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Abstract
Research summary: The question of what boards do,

or should do, has remained a central focus in gover-

nance research. Much of this research is based on

explicit theories or empirical models that impose

assumed behaviors onto boards—such as monitoring—
that are thought to define their roles and duties. While

these explicit perspectives have offered critical insights,

we suggest it is time to consider directors' implicit

beliefs of their roles and duties to understand their per-

spective of the board's overall role. We use a grounded

theory approach to develop theoretical insights about

directors' implicit views of their roles and duties. We

integrate information learned from extensive inter-

views with active directors and executives and find that

directors view themselves as strategic partners with

their firms' executives.
Managerial summary: How do directors view their

work on their boards? This remains a critical question

for corporate governance researchers and practitioners

alike. To help answer this question, we conducted

extensive interviews with current directors and execu-

tives. Our analysis of these interviews suggests that

directors view their CEOs as generally acting in the

best interests of their firms. In turn, directors consider

strategically collaborating with their CEOs as critical to

their board service. Recognizing the unique perspec-

tives that directors bring to the boardroom has
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important implications for governance practices

directed toward ensuring overall board effectiveness.
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board–CEO collaboration, boards of directors, implicit theories,
monitoring, qualitative research

1 | INTRODUCTION

Boards of directors shape a variety of organizational outcomes (J. L. Johnson, Ellstrand, &
Daily, 1996; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989). Their unique position of working with and working as
members of the upper echelon provides them potentially substantial influence in their role as
the highest legal authority for public corporations (Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009).
Historically, boards served as a mostly passive “rubber stamp” for managerial initiatives and
acted as friendly confidants (Lorsch & MacIver, 1989; Mace, 1971). Changes driven by corporate
scandals and evolving social norms, however, have led boards to more actively participate in
their firms.

Despite the recognition of the increasing importance of boards, debate remains regarding
their role and influence within their firms (Boivie, Bednar, Aguilera, & Andrus, 2016). The
question of what boards do, or should do, remains a central focus in governance research from
the emergence of modern academic research (Mace, 1971; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989) up to recent
refinements in the field (e.g., Hambrick, Misangyi, & Park, 2015; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003;
Hoppmann, Naegele, & Girod, 2019). For example, research suggests that a critical role for
boards is monitoring executives' actions to ensure they align with shareholders' interests
(D. R. Dalton, Hitt, Certo, & Dalton, 2007) and curb executive opportunism (Fama &
Jensen, 1983). Other research argues that directors offer critical resources, mostly in the form of
advice and counsel to the executive team (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; J. D. Westphal, 1999).
Recent research suggests that boards should take a more active role in strategic decision making
(Pugliese et al., 2009; Useem & Zelleke, 2006).

In this way, governance research largely relies on explicit academic theories, such as agency
theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), resource dependence (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), or more nor-
mative perspectives (Charan, Carey, & Useem, 2014) to describe how boards function and, in
turn, achieve effectiveness (e.g., Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989). While these
explicit theories are important as they direct research and provide a shared understanding of
this context (Runco & Bahleda, 1986; Runco, Nemiro, & Walberg, 1998), they may not fully cap-
ture the realities of corporate directors and their tacit beliefs about their jobs. For example, the
oft relied upon agency theory assumes executives require monitoring and that boards can pro-
vide such oversight. Recently, however, scholars have suggested boards have neither the ability
nor desire to effectively monitor managers (Boivie et al., 2016; Hambrick et al., 2015).

Given this potential mismatch between what academic theories say boards do and what
directors actually do, developing a more grounded understanding of what boards do—informed
by directors' implicit beliefs about their roles and duties in the current governance context—
could advance our understanding of boards and their directors. In this regard, our paper builds
upon the work of Dweck and colleagues in psychology that focuses on implicit versus explicit
theories of intelligence (e.g., Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995a, 1995b; Dweck & Leggett, 1988).
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While researchers develop and employ explicit theories, which ground hypothesis development
and empirical testing, individuals also hold implicit theories, which reflect “people's basic
assumptions about themselves and their world” (Dweck, 1996, p. 96). Importantly to our
research, implicit theories, while often tacit and poorly articulated within an individual, can be
examined and made more explicit. To do so, “systematic effort is required on the part of behav-
ioral scientists to identify them and to map out their effects” (Dweck et al., 1995a, p. 267).
Applying these ideas to the role of boards of directors, we suggest that examining implicit theo-
ries of directors can offer new insights to explicit theories of corporate governance.

In particular, gaining a better understanding of directors' beliefs about whom they serve,
how boards believe they should function, and their perceived challenges when working to be
effective can enable governance scholars to develop more accurate theoretical conceptions of
board functioning (Forbes & Milliken, 1999), especially as boards become more involved in stra-
tegic decision making. Offering insight into directors' implicit views of their roles and duties
also can provide the basis for a more nuanced perspective of the role of boards, thus allowing
scholars to develop better prescriptions for directors and executives. Thus, an assessment and
evaluation of directors' implicit beliefs may be critical for this scholarship to move forward. The
ultimate goal of most corporate governance research is to better understand how corporate gov-
ernance structures and practices can help improve the performance and effectiveness of the
firm. In our view, if we want to develop a better understanding of board effectiveness, or have
more success linking board actions or characteristics to firm performance, our theoretical pre-
dictions must be grounded in a realistic perception of what boards actually do and how direc-
tors actually think about and approach their role. Thus, we believe that the theoretical insights
we develop here are a necessary first step toward developing better theoretical arguments
linking boards to firm performance.

We use a grounded theory approach to develop theoretical insights into directors' implicit
views of their roles and functions. While prior research focuses on what boards do or should do,
we study two different but complementary questions. Relying on data from in-depth interviews
with 50 active corporate executives and public directors, we sought to answer the questions,
“How do directors view the roles and duties of the board? and How do those views affect how
they act?” Our data analysis reveals that, contrary to extant theories on corporate boards, direc-
tors see themselves as strategic partners with the firm's executive team. In particular, our inter-
views suggest that while there is significant variance in directors' implicit views regarding the
role of the board, there is significant convergence in their implicit beliefs about how those roles
affect director behavior. So, while some directors view the primary role of the board as
protecting shareholder interests and other directors believe their primary role is to develop and
support management, virtually all directors possess implicit theories that they should work as
strategic partners with managers to create shareholder value. This at first appