations of board leadership (Krause, Withers, & Semadeni,
2017; Semadeni & Krause, 2020). One such innovation is the executive board chair position.
The executive board chair leads the board in its oversight responsibilities and is separate from
the CEO, consistent with the prescriptions of agency theory. However, unlike a non-executive
board chair, the executive chair also leads the firm’s strategic decision-making and may even
be involved in its implementation. While these additional responsibilities raise questions
about the executive board chair position’s efficacy in monitoring, many have argued that
effective oversight requires in-depth knowledge of firm activities (e.g., Baysinger &
Hoskisson, 1990; Zorn, Shropshire, Martin, Combs, & Ketchen, 2017) and that firms can
benefit from the strategic resources a chair offers (Krause et al., 2016b; Withers & Fitza,
2017). Thus, it may be that mixing oversight and strategic decision-making, as represented
in the executive board chair position, benefits the firm’s governance. However, the conse-
quences of the executive board chair structure for firm performance remain wholly
unknown, and with nearly a quarter of all separate board chairs in the S&P 500 now desig-
nated as “executive” (Spencer Stuart, 2019), knowledge of these consequences has never
been more important.

In this study, we address the theoretical complexities of this emerging governance practice
by conceptualizing the executive board chair position as a structural choice and examining its
impact on within-firm variance in firm performance. Drawing on prior literature, we argue
that the executive board chair’s closer involvement in strategic decision-making and imple-
mentation will enable more effective monitoring and control of the firm’s management and
a greater use of the chair’s strategic knowledge and resources. Based on this logic, we
predict that a given firm will have higher average performance with an executive board
chair than with another type of board chair. As the primary mechanism of this relationship
is more informed monitoring from board chair involvement in strategic decision-making,
we argue that the relationship will be stronger the greater the need to monitor and control
the CEO. Further, as the executive chair is a hybrid governance position, responsible for
both strategy and board leadership, we also argue that the position may blur the traditional
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boundaries of the CEO and board chair positions. We predict that when a firm’s organizational
complexity or board leadership demands are greater, the lack of role clarity of the CEO and
chair positions created by the blurring of these boundaries may cause the benefits of the position
to diminish. We test our hypotheses using within-firm analysis of 2,162 firm-year observations
from 289 firms listed in the S&P 1500 index that were led by an executive board chair at
some point from 2003 to 2017. Results reveal general support for our hypotheses. Specifically,
we find that a given firm will have higher performance with an executive board chair than
with another type of board chair. This effect is stronger when a firm’s CEO is more powerful
but weaker when a firm’s organizational complexity or board leadership demands are greater.

We seek to contribute to theory and practice with this research. We contribute to the
ongoing debate within agency theory about the role of insider knowledge and experience
in the board’s control and monitoring functions (Baysinger & Hoskisson, 1990; Ocasio,
1994; Shen & Cannella, 2002; Zorn et al., 2017) by introducing a hybrid board leadership
role rarely discussed in the literature but frequently used in practice. The executive board
chair mixes strategy and oversight responsibilities in a way that a non-executive board
chair or a combined CEO/chair cannot. By revealing that a firm is likely to exhibit higher per-
formance with an executive board chair than with another type of board chair, we provide evi-
dence that this position may help to resolve the trade-off between involvement and
independence in governance. However, we also delineate some boundary conditions to this rela-
tionship, noting that the nature of the executive board chair position has implications for duties
normally entrusted to the CEO and board chair. In doing so, our research also contributes to prac-
tice by further aligning theory with the changing landscape of corporate governance and offering
evidence of a performance advantage for a firm that decides to innovate its governance beyond the
dichotomous constraints of CEO duality (Semadeni & Krause, 2020).

Theory and Hypotheses

The literature on board leadership presents the board chair role as being split into three
main responsibilities: monitoring, strategic advice, and board leadership. First, according
to formal agency theory, the board of directors plays an important role in addressing and mit-
igating the potential for principal-agent conflict between a firm’s owners and its managers,
respectively (e.g., Eisenhardt, 1989; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976). As
the head of the board, the chair has been considered a key player in leading the board’s mon-
itoring activities, ensuring that management acts in the best interests of the firm’s shareholders
(e.g., Berg & Smith, 1978; Rechner & Dalton, 1991). Second, the board of directors also
plays an important role in firm strategy (Pugliese et al., 2009) and the board chair’s role
includes strategic advice and guidance to the CEO. This view posits that the chair does not
simply monitor management but also aids the CEO with strategic decision-making
(Krause, 2017; Krause et al., 2016b; Withers & Fitza, 2017). Third, the board of directors
is a team composed of directors with different interests and loyalties (Johnson, Schnatterly,
& Hill, 2013; Ocasio, 1994; Tuggle, Schnatterly, & Johnson, 2010). Accordingly, the litera-
ture views the chair’s board leadership role as requiring considerable efforts in managing
directors’ engagement and interactions in order to ensure healthy board functioning essential
for effective oversight of, and advice to, management (Bezemer et al., 2018; Hoppmann et al.,
2019; Veltrop, Bezemer, Nicholson, & Pugliese, 2021).
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Considering these responsibilities, scholars have for decades debated the pros and cons of
separating the board chair position from the CEO position. Some have noted that having the
CEO also lead the board in performing its duties challenges the assumption that the board is
willing or even able to exercise independent oversight of management, particularly with
regard to the CEO (Rechner & Dalton, 1991). Some also suggest that a non-CEO chair
can bring additional resources to aid a firm and its CEO in strategy (Krause et al., 2016b;
Withers & Fitza, 2017). Conversely, others suggest that if the board remains diligent in its
monitoring efforts, it may not necessarily need the two roles to be held separately
(Finkelstein & D’aveni, 1994) and that combining the chair and CEO positions aids in
unity of direction (Fayol, 1949), which allows the CEO to implement strategy more efficiently
and effectively (Boyd, 1995; Donaldson & Davis, 1991; He &Wang, 2009). The diligence of
the board in both monitoring and strategic guidance, however, is something that must be con-
tinually cultivated, requiring a board chair to dedicate time and energy to developing directors
and managing their interactions (Bezemer et al., 2018; Hoppmann et al., 2019; Veltrop et al.,
2021), something that a non-CEO chair—who is typically not expected to lead a firm in its
strategy development and implementation—should be in a better position to do.
Accordingly, the choice between combining and separating the chair and CEO positions is
often considered to be a double-edged sword, each side with its own advantages and disad-
vantages (Finkelstein & D’aveni, 1994).

The executive board chair represents a peculiar board leadership approach because the
executive chair fulfills the responsibilities of the non-CEO board chair in monitoring and
board leadership while still remaining actively involved in strategy development and imple-
mentation. Executive board chairs “are employees of the companies by definition and take
more active roles in supporting the CEO’s leadership of the company” (Bradt, 2013). Our
conceptualization of the executive board chair position builds on an inspection of the press
releases from the S&P 1500 firms in our sample announcing the appointment of an executive
board chair. We carried out an exploratory qualitative analysis of those firms that described
the roles of their executive board chairs, from which three main roles emerged: 70 percent
described that, beyond performing the typical oversight duties of a non-CEO board chair,
the executive board chair would be directly involved in strategic decision making and plan-
ning; 19 percent mentioned that the executive board chair would focus on investor and other
external stakeholder relationships; and 17 percent mentioned a focus on business develop-
ment efforts. For example, Haliburton (2017) stated that its executive chair would “play an
important leadership role focussing on the strategic direction of the company … be actively
engaged with shareholders, and continue working with customers to ensure the Company is
best addressing their needs.” Spartan Nash (2008) adopted a more internal focus, stating that
its executive board chair would “manage board functions and facilitate interaction between
the board and executive management” as well as “coordinate with the CEO to develop and
execute the Company’s business strategy, cultivate a performance-driven corporate culture,
mentor executive leadership, and assist in maintaining critical business relationships.”

Such statements were common among the press releases we examined, suggesting that the
executive board chair acts as the strategic leader of the organization as well as the leader of the
oversight body, blurring the line of demarcation between the board and management. This is
in line with research that has expanded the board’s theoretical role past that of solely moni-
toring to include advice and guidance, positing that boards often are more involved in
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strategic decision-making than traditional agency theory would suggest (Golden & Zajac,
2001; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). From this perspective, the executive board chair enables
a firm to better exploit its chair’s resources and leverage their human and social capital to
improve strategic decision-making (Krause et al., 2016b), while still maintaining effective
oversight.

Table 1 provides an overview of the three types of board chair positions and their respec-
tive responsibilities. As evident, a non-executive board chair performs a limited strategic role
and is instead focused more on monitoring and board leadership activities. Conversely, a
CEO/chair is indeed the CEO, focused on strategy development and implementation, thus
playing little to no role in oversight, and a constrained role in board leadership; these respon-
sibilities fall to the independent directors on the board, now typically led by a lead indepen-
dent director (Dalton, Hitt, Certo, & Dalton, 2007; Krause et al., 2017). However, an
executive board chair has high responsibilities over all three roles. As a non-CEO board
chair, the executive chair holds responsibilities in monitoring and board leadership activities;
as an executive officer of the firm, the executive chair holds responsibilities in strategy devel-
opment and implementation. The executive board chair, then, is a hybrid governance phe-
nomenon. This raises an important question: What are the performance implications for a
firm opting for an executive board chair?

The Executive Board Chair and Firm Performance

We argue that, ceteris paribus, the greater involvement of the board chair in firm manage-
ment should enhance the chair’s ability to lead the board in performing its corporate gover-
nance responsibilities and at the same time aid the CEO in strategic decision-making and

Table 1

Board Chair Structures and Responsibilities

Non-executive Chair Executive Chair CEO Duality

Description Head of the board but not
designated as an
executive of the firm

Head of the board and
also designated as a
(non-CEO) executive of
the firm

Head of the board and
also designated CEO
of the firm

Responsibilities Monitoring High responsibility;
limited direct
monitoring owing to
limited involvement in
firm operations

High responsibility;
considerable direct
monitoring owing to
direct involvement in
firm operations

Limited responsibility;
responsibility rests
mainly with
independent directors

Strategy Limited responsibility;
chair remains detached
from management and
limits involvement in
strategy

High responsibility; chair
leads strategy
development and works
with CEO on
implementation

High responsibility;
leads strategy
development and
implementation

Board
leadership

High responsibility;
considerable focus on
board and director
development

High responsibility;
questionable efficacy
owing to greater focus
on strategy

Limited responsibility;
responsibility rests
mainly with lead
independent director

Langan et al. / Executive Board Chairs 5



implementation. This, we argue, should improve a firm’s performance. Our argument builds
on the long-running debate among governance scholars regarding the role of firm-specific
knowledge and strategic involvement in board governance activities (e.g., Baysinger &
Hoskisson, 1990; Rindova, 1999; Zorn et al., 2017). For decades, agency theorists maintained
that boards should be composed predominantly of independent outsiders, based on the
assumption that executives of the firm cannot objectively evaluate their own decisions and
performance (e.g., Fama & Jensen, 1983; Mallette & Fowler, 1992). Though CEOs generally
serve on the board in most institutional contexts, governance experts have long advocated for
the exclusion of other executives, as these executives are assumed to be beholden to the CEO,
and thus ineffective as a source of vigilant governance (e.g., Monks & Minow, 2008;
Weisbach, 1988). Only under specific circumstances, usually when the CEO is already weak-
ened, can other inside directors reasonably be expected to contribute to the board’s oversight
of their boss (Ocasio, 1994; Shen & Cannella, 2002).

Nevertheless, many scholars have noted a problematic trade-off associated with the pre-
dominance of outside directors: Insiders possess far superior knowledge about the firm and
its performance, potentially making them useful governance assets (e.g., Baysinger &
Hoskisson, 1990; Ocasio, 1994; Rosenstein & Wyatt, 1997; Zorn et al., 2017). As firms
have steadily removed non-CEO executives from their boards following passage of the
2002 Sarbanes-Oxley Act (Joseph, Ocasio, & McDonnell, 2014), researchers have shown
that a board’s ability to govern the CEO declines when the CEO is the only insider (Zorn
et al., 2017). As an inside director, the executive board chair reduces information asymmetry
between the CEO and the board, and this position’s mere presence is likely to put more per-
formance pressure on the CEO (Baysinger & Hoskisson, 1990; Zorn et al., 2017).

Of course, agency theorists’ criticism of inside directors is not without merit; it is unlikely
that the CEO’s subordinates will be able to contribute much to board governance if it means
challenging the CEO. An executive board chair, however, faces no such hierarchical imped-
iments. An executive board chair possesses structural power over the CEO by virtue of their
title (Finkelstein, 1992) and thus faces little to no threat of reprisal should they exercise
control or monitoring over the CEO in their capacity as chair. Thus, when a board has an
executive board chair, it can experience the benefits of both strong oversight and strategic
knowledge; an executive chair has better knowledge with which to govern than a non-exec-
utive chair and greater propensity to lead the board in exercising governance over the firm’s
management than a combined CEO/chair.

At the same time, the executive board chair’s greater involvement in strategic decision-
making and implementation also enables the firm to benefit from their knowledge and
resources. Board chairs are normally highly experienced executives who bring with them
useful human capital that can help in the running of the firm (Krause et al., 2016b;
Shekshnia, 2018). A close collaboration between the executive board chair and CEO may
offer a benefit to firm performance by exploiting the chair’s knowledge and resources
(Krause, 2017). When boards have the ability to influence strategic decisions, they tend to
do so (Boivie, Withers, Graffin, & Corley, 2021; Garg & Eisenhardt, 2017; Golden &
Zajac, 2001). An executive board chair may also serve as a more effective liaison between
the board and CEO (Bezemer et al., 2018), enabling greater access to the rest of the
board’s resources and knowledge as well (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003), thus offering further
advantages.
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In short, through greater involvement in strategic decision-making and implementation,
the executive board chair position can potentially provide the firm with effective oversight
of management as well as the ability to leverage the board chair’s knowledge and resources.
We posit that, as a result, when a firm has an executive board chair, it will perform better than
when it has a different type of board chair.

Hypothesis 1: A given firm will have higher performance with an executive board chair than with
another type of board chair.

The hybrid nature of the executive board chair position means that, to some extent, the bound-
aries of the CEO and board chair roles are blurred. Unlike a non-executive board chair, the exec-
utive board chair actively engages in strategic decision-making and implementation, therefore
assuming some of the roles traditionally entrusted to the CEO. And yet as a separate chair, the
executive board chair is still the leader of the board the way that a CEO/chair (whose governance
duties are assumed by a lead independent director) often is not. In the following sections, we argue
that the blurring of these boundaries has implications for how effective the executive chair posi-
tion may be in each of the three duties expected of a separate board chair.

The Executive Board Chair and Oversight of Management

As we have suggested, the executive board chair assumes some authority over strategic
decisions, a responsibility normally entrusted to the CEO. Owing to this blurring of responsibil-
ities of the two positions, one of the benefits of the executive board chair position is closer mon-
itoring of the CEO. Hence, the greater the need to monitor the CEO, the greater the benefit the
executive board chair position can offer a firm. Extensive research in the corporate governance
literature indicates that CEO power is a crucial contingency factor in the board’s ability to
monitor and control the CEO (e.g., Daily & Johnson, 1997; Krause et al., 2017; Ocasio, 1994;
Shen & Cannella, 2002; Zajac & Westphal, 1996). One of the major sources of CEO power
is, in fact, the board chair title. However, CEOs derive power from several other sources, includ-
ing stock ownership, tenure in the CEO position, and compensation, among others (Daily &
Johnson, 1997; Krause, Filatotchev, & Bruton, 2016a; Krause, Priem, & Love, 2015).

Initially, agency theorists prescribed filling the board with outside directors as the way to
ensure independent and objective oversight of the CEO (e.g., Fama & Jensen, 1983;
Weisbach, 1988). However, many scholars have argued that even independent boards vary
in the power they possess relative to the CEO, with some CEOs commanding enough
power to sway boards to their point of view even without any formal hierarchical authority
(e.g., Daily & Dalton, 1994; Westphal & Zajac, 1995; Zajac & Westphal, 1996). In addition,
an independent board has less firm-specific information, which can lead to greater difficulty
monitoring a powerful CEO’s behavior (Baysinger & Hoskisson, 1990; Zorn et al., 2017). As
leader of the board and primary liaison between the board and CEO, the chair serves an
important role in a firm’s oversight mechanism. Accordingly, the more effective the chair
is as a monitor, the greater the benefit to the firm.

An executive board chair can prove a significant asset if the board looks to its chair to act
as a counterweight to a powerful CEO. Because an executive board chair moves past simply
monitoring and advising the CEO and takes on an active role in the management of the firm,
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an executive chair usurps some of the CEO’s unilateral authority over strategic decisions,
lowering the dangers of entrenchment activities. When a CEO is less powerful, mitigating
the information asymmetries that can lead to entrenchment activities is easier because the
CEO’s influence over management and the board is lower (Shen, 2003). Indeed, research
shows that a chair is easily able to impose his or her own will over a less powerful CEO
(Quigley & Hambrick, 2012). In such a case, the benefit that an executive chair offers the
firm may be less pronounced. As a CEO gains power, however, monitoring becomes more
challenging for an outsider-dominated board because the CEO controls the flow of informa-
tion to the board. Because the executive board chair is actively involved in strategic decision-
making, he or she can provide the firm-specific information the board needs to counter a pow-
erful CEO’s influence. Hence, when a firm has an executive board chair, it is likely to exhibit
a greater performance advantage when its CEO is more powerful, and the risk of information
asymmetry is greater, than when its CEO is less powerful.

Hypothesis 2: A given firm’s performance benefit from having an executive board chair (relative to
another type of board chair) is higher when CEO power is higher.

The Executive Board Chair and Involvement in Strategy

Though the blurred structural lines of an executive board chair’s involvement in both mon-
itoring and strategy may offer benefits, this ambiguity may, at times, also risk impeding a
CEO’s ability to carry out firm strategy effectively. We argue that this may be the case
when the firm is more complex. The complexity of a firm can increase as a firm increases
in size, (related) diversification, or acquisition activity (Donaldson, 2001; Hambrick &
Cannella, 2004; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991; Josefy, Kuban, Ireland, & Hitt, 2015). The
greater difficulty in coordinating between business units, customers, suppliers, and other
stakeholders that organizational complexity entails requires that knowledge processing and
decision-making is streamlined and consistent (Boyd, 1995; He & Wang, 2009; Hill, Hitt,
& Hoskisson, 1988; Mintzberg, 1973). A failure to manage the increased knowledge and
decision-making requirements associated with greater organizational complexity may result
in a breakdown in strategy execution, ultimately harming the firm’s performance.

The challenge that an executive board chair poses to managing organizational complexity
is that there are essentially two strategic leaders of the firm, weakening what Fayol (1949)
called “unity of direction.”When a CEO’s unity of direction is weakened by another strategic
leader, it hinders the CEO’s ability to unilaterally carry out firm strategy; the result is a lack of
consistency in strategic decision-making that can hinder strategic change and harm firm per-
formance (Krause et al., 2015; Quigley & Hambrick, 2012; Zhang, 2006). The more complex
the firm becomes, the more important it is that strategy be developed and executed consis-
tently (Connelly, Tihanyi, Ketchen, Carnes, & Ferrier, 2017). When an organization is less
complex, strategy is more straightforward and conflicting strategic directives should be
less common and less likely to adversely impact the organization, as executives face lower
discretion overall and there are only so many directions along which strategic leaders
could diverge (Hambrick & Abrahamson, 1995; Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987). As the orga-
nization becomes more complex, however, strategic decisions become more complex, and
disagreements between strategic leaders at the top of the firm are more likely (Carpenter,
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2002). Such disagreements will have the potential to sow discord and confusion among a
firm’s managers and their subordinates, harming firm performance (Krause et al., 2015).

Typically, the CEO position represents the highest ranking executive officer of the firm, with
all other executive positions being subordinate to it (Finkelstein, 1992). The executive board chair
position disrupts this pattern by blurring the lines of strategic hierarchy. The executive chair’s
close involvement in strategic decision-making and implementation means that another strategic
leader must also receive and process knowledge, and come to decisions on strategic matters. The
executive chair thus, to some extent, complicates the traditional decision-making hierarchy and
restricts the CEO’s authority to manage and delegate strategy execution unilaterally and consis-
tently. This differs from either of the two alternative board leadership structures: A CEO/chair is
entrusted with considerable unity of command and left to develop and implement a firm’s strategy
(Donaldson & Davis, 1991; Finkelstein & D’aveni, 1994); similarly, a non-executive board chair
leaves the management of the firm’s strategic initiatives to the CEO, instead focusing more on
oversight and board leadership duties (Banerjee, Nordqvist, & Hellerstedt, 2020).

The benefits of an executive board chair’s involvement in strategy should therefore wane
as a given firm becomes increasingly complex. When a firm’s organizational complexity is
low, the blurred lines between strategy and oversight created by an executive chair are less
likely to challenge unity of direction, as strategic direction is a more straightforward endeavor
(Carpenter, 2002). The firm should be able to function well with the added involvement of an
executive chair. As the firm becomes more complex, unity of direction becomes harder to
achieve with two strategic leaders guiding firm decisions (Krause et al., 2015). This should
reduce the overall benefit that the executive board chair position offers the firm.

An alternative perspective could be applied to the question of organizational complexity
that would yield the opposite prediction. Specifically, if we assume that the executive
board chair predominantly acts as a strategic adviser and sounding board for the CEO,
then it should follow that the benefits of the executive chair would increase when a firm is
more organizational complex. However, in contrast to a non-executive chair or another
outside director or even a former CEO acting as adviser, the executive chair has not only hier-
archical authority over the CEO but is generally viewed as a strategic leader of the firm as
well. An adviser or other board member could provide input on how to manage complexity
without that input adversely impacting the consistency of strategic direction communicated
throughout the firm. An executive chair, however, cannot provide advice without the
added complication of hierarchical authority. As such, we expect that the potential for dis-
agreement and loss of unified direction among the two strategic leaders when the firm is
more complex will outweigh potential benefits from combining multiple perspectives.

Hypothesis 3: A given firm’s performance benefit from having an executive board chair (relative to
another type of board chair) is lower when organizational complexity is higher.

The Executive Board Chair and Board Leadership

The hybrid nature of the executive board chair position may also blur the lines between the
executive chair’s strategic responsibilities and their responsibilities as group leader of the
board. As the board chair of SI International Inc. stated, “The role of chairman has
become a full-time job, given the increased duties and responsibilities associated with
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being a public company” (Gerin, 2005). Indeed, a chair must manage directors’ engagement,
interests, and interactions to ensure proper functioning of the board (Bezemer et al., 2018;
Hoppmann et al., 2019; Veltrop et al., 2021). This can include keeping directors’ personal
interests at bay, promoting self-evaluations and professional development of directors, and
improving board functioning practices and routines (Hoppmann et al., 2019). A chair’s
duties also include preparing for meetings and understanding directors’ backgrounds and pri-
orities in order to ensure that all contribute to the board in a healthy and effective way
(Bezemer et al., 2018). A successful board chair is able to develop a more attentive board
(Tuggle, Sirmon, Reutzel, & Bierman, 2010) and manage disagreements between directors
and the CEO (Veltrop et al., 2021). Board leadership duties may vary depending on the
number of directors, how busy they are, and how many of them are new. These board lead-
ership demands add to the chair’s workload, requiring a greater amount of the chair’s time and
effort (Fich & Shivdasani, 2006; Hambrick, Finkelstein, & Mooney, 2005; Hoppmann et al.,
2019; Lipton & Lorsch, 1992; Veltrop, Molleman, Hooghiemstra, & van Ees, 2018).

The emphasis on strategy inherent in the executive board chair position may result in a lack of
clarity around expectations regarding board leadership duties. This differs from either of the alter-
native board leadership structures. A CEO/chair is not expected to lead the board in its oversight
and strategic advisory duties as the CEO would essentially be leading their own advising and
monitoring. Nor is a CEO/chair responsible for managing and developing directors and their
engagement in these responsibilities. Rather, when the firm has a CEO/chair, the board clearly
undertakes these responsibilities itself (Finkelstein & D’aveni, 1994), often appointing a lead
independent director to lead the board in these tasks (Krause et al., 2017). Conversely, the
non-executive board chair separates governance from strategy to ensure independent oversight
of management’s strategic decision-making and execution (Rechner & Dalton, 1991). As such,
the non-executive chair’s role is to focus largely on duties related to healthy board functioning.

But as we have mentioned, the executive board chair position holds a special responsibility
for strategy. In certain circumstances, this emphasis on strategy may result in an executive
chair’s failure to properly address board leadership duties. When the demands of such
duties are low, addressing them should be easier. Moreover, any detriment to the firm of
not fully doing so should be low. However, when a given firm’s board leadership demands
are greater, an executive board chair may be even less likely to address them adequately
(Hambrick et al., 2005), as their focus will be split with strategic matters. As the needs of
board leadership increase, the failure to fully address them will do increasingly more harm
and cause a deterioration of board functioning. This can lead to increased agency costs
(Jensen & Meckling, 1976), strategic inertia (Hoppmann et al., 2019), conflict among
board members (Bezemer et al., 2018; Veltrop et al., 2021), and the departure of quality direc-
tors (Garg, Li, & Shaw, 2018), all of which harm firm performance.

Hypothesis 4: A given firm’s performance benefit from having an executive board chair (relative to
another type of board chair) is lower when board leadership demands are higher.

Methods

We test our hypotheses on a sample of S&P 1500 firms between the years 2003 and 2017,
with firm performance data collected through 2020. We followed recent work in corporate
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governance and chose 2003 as the first year of our sample, since the passing of the 2002
Sarbanes-Oxley Act fundamentally changed many aspects of corporate governance
(Krause & Semadeni, 2013; Krause & Semadeni, 2014). Board and executive data were col-
lected from the BoardEx and Execucomp databases. Firm-level data were obtained from
Compustat with the exception of acquisition data, which were collected from SDC’s
Mergers and Acquisitions database. After accounting for missing data, our initial sample con-
sisted of 10,420 observations from 1,545 firms. This sample was used in our first-stage
sample selection analysis described below. Since the tests of all hypotheses were based on
within-firm analysis, and because of the necessity for variance in executive board chair pres-
ence, we limited our final sample to firms that had an executive board chair at some point
between the years 2003 and 2017. This final sample consisted of 2,162 observations from
289 firms.

Measures

Dependent variable. Our theory suggests that the executive board chair’s influence on
firm performance comes from being more closely involved in strategic decision-making
and implementation. This should be most visible in an accounting-based measurement of
firm performance. As such, our dependent variable of firm performance is operationalized
as a firm’s return on assets (ROA). This variable is calculated as a firm’s annual net
income divided by its total book value of assets. We test performance over several time
periods, examining one-year, two-year, and three-year ROA. One-year ROA is calculated
as a firm’s ROA at year t+ 1; two-year ROA is calculated as the yearly average of a firm’s
ROA between t+ 1 and t+ 2; three-year ROA is calculated as the yearly average of a
firm’s ROA between t+ 1 and t+ 3.

Independent variables. Wemeasured executive board chair as a binary variable taking the
value of “1” if a firm had an executive board chair in year t and “0” otherwise. This was deter-
mined by manually examining whether a firm’s board chair held the title of “executive (board)
chair” as reported by the BoardEx database. For the manual inspection, we considered the few
variations of the executive board chair title, including “executive chair (wo)man” and “exec-
utive chairperson.” Given that some firms have an executive board chair temporarily follow-
ing a CEO succession, we required that an executive board chair have a tenure of at least 1
year in order to be designated as “1.” All cases in which an executive board chair held the
position for less than 1 year were given a “0”.

Following recent studies, we measured CEO power as an index of multiple measures in
order to capture the multidimensional nature of the power construct (Cannella & Shen,
2001; Krause et al., 2016a; Krause et al., 2015). Our index of CEO power is the sum of
the standardized values of CEO tenure, CEO salary, and CEO stock ownership, all collected
from the Execucomp database. CEO tenure, measured as the number of years the CEO has
held the position, can be an important source of power and authority as a CEO’s influence
over the firm and board may increase with tenure (e.g., Cannella & Shen, 2001; Hill &
Phan, 1991; Van Essen, Otten, & Carberry, 2015). CEO salary, which excludes bonuses or
other incentive pay, has regularly been considered indicative of CEO power (Daily &
Johnson, 1997; Finkelstein, 1992; Krause et al., 2015). CEO stock ownership, the proportion
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of the firm’s outstanding shares owned by the CEO, is also considered to be related to the
CEO’s ability to influence firm decisions (Cannella & Shen, 2001; Finkelstein, 1992;
Krause et al., 2015).

Prior research has suggested that firms that are larger, whose related diversification profile
is greater, and who engage in more acquisitions have greater organizational complexity
(Hambrick & Cannella, 2004; Menz & Scheef, 2014). Therefore, we measured organizational
complexity as an index of the sum of the standardized values of firm size, related diversifica-
tion, and acquisition activity. Firm size was collected from the Compustat database and cal-
culated as a firm’s number of employees in the focal year. Related diversification was
collected from the Compustat database and calculated with Palepu’s (1985) entropy
measure based on the firm’s dispersion of sales across 4-digit standard industrial classifica-
tions (SICs) within the firm’s 2-digit SIC in the focal year (Hambrick & Cannella, 2004).
Acquisition activity was collected from the SDC’s Mergers & Acquisitions database and cal-
culated as the number of acquisitions in the focal year that were at least 2% the size of the
focal firm (Hambrick & Cannella, 2004).

Extant research has also noted that boards with more members (Jensen, 1993; Lipton &
Lorsch, 1992), more members who sit on additional boards (i.e., busy directors; Fich &
Shivdasani, 2006), and more new members (e.g., Veltrop et al., 2018) have greater board
leadership demands on the board chair. We therefore measured board leadership demands
as the sum of the standardized values of board size, the proportion of busy directors, and
the proportion of new directors. These variables were collected from the BoardEx database.
Board size was calculated as the total number of directors who sat on the board. A busy direc-
tor was considered as such if the director sat on three or more external boards (Fich &
Shivdasani, 2006). A new director was considered as such if the director was in his/her
first year as a director of the firm.

Control variables. We controlled for a number of firm-, board-, and executive-level
factors that may affect firm performance. We considered whether the CEO was an insider
CEO or not, as this can also affect firm performance (Karaevli, 2007; Quigley, Hambrick,
Misangyi, & Rizzi, 2019). A CEO was considered an insider CEO if he or she was an incum-
bent executive of the firm prior to being appointed CEO (Boeker & Goodstein, 1993; Shen &
Cannella, 2002). Extending the threshold for insider CEO status to 1 or 2 years of firm tenure
prior to promotion did not change our results. We controlled for the chair’s role tenure and
board tenure as firms may benefit from board chairs with greater human and social capital
within the firm (Krause et al., 2016b). To account for the influence of the board chair, we mea-
sured chair ownership as the proportion of the firm’s outstanding shares owned by the firm’s
board chair. To account for a board’s efforts toward independent oversight of management,
we controlled for board independence, calculated as the proportion of directors who were
independent directors, and whether there was a lead independent director present (Krause
et al., 2017), measured with a dummy variable. Since a recent change in board chair structure
can also affect firm performance (Krause & Semadeni, 2013), we controlled for the firm’s
board chair structure in the previous year by including one binary variable taking the value
“1” if the firm had a Non-Executive Chair at t-1 and “0” otherwise, and another binary var-
iable taking the value of “1” if the firm had CEO Duality at t-1 and “0” otherwise. Given that a
CEO’s power can be offset by the power of TMT members (e.g., Finkelstein, 1992; Ocasio,
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1994; Zhang, 2006), we also controlled for TMT power, measured as the sum of the standard-
ized values of the average salary, tenure, and ownership of the non-CEO executives reported
by the Execucomp database. We controlled for firm research and development (R&D) inten-
sity, measured as a firm’s R&D expenditures divided by its sales (Quigley & Hambrick,
2012). We also controlled for industry instability, measured as the absolute difference in
industry growth rate from t-2 to t-1 versus t-1 to t (Hambrick & Cannella, 2004). Finally,
we included year dummies to capture any year effects.

Analysis

Our research question focuses on whether a given firm enjoys a performance benefit when
it has an executive board chair relative to another type of board chair. Owing to the nature of
our research question, we followed prior work (e.g., Fich & Shivdasani, 2006; Krause et al.,
2017) and tested our hypotheses using within-firm analysis. As such, our sample consists only
of firms in which an executive board chair was present at some point from 2003 to 2017,
which allows us to examine firm performance up to and including the year 2020. This presents
the possibility of sample selection bias because the independent variable, executive board chair, is
related to sample selection. To correct for this possible source of endogeneity, we followed rec-
ommendations from Certo, Busenbark, Woo, and Semadeni (2016) and employed a two-stage
Heckman selection model, predicting an observation’s inclusion in the final sample in the first
stage and then testing our hypotheses in the second stage (Heckman, 1979). The outcome of
the first-stage model took a value of “1” if the observation was from a firm that had employed
an executive board chair within the sample window and “0” otherwise.

All first-stage predictor variables are measured in year t. In order to meet the exclusion
restriction, a variable must be included that predicts inclusion in the sample but does not
directly predict the theoretical outcome. We used the executive board chair industry fre-
quency at the three-digit SIC level as a variable that meets the exclusion restriction. This var-
iable was selected following the rationale that firms whose peers have opted for an executive
board chair should be more likely to do the same. However, the frequency of executive board
chairs among a focal firm’s peers should not be a predictor of the focal firm’s performance. In
the first-stage analysis, we ran a probit model to predict an observation’s inclusion in the final
sample. We then obtained the predicted probabilities from the model to calculate the inverse
Mills ratio, which is included as a control in second-stage models when suitable. All second-
stage models are linear ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models with firm fixed effects
and robust standard errors.

To evaluate whether our exclusion restriction was sufficiently strong, we followed recom-
mendations by Certo et al. (2016) and checked the correlation between our independent var-
iable—executive board chair—and the inverse Mills ratio, as well as the pseudo R-squared
from the first-stage model. The correlation between our independent variable and inverse
Mills ratio was −0.65 and the pseudo R-squared from our first-stage model was 0.21. Both
of these suggest that the strength of our exclusion restriction is sufficient to control for any
selection bias (Certo et al., 2016). In addition, we also followed Certo et al.’s (2016) recom-
mendations and only include the inverse Mills ratio in second-stage models when its p value
is below 0.1, as not doing so might bias coefficients. However, removing it from these models
did not materially affect the results.
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Results

Our data reveal that the executive board chair position is becoming increasingly prev-
alent. Figure 1 demonstrates that the percentage of non-CEO board chairs in S&P 1500
firms that were executive board chairs increased by approximately two thirds between
2003 and 2017, now nearing 20 percent. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the executive board
chair position is often held by someone with a deep understanding of the firm. An explor-
atory analysis revealed that in 35 percent of observations in which an executive board
chair was present the executive chair was the firm’s founder, in 11 percent the executive
board chair was a member of the founding family, and in 40 percent the executive board
chair was the firm’s retired CEO who had transitioned to the role (but not a founder or
member of the owning family). The average tenure of the executive board chairs in our
sample was 4.4 years.

Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, and correlations from our final sample. The
descriptive statistics reveal that 24 percent of the observations used for the within-firm anal-
ysis included an executive board chair. Of the other 76 percent, 15 percent included a non-
executive board chair, and 61 percent included CEO duality. Table 3 reports the results
from the first-stage model. As expected, the industry frequency of executive board chair pres-
ence is positively related to an observation’s inclusion in the final sample (p= 0.000).

Figure 1
Proportion of separate Board Chairs in the S&P 1500 that were Executive Board Chairs
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Hypothesis Tests

To understand the strength and longevity of the within-firm relationship between the
executive board chair position and firm performance, we ran tests on 1-year, 2-year, and
3-year average ROA, which are reported in Tables 4 to 6, respectively. The moderator
variables—CEO power, organizational complexity, and board leadership demands—
were standardized prior to the second-stage analyses in order to avoid multicollinearity.
In each table, Model 1 includes the control variables; Model 2 also the main variable of
interest, executive board chair; Models 3 to 5 each interaction term individually; and
Model 6 all variables and interaction terms. In reporting our findings, we cite the
full models including for the main effect, as the full models are the most appropriately
specified since the interactions are significant and the moderator variables are mean-
centered (Aguinis, Edwards, & Bradley, 2017; Busenbark, Graffin, Campbell, & Lee,
2021).

Model 6 in Tables 4 to 6 reveal a positive within-firm relationship between the use of the
executive board chair position and one-year (p= 0.043), two-year (p= 0.001), and three--
year (p= 0.002) measures of performance, respectively, thus providing support for
Hypothesis 1. For 2-year and 3-year ROA, the main effect of executive board chair is sig-
nificant when interactions are excluded from the model as well as included; for one-year
ROA, the main effect is only significant in the fully specified model. The coefficients
suggest a considerable performance benefit for a given firm when an executive board
chair is present. For example, the average two-year ROA associated with an executive
board chair is about 7.2 percent, compared to the two-year ROA of 5.4 percent associated
with the alternative chair types.

Hypothesis 2 states that a given firm’s performance benefit of having an executive board chair
(relative to another chair type) is higher when a CEO is more powerful. Model 6 in Tables 4 to 6
offer general support for Hypothesis 2 for one-year (p=0.012), two-year (p=0.010), and three--
year (p= 0.046) performance, respectively. To examine the moderating role of CEO power
further, we plotted the predicted values of two-year ROA. As Figure 2 illustrates, when a
given firm’s CEO is more powerful, the advantage from an executive board chair position is con-
siderably higher.

Hypothesis 3 states that a given firm’s performance benefit of having an executive board chair
(relative to another chair type) is lower when organizational complexity is higher. Model 6 in
Tables 4 to 6 provide consistent support for Hypothesis 3 for one-year (p=0.013), two-year
(p= 0.026), and three-year (p=0.009) performance, respectively. We also plotted the predicted
values of two-year ROA for this interaction. As evident in Figure 3, when a given firm’s organi-
zational complexity is very great, the performance benefit of an executive board chair position
disappears.

Hypothesis 4 states that a given firm’s performance benefit of having an executive
board chair (relative to another chair type) is lower when board leadership demands
are higher. Model 6 in Table 4 finds no support while Models 6 in Tables 5 and 6
provide some support for two-year (p= 0.024) and three-year (p= 0.077) performance,
respectively. Again, we plotted the predicted values of two-year ROA for this interac-
tion. As evident in Figure 4, when a given firm’s board leadership demands are very
great, the performance benefit of an executive board chair position disappears.
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Robustness Checks

To further test the robustness of our results, we carried out additional analyses. We
explored whether the benefits of the executive board chair position are affected by the pres-
ence of a lead independent director (Krause et al., 2017). It might be argued that, as an exec-
utive involved in strategy development and implementation, the executive board chair may

Table 3

First-Stage Probit Estimates of Sample Selection

Model 1
Inclusion in Final Sample

CEO power −0.02
(0.116)

Organizational complexity −0.02
(0.031)

Board leadership demands −0.02
(0.046)

TMT power 0.06
(0.000)

Non-executive board chair t-1 −3.37
(0.000)

CEO duality t-1 −3.11
(0.000)

Insider CEO 0.37
(0.000)

Chair ownership −0.88
(0.006)

Chair’s role tenure −0.03
(0.000)

Chair’s board tenure 0.01
(0.000)

Board independence −0.79
(0.000)

Lead independent director present 0.00
(0.997)

R&D intensity −0.09
(0.663)

Industry instability −0.00
(0.680)

Executive board chair industry frequency 3.72
(0.000)

Constant 2.59
(0.000)

Year dummies Included
Observations 10,420
Pseudo R2 0.21

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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Table 4

Second-Stage Fixed Effects OLS Estimates of Firm Performance: One-Year ROA

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

One-Year
ROA

One-Year
ROA

One-Year
ROA

One-Year
ROA

One-Year
ROA

One-Year
ROA

Inverse Mills ratio 0.03 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
(0.079)

CEO power 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.660) (0.424) (0.743) (0.485) (0.413) (0.848)

Organizational complexity 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
(0.061) (0.036) (0.031) (0.003) (0.043) (0.004)

Board leadership demands −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.00
(0.014) (0.025) (0.025) (0.020) (0.170) (0.158)

TMT power 0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.623) (0.819) (0.579) (0.364) (0.906) (0.410)
Non-executive board chair t-1 −0.05 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00

(0.049) (0.692) (0.681) (0.726) (0.693) (0.710)
CEO duality t-1 −0.05 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01

(0.025) (0.079) (0.081) (0.084) (0.081) (0.087)

Insider CEO 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.184) (0.646) (0.622) (0.808) (0.655) (0.778)

Chair ownership −0.13 −0.12 −0.13 −0.11 −0.12 −0.12
(0.282) (0.332) (0.288) (0.366) (0.331) (0.311)

Chair’s role tenure −0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.890) (0.171) (0.083) (0.207) (0.120) (0.057)

Chair’s board tenure −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.843) (0.431) (0.368) (0.395) (0.412) (0.304)

Board independence −0.03 −0.01 −0.02 −0.01 −0.01 −0.02
(0.328) (0.742) (0.639) (0.753) (0.746) (0.632)

Lead independent director present −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
(0.111) (0.099) (0.104) (0.088) (0.095) (0.089)

R&D intensity 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07

(0.344) (0.339) (0.323) (0.329) (0.357) (0.326)
Industry instability −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00

(0.841) (0.949) (0.782) (0.746) (0.950) (0.971)

Executive board chair 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02
(0.197) (0.043) (0.236) (0.201) (0.043)

Executive Board Chair ×
CEO Power

0.02 0.02

(0.034) (0.012)

Executive Board Chair ×
Organizational Complexity

−0.01 −0.01

(0.006) (0.013)

Executive Board Chair ×
Board Leadership Demands

−0.01 −0.01

(0.123) (0.117)

Constant 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08

(0.032) (0.053) (0.061) (0.044) (0.046) (0.045)
Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included

Observations 2,162 2,162 2,162 2,162 2,162 2,162
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07

Δ R-squared (from base model) N/A 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Number of firms 289 289 289 289 289 289

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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need to be monitored. Indeed, prior research has found that board chairs who remain involved
in firm operations can, at times, hamper performance gains in efforts to maintain control over
the firm (Quigley & Hambrick, 2012). In our sample, a lead independent director was present
in 53 percent of cases in which an executive board chair was present, compared to 56 percent
of cases in which a CEO/chair was present, and 23 percent of cases in which a non-executive
chair was present. However, our analysis reveals no interaction effects between the executive
board chair and the lead independent director on firm performance. We hesitate to interpret
null effects too strongly, but they could potentially imply that executive chairs do not
present much of an agency problem, or perhaps that lead independent directors lack sufficient
authority to monitor executive chairs.

Given that the performance benefit associated with the executive board chair position is more
pronounced when CEO power is higher, we examined whether this effect holds when the firm’s
organizational complexity or board leadership demands are also higher. We ran three-way inter-
actions of executive board chair, CEO power, and organizational complexity or board leadership
demands. We found no effects of the three-way interaction with organizational complexity.
However, we found a positive effect of the three-way interaction between executive board
chair, CEO power, and board leadership demands on 2-year (p= 0.042) and 3-year (p=
0.034) measures of ROA. Investigation from a split sample analysis offered further support
that a given firm’s higher performance benefit of executive board chair presence when CEO
power is higher is even stronger when board leadership demands are higher. This finding sug-
gests that CEO power might outweigh board leadership demands as a contingency factor for the
executive chair relationship with firm performance. While board leadership demands may divide
an executive chair’s attention as we theorized, the presence of a very powerful CEO may nev-
ertheless make an executive chair worthwhile. Three-way interactions are notoriously difficult to
interpret, so we hesitate to make too strong of a claim. However, we do encourage scholars to
explore the possibility that counterbalancing CEO power outweighs board leadership as a
concern for board chairs, particularly executive chairs, and determine why this might be.

To ensure that the results were not being driven by the effects produced in comparison to
only one type of board leadership structure, we ran a series of further analyses including a
variable for either CEO duality or a non-executive board chair, effectively testing the exec-
utive board chair against each type of alternative board leadership structure. Results were
materially unchanged.

To rule out the possibility that our results were being overly driven by instances in which
an executive board chair was a founder or another highly influential or powerful owner, we
reran the analyses excluding cases in which any board chair had significant ownership of the
firm. First, we excluded cases in which the board chair owned more than 10 percent of the
firm’s shares. Results were materially unchanged. We then lowered the threshold to 5
percent ownership of firm shares. Results also remained materially unchanged.

Our exploratory analyses revealed that executive board chairs are often the firm’s former CEO.
A new CEO might thus have lower power when an executive board chair is present in a firm. The
potentially skewed distribution of CEO power could affect the results from our tests on the inter-
action of executive board chair presence and CEO power. We found that all levels of CEO power
were well represented when an executive chair was present and that the distribution of CEO power
when an executive chair was not present was highly similar. Nevertheless, as an extra robustness
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Table 5

Second-Stage Fixed Effects OLS Estimates of Firm Performance: Two-Year ROA

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Two-Year
ROA

Two-Year
ROA

Two-Year
ROA

Two-Year
ROA

Two-Year
ROA

Two-Year
ROA

Inverse Mills ratio 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04

(0.046) (0.066) (0.052) (0.073) (0.089) (0.071)
CEO power 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

(0.417) (0.272) (0.513) (0.299) (0.243) (0.538)
Organizational complexity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.539) (0.548) (0.552) (0.098) (0.551) (0.143)

Board leadership demands −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.00
(0.108) (0.131) (0.126) (0.128) (0.483) (0.463)

TMT power 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.094) (0.305) (0.410) (0.039) (0.137) (0.045)

Non-executive board chair t-1 −0.06 −0.04 −0.05 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04
(0.058) (0.116) (0.091) (0.130) (0.158) (0.126)

CEO duality t-1 −0.06 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05
(0.027) (0.047) (0.036) (0.051) (0.067) (0.051)

Insider CEO 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01

(0.067) (0.098) (0.085) (0.157) (0.114) (0.140)
Chair ownership −0.09 −0.09 −0.09 −0.08 −0.09 −0.09

(0.264) (0.283) (0.229) (0.322) (0.277) (0.248)
Chair’s role tenure −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00

(0.144) (0.414) (0.508) (0.371) (0.621) (0.726)

Chair’s board tenure 0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.783) (0.842) (0.818) (0.796) (0.782) (0.707)

Board Independence −0.04 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03
(0.227) (0.442) (0.377) (0.462) (0.470) (0.398)

Lead independent director present −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
(0.329) (0.319) (0.337) (0.292) (0.302) (0.302)

R&D intensity 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
(0.136) (0.134) (0.127) (0.128) (0.132) (0.117)

Industry instability −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.998) (0.893) (0.939) (0.583) (0.899) (0.830)
Executive board chair 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02

(0.015) (0.002) (0.019) (0.014) (0.001)
Executive Board Chair ×
CEO Power

0.01 0.02

(0.042) (0.010)
Executive Board Chair ×
Organizational Complexity

−0.01 −0.01

(0.008) (0.026)
Executive Board Chair ×
Board Leadership Demands

−0.01 −0.01

(0.028) (0.024)

Constant 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(0.042) (0.102) (0.096) (0.089) (0.096) (0.079)

Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included
Observations 2,122 2,122 2,122 2,122 2,122 2,122

R-squared 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09
Δ R-squared (from base model) N/A 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Number of firms 281 281 281 281 281 281

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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check, we orthogonalized CEO power from executive chair status and reran our main analyses
using these values. Results for this interaction effect remained materially unchanged.

Prior work investigating the influence of a firm’s leadership on its performance has sug-
gested that the ROA of financial institutions (SIC codes in the 6000s) or government or
unclassified industries (SIC greater than 9000) is not comparable to other industries
(Mackey, 2008; McGahan & Porter, 1997; Withers & Fitza, 2017). To ensure that such
firms were not confounding our results, we dropped these cases and reran our analyses.
Results remained materially unchanged.

In place of ROA, we also ran analyses using Return on Sales (ROS) and Tobin’s Q as alter-
native measures of performance, again using 1-year, 2-year, and 3-year measures. Results
from the full models of these tests are reported in Table 7. As evident in Models 1 to 3,
results for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 using ROS as a dependent variable were highly consistent
with the main results. Results for Hypothesis 4 revealed coefficients in the hypothesized
direction but with p values outside standard significance thresholds. As evident in Models
4 to 6, the executive board chair position does not affect a given firm’s Tobin’s Q overall.
However, results from the hypothesized interactions were generally supported, albeit with
less robustness than those with the accounting-based performance measures.

Supplementary Analyses

To further probe the performance effect that the executive board chair position offers a
given firm, we ran additional analyses. First, unlike the main within-firm analyses that
focus on the presence of an executive board chair, we ran between-firm analyses testing
the performance effects of the appointment of an executive board chair. To do this, we gen-
erated a matched sample of observations by employing propensity score matching to deter-
mine the closest match of an observation in which an executive board chair had been
appointed (treated) with an observation in which another type of board chair (CEO/chair or
non-executive board chair) had been appointed (untreated). These observations were
matched from the initial sample of 10,420 observations by several variables calculated in
year t-1 that included whether the firm’s CEO also held the chair position, the board’s inde-
pendence, the presence of a lead independent director, CEO power, organizational complex-
ity, board leadership demands, TMT power, ROA, and the year of appointment. It also
included a variable representing the incoming board chair’s ownership of firm stock in
year t. The matching strategy required common support and allowed for replacement (i.e.,
allowed a treated observation to be matched with an untreated observation even if another
treated observation had matched with the same untreated observation). We then ran an
OLS regression with robust standard errors on this matched sample including the same var-
iables as controls, as well as industry instability and firm R&D intensity, examining whether
the appointment of an executive board chair offers a performance benefit to firms. As reported
in Models 1 to 3 in Table 8, the appointment of an executive board chair is positively asso-
ciated with 1-year (p= 0.020), 2-year (p= 0.004), and 3-year (p= 0.000) measures of ROA.

Next, we carried out the same tests on a matched sample of observations of non-CEO board
chair appointments, effectively testing the performance effects of executive board chair appoint-
ments against a matched sample of non-executive board chair appointments. As Models 4 to 6 in
Table 8 reveal, we found no support for 1-year ROA, but we did find support for 2-year (p=
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Table 6

Second-Stage Fixed Effects OLS Estimates of Firm Performance: Three-Year ROA

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Three-Year
ROA

Three-Year
ROA

Three-Year
ROA

Three-Year
ROA

Three-Year
ROA

Three-Year
ROA

Inverse Mills ratio 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
(0.043) (0.064) (0.052) (0.070) (0.081) (0.066)

CEO power 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
(0.400) (0.294) (0.671) (0.270) (0.255) (0.619)

Organizational complexity −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00
(0.777) (0.769) (0.756) (0.271) (0.762) (0.350)

Board leadership demands −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.367) (0.404) (0.389) (0.393) (0.817) (0.748)

TMT power 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.109) (0.267) (0.295) (0.043) (0.189) (0.047)
Non-executive board chair t-1 −0.05 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04

(0.080) (0.150) (0.126) (0.166) (0.182) (0.159)
CEO duality t-1 −0.05 −0.04 −0.05 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04

(0.039) (0.068) (0.056) (0.074) (0.086) (0.071)

Insider CEO 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.181) (0.251) (0.230) (0.403) (0.275) (0.379)

Chair ownership −0.07 −0.06 −0.07 −0.05 −0.06 −0.06
(0.339) (0.359) (0.298) (0.426) (0.354) (0.348)

Chair’s role tenure −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.073) (0.237) (0.336) (0.180) (0.350) (0.402)

Chair’s board tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.522) (0.772) (0.771) (0.805) (0.815) (0.844)
Board independence −0.05 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04 −0.04

(0.149) (0.280) (0.239) (0.295) (0.295) (0.255)
Lead independent director present −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01

(0.221) (0.218) (0.230) (0.194) (0.203) (0.197)
R&D intensity 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18

(0.095) (0.091) (0.086) (0.085) (0.090) (0.078)
Industry instability −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00 −0.00 0.00

(0.926) (0.990) (0.879) (0.659) (0.992) (0.846)

Executive board chair 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.029) (0.003) (0.038) (0.027) (0.002)

Executive Board Chair ×
CEO Power

0.01 0.01

(0.091) (0.046)

Executive Board Chair ×
Organizational Complexity

−0.01 −0.01

(0.003) (0.009)

Executive Board Chair ×
Board Leadership Demands

−0.01 −0.01

(0.074) (0.077)

Constant 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06

(0.047) (0.093) (0.090) (0.078) (0.087) (0.071)
Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included

Observations 2,082 2,082 2,082 2,082 2,082 2,082
R-squared 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09

Δ R-squared (from base model) N/A 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Number of firms 276 276 276 276 276 276

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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0.017) and 3-year (p<0.000) measures of ROA, respectively. We also carried out the same tests
on a matched sample of observations in which the CEO retired to become either an executive
board chair or a non-executive board chair. AsModels 7 to 9 in Table 8 report, an OLS regression
on this matched sample found again no support for 1-year ROA but did find support for 2-year (p
=0.043) and 3-year (p=0.000) ROA, respectively.

We also ran a between-firm analysis on a subsample of observations that included an exec-
utive board chair, comparing the performance benefits of three different types of executive board
chairs: founders, family members, and CEOs who retired to the position. Using executive board
chairs who were none of the above as the base case, Table 9 reports that executive board chairs
who are founders are more positively related to performance. However, retiring CEOs who
become executive board chairs do not appear to offer a greater performance benefit, while
family members who serve as executive board chairs only show a greater performance advantage
for 3-year ROA. Further, a test of coefficients from the three types of executive board chairs
included in the models reveals that the performance effect related to a founder is greater than
that of a retiring CEO for 1-year (p= 0.006), 2-year (p= 0.012), and 3-year measures of
ROA (p= 0.003). The performance effect relative to a family member is not different from a
founder and only marginally different from a retiring CEO for 3-year ROA (p= 0.088).

Discussion

The executive board chair is a corporate governance hybrid, involved in both strategic decision-
making and the oversight of the decisionsmade. Though the executive board chair position violates
the clear separation of decision management from decision control advocated by traditional agency
theorists (Fama & Jensen, 1983), it maintains more of a separation than does the common practice
of CEO duality while simultaneously contributing insider expertise to the oversight and strategic
decision-making processes. As such, the executive board chair position poses a quandary for extant
theoretical explanations of board leadership. In this research, we propose that by contributing
insider firm knowledge to the board’s oversight process, as well as aiding in strategic decision-
making, the executive board chair position can benefit firm performance. We also argue that the
executive board chair position’s performance advantage for a given firm differs depending on
how the hybrid nature affects the chair and CEO roles. Our within-firm study of S&P 1500
firms that had an executive board chair at some point between 2003 and 2017 shows that for a
given firm the executive board chair position is associated with higher performance than other
board chair types, with the advantage being greater when CEO power is higher, and the advantage
being smaller when organizational complexity or board leadership demands are higher. Thus, we
find strong empirical support for our overall model.

Theoretical Contributions

This research contributes to theory on corporate governance and strategic leadership. We
bring some resolution—as well as additional questions—to the debate over the relative merits
of insider knowledge and outsider objectivity in board governance (Baysinger & Hoskisson,
1990; Ocasio, 1994; Shen & Cannella, 2002; Zorn et al., 2017). The executive board chair
position challenges the predominant view of the governance paradox: that a board with suf-
ficient knowledge of the firm to engage in effective oversight lacks sufficient objectivity, and
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Figure 2
Interaction of Executive Board Chair and CEO Power

Figure 3
Interaction of Executive Board Chair and Organizational Complexity
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a sufficiently objective board lacks the necessary knowledge. A hybrid board leadership struc-
ture such as the executive chair combines some degree of strategic involvement with some
separation from management, thus blurring the lines of the demarcation of roles between
the board chair and CEO. By revealing a strong and consistent positive relationship
between the executive board chair position and a firm’s performance, we provide evidence
that the executive board chair may help resolve the trade-off between involvement and inde-
pendence in governance.

We contribute to the perspective that the board chair acts as a strategic advisor and a board
leader. Research on board leadership has focused largely on the mitigation of principal-agent
conflict and only recently is it beginning to consider how a separate board chair’s resources
can be leveraged to aid in strategic decision-making and implementation. Our study suggests
that an executive board chair does offer a strategic benefit. However, we also note that there
are boundary conditions associated with this and that when a firm is more strategically
complex, the extra involvement of an executive board chair may interfere with a CEO’s
ability to run the firm. This contributes to past work on the limits to a firm’s strategic behavior
that a non-independent board chair may bring. Indeed, the findings presented in this paper
offer further support to Quigley and Hambrick’s (2012) findings that a non-independent
board chair’s involvement in strategy may have some negative implications. In short, the
implications of having a board chair more heavily involved in strategy appear not to be
straightforward, suggesting that more research in this area is warranted.

Recent research has also begun to highlight the board chair’s role in leading the board and
managing its interactions (Bezemer et al., 2018; Veltrop et al., 2021). Our study further dem-
onstrates the importance of this role and that a board chair must maintain focus on these

Figure 4
Interaction of Executive Board Chair and Board Leadership Demands
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Table 7

Robustness Checks: Second-Stage Fixed Effects OLS Estimates of Other Performance
Measures

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

One-Year
ROS

Two-Year
ROS

Three-Year
ROS

One-Year
Tobin’s Q

Two-Year
Tobin’s Q

Three-Year
Tobin’s Q

Inverse Mills ratio N/A 0.08 N/A 0.74 0.68 0.58

(0.080) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
CEO power −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.01 −0.03 −0.02

(0.476) (0.594) (0.718) (0.735) (0.530) (0.572)
Organizational complexity 0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.03 −0.03 −0.03

(0.007) (0.147) (0.124) (0.305) (0.249) (0.291)

Board leadership demands −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.04 −0.02 −0.01
(0.152) (0.422) (0.919) (0.277) (0.469) (0.792)

TMT power 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.07 0.08
(0.744) (0.626) (0.875) (0.008) (0.000) (0.000)

Non-executive board chair t-1 −0.01 −0.09 0.01 −0.89 −0.81 −0.67
(0.626) (0.119) (0.525) (0.002) (0.004) (0.011)

CEO duality t-1 −0.01 −0.09 −0.00 −0.82 −0.73 −0.59
(0.376) (0.093) (0.761) (0.001) (0.003) (0.008)

Insider CEO −0.01 0.01 −0.02 0.09 0.06 0.03

(0.530) (0.630) (0.178) (0.424) (0.610) (0.784)
Chair ownership −0.34 −0.23 −0.13 −0.49 −0.60 −0.84

(0.125) (0.057) (0.136) (0.721) (0.656) (0.483)
Chair’s role tenure 0.00 −0.00 −0.00 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01

(0.131) (0.507) (0.895) (0.150) (0.121) (0.120)

Chair’s board tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.637) (0.347) (0.336) (0.685) (0.416) (0.431)

Board independence −0.07 −0.07 −0.03 −0.81 −0.58 −0.43
(0.358) (0.427) (0.682) (0.015) (0.079) (0.172)

Lead independent director present −0.01 −0.00 −0.00 −0.08 −0.08 −0.08
(0.484) (0.872) (0.736) (0.193) (0.230) (0.254)

R&D intensity 0.43 0.50 0.55 −1.03 −0.18 0.89

(0.010) (0.001) (0.001) (0.342) (0.864) (0.387)
Industry instability −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

(0.572) (0.751) (0.741) (0.479) (0.867) (0.909)
Executive board chair 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.07

(0.018) (0.002) (0.004) (0.233) (0.201) (0.199)
Executive Board Chair × CEO Power 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.13 0.15 0.14

(0.014) (0.009) (0.034) (0.056) (0.032) (0.074)

Executive Board Chair ×
Organizational Complexity

−0.02 −0.02 −0.02 −0.05 −0.06 −0.06

(0.062) (0.074) (0.035) (0.136) (0.088) (0.102)

Executive Board Chair × Board
Leadership Demands

−0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.08 −0.11 −0.10

(0.455) (0.251) (0.386) (0.119) (0.035) (0.053)

Constant 0.09 0.07 0.06 2.47 2.31 2.27
(0.147) (0.327) (0.351) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included
Observations 2,162 2,122 2,082 2,162 2,122 2,082

R-squared 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.11

Number of firms 289 281 276 289 281 276

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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duties. As such, we identify important contingency factors of the relative superiority of the
executive board chair position over a non-executive chair and a combined CEO/chair. Our
research demonstrates that the executive board chair focuses on strategy and that this may
come at the expense of board leadership responsibilities. As research in this domain
grows, it will be important for scholars to consider the executive board chair as a unique
type of separate board chair with its own set of implications for board leadership.

Beyond these core contributions, our study also adds to recent theoretical developments
expanding the construct of board leadership beyond the dichotomous constraints of CEO
duality (Krause et al., 2014). Corporate governance scholars have acknowledged that
board chairs who are separate from the CEO can play different roles at the firm, with
varying effects (Krause, 2017; Krause et al., 2019; Oliver, Krause, Busenbark, & Kalm,
2018; Withers & Fitza, 2017). Others have introduced alternative board leadership structures
that have emerged in recent years, such as the lead independent director (Krause et al., 2017;
Semadeni & Krause, 2020). We introduce another board leadership innovation that blurs the
distinction between independent and non-independent leadership, complicating existing
theory on the merits of board independence (Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, & Johnson, 1998).
By doing so, we highlight the interfaces that exist among firms’ strategic leaders (Simsek,
Heavey, & Fox, 2018) and explicate some of the implications that these interfaces have for
extant governance theory.

Accordingly, our research indicates that the executive board chair offers a strategic benefit,
not simply an oversight benefit, thus differentiating itself from a lead independent director.
While our analyses find that the presence of a lead independent director does not play a mod-
erating role on the performance effect exhibited by an executive chair, we do believe there is
still much work to be done examining these roles and their interdependence. By acknowledg-
ing the use of the executive board chair as a hybrid board leadership structure, our research
helps the broader corporate governance literature come into closer alignment with the current
reality of practice, embracing more of the complexity and idiosyncrasy of firms’ actual gov-
ernance choices.

Managerial Implications

This study presents several implications for corporate governance practitioners. First
and most directly, the research suggests that firms might consider opting for an executive
board chair, as doing so is related to a considerable performance advantage over either a
non-executive chair or a combined CEO/chair. Moreover, this study also delineates circum-
stances during which opting for an executive board chair might be particularly advantageous.
While firms are continuing to separate the CEO and chair positions in an effort to ensure inde-
pendent oversight and to avoid the accumulation of too much power in the hands of the CEO,
this study suggests that separate—and particularly powerful—CEOs still need to be moni-
tored and that executive board chairs are in a unique position to provide such oversight.

However, firms should also be aware that the presence of an executive board chair blurs
the lines of the CEO and chair roles. The increased involvement of an executive board
chair may hurt a CEO’s unity of direction. While this may mitigate a powerful CEO’s
ability to unilaterally lead the firm in ways that serve their own interests at the expense of
the firm’s, it may also complicate strategic decision-making and execution, which as the
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organization becomes increasingly complex, reduces the performance benefit of having an
executive chair. Similarly, an executive board chair’s emphasis on strategy may also result
in the failure to adequately fulfill the board leadership duties expected of a board chair

Table 9

Subsample Analyses of Executive Board Chairs: OLS Estimates of Performance

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
One-Year ROA Two-Year ROA Three-Year ROA

CEO power 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.079) (0.028) (0.027)

Organizational complexity −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
(0.070) (0.051) (0.027)

Board leadership demands −0.01 −0.01 −0.00
(0.046) (0.049) (0.219)

TMT power 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000)

Non-executive board chair t-1 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.491) (0.344) (0.541)

CEO duality t-1 −0.01 0.00 0.01
(0.650) (0.913) (0.168)

Insider CEO 0.02 0.03 0.02
(0.023) (0.004) (0.006)

Chair ownership 0.00 0.01 −0.00
(0.995) (0.872) (1.000)

Chair’s role tenure −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.345) (0.279) (0.425)

Chair’s board tenure −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.683) (0.421) (0.504)

Board independence −0.04 −0.08 −0.09
(0.472) (0.116) (0.047)

Lead independent director present −0.01 −0.01 −0.00
(0.371) (0.423) (0.527)

Industry instability −0.00 −0.00 −0.00
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

R&D intensity −0.02 0.02 0.05
(0.676) (0.736) (0.406)

Founder executive chair 0.03 0.02 0.03
(0.040) (0.045) (0.003)

Family executive chair 0.02 0.02 0.03
(0.176) (0.195) (0.040)

Retiring CEO executive chair −0.01 −0.00 0.01
(0.669) (0.932) (0.439)

Constant 0.07 0.13 0.11
(0.156) (0.000) (0.005)

Year dummies Included Included Included
Observations 545 525 508
R-squared 0.12 0.14 0.16

Note: Robust p values are in parentheses.
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when such duties are more demanding. While these represent some boundary conditions to
the overall benefit of an executive board chair, Figures 3 and 4 demonstrate that having an
executive board chair remains beneficial to firm performance for virtually all levels of orga-
nizational complexity and board leadership demands. Hence, overall, the advantages of
having an executive board chair relative to another board chair type appear to outweigh
the disadvantages.

Our analyses also suggest that the executive board chair position may be especially useful
for founder-led firms. Eventually, founders must pass the baton. However, the antecedents
and consequences of doing so are complex (e.g., Lee, Yoon, & Boivie, 2020). Our analyses
support a view held by some, such as Jeff Bezos, the founder of Amazon, who suggested that
transitioning to the executive board chair position offers a way to step back from the busy
day-to-day operations of the CEO role but still remain closely involved in the firm’s
efforts to introduce new products and initiatives (Bezos, 2021). Our study offers a first
step in considering the role of the executive board chair position in these circumstances
and provides founder-led firms something to consider.

The arguments and findings in this study are at odds with some of the business press.
While some have suggested that opting for an executive board chair is a bad idea
(Hodgson, 2014), this study argues and finds empirical evidence that an executive board
chair may indeed be beneficial for some firms. As such, we believe that our study serves
as a useful example of where scholarly research can update and inform practitioners and
the business press and therefore contributes to the debate among corporate governance
pundits about optimal board leadership structures.

Limitations and Extensions

Our study has some limitations that create opportunities for future research. First, we con-
ceptualize the executive board chair and non-executive board chair as distinct and rely on how
firms report their board chairs in our measurement of the two. It is possible that some non-
executive board chairs are, at times, more involved in strategic decisions—perhaps, for
example, during restructuring, mergers, or other punctuated events. It is also possible that
some executive board chairs are less involved than some non-executive board chairs.
Determining the extent to which either type of board chair is involved in strategic decision
making and implementation is virtually impossible. As such, we chose to rely on how
firms themselves report the type of board chairs they have. While not perfect, we believe
that this is a safer and more conservative measurement than any alternative. That said, we
encourage future studies, such as qualitative ones, that might further elucidate how the exec-
utive board chair role is conceptualized within the firm.

An assumption of our study is that the presence of an executive board chair is associated
with firm performance because of the improved governance and strategic decision-making
from better firm-specific knowledge (while being separate from the CEO). Our reasoning
follows the well-established agency-theoretic notion that the primary role of the board of
directors is to effectively control and monitor the firm’s top management. However, we
also suggest that the executive board chair is to a considerable extent involved in the
actual strategic leadership of the firm, instead of indirectly contributing to firm performance
by enhancing control and monitoring, and that their knowledge and experience may also
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directly benefit firm performance, for example, through strategic insights. It is also important
to recognize that different performance measures capture different elements of the executive
board chair, and the effects may thus differ depending on the measure. Future research could
therefore further disentangle the different board chair roles and their effects by, for example,
considering additional outcomes that are possibly closer to the different roles.

In addition, as a hybrid governance phenomenon, the executive board chair may, at
times, be a transition role that helps firms moving from one corporate governance
model to another. For example, when Alphabet announced the retirement of Eric
Schmidt as executive board chair on December 21, 2017, the firm stated that it “antici-
pates that the Board will appoint a non-executive chairman” (Alphabet, 2017), which
they eventually did when they appointed John Hennessy to this position in February
2018. Even though we accounted for potential changes in the firm’s governance by con-
trolling for the two other board chair models in the previous year, as well as requiring an
individual to remain in the position for at least 1 year to be considered an executive board
chair, these longer term transition processes may impact the effectiveness of the execu-
tive chair position. Similarly, this paper does not consider how the benefits of an exec-
utive board chair may change over time or whether the executive board chair may grow
“stale in the saddle” or obsolete. Indeed, the benefits of a strategic leader may decrease as
the leader’s fit with the contextual needs of the firm changes (e.g., Chen & Hambrick,
2012). While this is an important question to consider, our focus was on examining
whether a given firm will have, on average, a higher performance with the executive
board chair than with other board chair types. Examining whether an executive board
chair offers the greatest benefit following a succession, or for a certain period of time,
is an important question that deserves investigation. We therefore see an opportunity
for future research that explores the transition processes between different board leader-
ship structures and their effectiveness over time (see Gove & Junkunc, 2013).

Conclusion

The executive board chair is a corporate governance hybrid, involved in both strategic
decision-making and the oversight of strategy implementation. In this study, we argue that
the executive board chair may offer a firm performance advantage by contributing the nec-
essary expertise for effective firm governance and strategic decision-making. In addition,
we posit that the executive board chair may allow a firm to more effectively engage in
oversight, especially when the CEO is powerful, but that they will be less effective
when organizational complexity or board leadership demands are higher. Since our anal-
yses support our arguments, we hope that this study will help guide future research on the
role of the board chair.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication

of this article.

32 Journal of Management



Funding
The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication

of this article: This work was supported by the Swiss National Science Foundation (grant number 185173).

ORCID iDs
Robert Langan https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4088-7462
Ryan Krause https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8651-3074

References
Aguinis, H., Edwards, J. R., & Bradley, K. J. 2017. Improving our understanding of moderation and mediation in

strategic management research. Organizational Research Methods, 20: 665‐685.
Alphabet, 2017. Press Release: Eric Schmidt to become technical advisor to Alphabet.
Banerjee, A., Nordqvist, M., & Hellerstedt, K. 2020. The role of the board chair-A literature review and suggestions

for future research. Corporate Governance-an International Review, 28: 372‐405.
Baysinger, B., & Hoskisson, R. E. 1990. The composition of boards of directors and strategic control: Effects on cor-

porate strategy. Academy of Management Review, 15: 72‐87.
Berg, S., & Smith, S. 1978. CEO and board chairman: A quantitative study of dual v. unitary board leadership.

Directors and Boards, 3(1): 34‐49.
Bezemer, P.- J., Nicholson, G., & Pugliese, A. 2018. The influence of board chairs on director engagement: A case-

based exploration of boardroom decision-making.Corporate Governance: An International Review, 26: 219‐234.
Bezos, J. 2021. Email from Jeff Bezos to employees. Open Email, Seattle, WA: Amazon Inc.
Boeker, W., & Goodstein, J. 1993. Performance and successor choice: The moderating effects of governance and

ownership. Academy of Management Journal, 36: 172‐186.
Boivie, S., Withers, M. C., Graffin, S. D., & Corley, K. G. 2021. Corporate directors’ implicit theories of the roles and

duties of boards. Strategic Management Journal, 42(9): 1662-1695.
Boyd, B. K. 1995. CEO duality and firm performance: A contingency model. Strategic Management Journal, 16:

301‐312.
Bradt, G. 2013. The right way to divide responsibilities between chairman and CEO. Jersey City, NJ: Forbes.
Busenbark, J. R., Graffin, S. D., Campbell, R. J., & Lee, E. Y. 2021. A marginal effects approach to interpreting main

effects and moderation. Organizational Research Methods, 25(1): 147-169.
Cannella, A. A., & Shen, W. 2001. So close and yet so far: Promotion versus exit for CEO heirs apparent. Academy of

Management Journal, 44: 252‐270.
Carpenter, M. A. 2002. The implications of strategy and social context for the relationship between top management

team heterogeneity and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 23: 275‐284.
Certo, S. T., Busenbark, J. R., Woo, H.-S., & Semadeni, M. 2016. Sample selection bias and Heckman models in

strategic management research. Strategic Management Journal, 37(13): 2639‐2657.
Chen, G., & Hambrick, D. C. 2012. CEO replacement in turnaround situations: Executive (mis)fit and its performance

implications. Organization Science, 23: 225‐243.
Connelly, B. L., Tihanyi, L., Ketchen, D. J.Jr, Carnes, C. M., & Ferrier, W. J. 2017. Competitive repertoire complex-

ity: Governance antecedents and performance outcomes. Strategic Management Journal, 38: 1151‐1173.
Daily, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. 1994. Bankruptcy and corporate governance: The impact of board composition and

structure. Academy of Management Journal, 37: 1603‐1617.
Daily, C. M., & Johnson, J. L. 1997. Sources of CEO power and firm financial performance: A longitudinal assess-

ment. Journal of Management, 23: 97‐117.
Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Ellstrand, A. E., & Johnson, J. L. 1998. Meta-analytic reviews of board composition,

leadership structure, and financial performance. Strategic Management Journal, 19: 269‐290.
Dalton, D. R., Hitt, M. A., Certo, S. T., & Dalton, C. M. 2007. The fundamental agency problem and its mitigation:

Independence, equity, and the market for corporate control. The Academy of Management Annals, 1(1): 1‐64.
Donaldson, L. 2001. The contingency theory of organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Langan et al. / Executive Board Chairs 33

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4088-7462
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4088-7462
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8651-3074
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8651-3074


Donaldson, L., & Davis, J. H. 1991. Stewardship theory or agency theory: CEO governance and shareholder returns.
Australian Journal of Management, 16: 49‐64.

Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management Review, 14: 57‐74.
Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. 1983. Separation of ownership and control. Journal of Law and Economics, 26(2): 301‐325.
Fayol, H. 1949. General and industrial management. London: Pitman.
Fich, E., & Shivdasani, A. 2006. Are busy boards effective monitors. The Journal of Finance, 61: 689‐724.
Finkelstein, S. 1992. Power in top management teams: Dimensions, measurement, and validation. Academy of

Management Journal, 35: 505‐538.
Finkelstein, S., & D’aveni, R. A. 1994. CEO duality as a double-edged sword: How boards of directors balance

entrenchment avoidance and unity of command. Academy of Management Journal, 37: 1079‐1108.
Garg, S., & Eisenhardt, K. M. 2017. Unpacking the CEO–board relationship: How strategy making happens in entre-

preneurial firms. Academy of Management Journal, 60: 1828‐1858.
Garg, S., Li, Q., & Shaw, J. D. 2018. Undervaluation of directors in the board hierarchy: Impact on turnover of direc-

tors (and CEOs) in newly public firms. Strategic Management Journal, 39: 429‐457.
Gerin, R. 2005. SI’s Oleson turns over CEO title to Antle. Washington Technology, July 21, 2005.
Golden, B. R., & Zajac, E. J. 2001. When will boards influence strategy? Inclination x power= strategic change.

Strategic Management Journal, 22: 1087‐1111.
Gove, S., & Junkunc, M. 2013. Dummy constructs? Binomial categorical variables as representations of constructs:

CEO duality through time. Organizational Research Methods, 16: 100‐126.
Haliburton. 2017. Press Release: Haliburton Announces Leadership Transition.
Hambrick, D. C., & Abrahamson, E. 1995. Assessing managerial discretion across industries: A multimethod

approach. Academy of Management Journal, 38: 1427‐1441.
Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. 2004. CEOs who have COOs: Contingency analysis of an unexplored structural

form. Strategic Management Journal, 25: 959‐979.
Hambrick, D. C., & Finkelstein, S. 1987. Managerial discretion: A bridge between polar views of organizational out-

comes. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9: 369-406.
Hambrick, D. C., Finkelstein, S., & Mooney, A. C. 2005. Executive job demands: New insights for explaining stra-

tegic decisions and leader behaviors. Academy of Management Review, 30: 472‐491.
Haspeslagh, P. C., & Jemison, D. B. 1991. Managing acquisitions: creating value through corporate renewal.

New York: Free Press.
He, J., &Wang, H. C. 2009. Innovative knowledge assets and economic performance: The asymmetric roles of incen-

tives and monitoring. Academy of Management Journal, 52: 919‐938.
Heckman, J. J. 1979. Sample selection bias as a specification error. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric

Society, 47(1): 153‐161.
Hill, C. W., Hitt, M. A., & Hoskisson, R. E. 1988. Declining US competitiveness: Reflections on a crisis. Academy of

Management Perspectives, 2: 51‐60.
Hill, C. W., & Phan, P. 1991. CEO tenure as a determinant of CEO pay. Academy of Management Journal, 34: 707‐

717.
Hillman, A. J., & Dalziel, T. 2003. Boards of directors and firm performance: Integrating agency and resource depen-

dence perspectives. Academy of Management Review, 28: 383‐396.
Hodgson, P. 2014. Should the chairman be the CEO? Fortune.
Hoppmann, J., Naegele, F., & Girod, B. 2019. Boards as a source of inertia: Examining the internal challenges and

dynamics of boards of directors in times of environmental discontinuities. Academy of Management Journal, 62:
437‐468.

Jensen, M. C. 1993. The modern industrial revolution, exit, and the failure of internal control systems. The Journal of
Finance, 48: 831‐880.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. 1976. Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership struc-
ture. Journal of Financial Economics, 3: 305‐360.

Johnson, S. G., Schnatterly, K., & Hill, A. D. 2013. Board composition beyond independence: Social capital, human
capital, and demographics. Journal of Management, 39: 232‐262.

Josefy, M., Kuban, S., Ireland, R. D., & Hitt, M. A. 2015. All things great and small: Organizational size, boundaries
of the firm, and a changing environment. Academy of Management Annals, 9: 715‐802.

34 Journal of Management



Joseph, J., Ocasio, W., & McDonnell, M.- H. 2014. The structural elaboration of board independence: Executive
power, institutional logics, and the adoption of CEO-only board structures in U.S. corporate governance.
Academy of Management Journal, 57: 1834‐1858.

Karaevli, A. 2007. Performance consequences of new CEO ‘outsiderness’: Moderating effects of pre and post-
succession contexts. Strategic Management Journal, 28: 681‐706.

Krause, R. 2017. Being the CEO’s boss: An examination of board chair orientations. Strategic Management Journal,
38: 697‐713.

Krause, R., Filatotchev, I., & Bruton, G. 2016a. When in Rome, look like Caesar? Investigating the link between
demand-side cultural power distance and CEO power. Academy of Management Journal, 59: 1361‐1384.

Krause, R., Li, W., Ma, X., & Bruton, G. 2019. The board chair effect across countries: An institutional view.
Strategic Management Journal, 40: 1570‐1592.

Krause, R., Priem, R. L., & Love, L. G. 2015. Who’s in charge here? Co-CEOs, power gaps, and firm performance.
Strategic Management Journal, 36: 2099‐2110.

Krause, R., & Semadeni, M. 2013. Apprentice, departure, and demotion: An examination of the three types of
CEO-board chair separation. Academy of Management Journal, 56: 805‐826.

Krause, R., & Semadeni, M. 2014. Last dance or second chance? Firm performance, CEO career horizon, and the
separation of board leadership roles. Strategic Management Journal, 35: 808‐825.

Krause, R., Semadeni, M., & Cannella, A. A. 2014. CEO duality: A review and research agenda. Journal of
Management, 40: 256‐286.

Krause, R., Semadeni, M., & Withers, M. C. 2016b. That special someone: When the board views its chair as a
resource. Strategic Management Journal, 37: 1990‐2002.

Krause, R., Withers, M. C., & Semadeni, M. 2017. Compromise on the board: Investigating the antecedents and con-
sequences of lead independent director appointment. Academy of Management Journal, 60: 2239‐2265.

Lee, J. M., Yoon, D., & Boivie, S. 2020. Founder CEO succession: The role of CEO organizational identification.
Academy of Management Journal, 63: 224‐245.

Lipton, M., & Lorsch, J. W. 1992. A modest proposal for improved corporate governance. The Business Lawyer,
48(1): 59‐77.

Mackey, A. 2008. The effect of CEOs on firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29: 1357‐1367.
Mallette, P., & Fowler, K. L. 1992. Effects of board composition and stock ownership on the adoption of “poison

pills.” Academy of Management Journal, 35: 1010‐1035.
McGahan, A. M., & Porter, M. E. 1997. How much does industry matter, really? Strategic Management Journal, 18:

15‐30.
Menz, M., & Scheef, C. 2014. Chief strategy officers: Contingency analysis of their presence in top management

teams. Strategic Management Journal, 35: 461‐471.
Mintzberg, H. 1973. The nature of managerial work. New York: Harper & Row.
Monks, R. A. G., & Minow, N. 2008. Corporate governance (4th ed.). Chichester, England; Hoboken, NJ: John

Wiley & Sons.
Ocasio, W. 1994. Political dynamics and the circulation of power: CEO succession in U.S. industrial corporations,

1960–1990. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39: 285‐312.
Oliver, A., Krause, R., Busenbark, J. R., & Kalm, M. 2018. BS in the boardroom: Benevolent sexism and board chair

orientations. Strategic Management Journal, 39: 113‐130.
Palepu, K. 1985. Diversification strategy, profit performance and the entropy measure. Strategic Management

Journal, 6: 239‐255.
Pugliese, A., Bezemer, P. J., Zattoni, A., Huse, M., Van den Bosch, F. A., & Volberda, H. W. 2009. Boards of direc-

tors’ contribution to strategy: A literature review and research agenda. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 17: 292‐306.

Quigley, T. J., & Hambrick, D. C. 2012. When the former CEO stays on as board chair: Effects on successor discre-
tion, strategic change, and performance. Strategic Management Journal, 33: 834‐859.

Quigley, T. J., & Hambrick, D. C. 2015. Has the “CEO effect” increased in recent decades? A new explanation for the
great rise in America’s attention to corporate leaders. Strategic Management Journal, 36: 821‐830.

Quigley, T. J., Hambrick, D. C., Misangyi, V. F., & Rizzi, G. A. 2019. CEO selection as risk-taking: A new vantage
on the debate about the consequences of insiders versus outsiders. Strategic Management Journal, 40(9): 1453-
1470.

Langan et al. / Executive Board Chairs 35



Rechner, P. L., & Dalton, D. R. 1991. CEO duality and organizational performance: A longitudinal analysis. Strategic
Management Journal, 12: 155‐160.

Rindova, V. P. 1999. What corporate boards have to do with strategy: A cognitive perspective. Journal of
Management Studies, 36: 953‐975.

Rosenstein, S., & Wyatt, J. G. 1997. Inside directors, board effectiveness, and shareholder wealth. Journal of
Financial Economics, 44: 229‐250.

Semadeni, M., & Krause, R. 2020. Innovation in the board room. Academy of Management Perspectives, 34: 240‐251.
Shekshnia, S. 2018. How to be a good board chair. Harvard Business Review, 96: 96‐105.
Shen, W. 2003. The dynamics of the CEO-board relationship: An evolutionary perspective. Academy of Management

Review, 28: 466‐476.
Shen, W., & Cannella, A. A. 2002. Power dynamics within top management and their impacts on CEO dismissal

followed by inside succession. Academy of Management Journal, 45: 1195‐1206.
Simsek, Z., Heavey, C., & Fox, B. C. 2018. Interfaces of strategic leaders: A conceptual framework, review, and

research agenda. Journal of Management, 44: 280‐324.
Spartan Nash. 2008. Press Release: Spartan’s Stores Announce Appointment of Dennis Edison as Chief Executive

Officer Under Company Succession Plan; Craig Sturken Remains.
Spencer Stuart. 2019. Board Index Report.
Sundaramurthy, C., & Lewis, M. 2003. Control and collaboration: Paradoxes of governance. Academy of

Management Review, 28: 397‐415.
Tuggle, C. S., Schnatterly, K., & Johnson, R. A. 2010. Attention patterns in the boardroom: How board composition

and processes affect discussion of entrepreneurial issues. Academy of Management Journal, 53: 550‐571.
Tuggle, C. S., Sirmon, D. G., Reutzel, C. R., & Bierman, L. 2010. Commanding board of director attention:

Investigating how organizational performance and CEO duality affect board members’ attention to monitoring.
Strategic Management Journal, 31: 946‐968.

Van Essen, M., Otten, J., & Carberry, E. J. 2015. Assessing managerial power theory: A meta-analytic approach to
understanding the determinants of CEO compensation. Journal of Management, 41: 164‐202.

Veltrop, D. B., Bezemer, P.- J., Nicholson, G., & Pugliese, A. 2021. Too unsafe to monitor? How board–CEO cog-
nitive conflict and chair leadership shape outside director monitoring. Academy of Management Journal, 64(1):
207-234.

Veltrop, D. B., Molleman, E., Hooghiemstra, R., & van Ees, H. 2018. The relationship between tenure and outside
director task involvement: A social identity perspective. Journal of Management, 44: 445‐469.

Weisbach, M. S. 1988. Outside directors and CEO turnover. Journal of Financial Economics, 20: 431‐460.
Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. 1995. Who shall govern? CEO/board power, demographic similarity, and new director

selection. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40: 60‐83.
Withers, M. C., & Fitza, M. A. 2017. Do board chairs matter? The influence of board chairs on firm performance.

Strategic Management Journal, 38: 1343‐1355.
Zajac, E. J., & Westphal, J. D. 1996. Who shall succeed? How CEO/board preferences and power affect the choice of

new CEOs. Academy of Management Journal, 39: 64‐90.
Zhang, Y. 2006. The presence of a separate COO/president and its impact on strategic change and CEO dismissal.

Strategic Management Journal, 27: 283‐300.
Zorn, M. L., Shropshire, C., Martin, J. A., Combs, J. G., & Ketchen, D. J. 2017. Home alone: The effect of lone-

insider boards on CEO pay, financial misconduct, and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 38:
2623‐2646.

36 Journal of Management


	 Theory and Hypotheses
	 The Executive Board Chair and Firm Performance
	 The Executive Board Chair and Oversight of Management
	 The Executive Board Chair and Involvement in Strategy
	 The Executive Board Chair and Board Leadership

	 Methods
	 Measures
	 Dependent variable
	 Independent variables
	 Control variables

	 Analysis

	 Results
	 Hypothesis Tests
	 Robustness Checks
	 Supplementary Analyses

	 Discussion
	 Theoretical Contributions
	 Managerial Implications
	 Limitations and Extensions

	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


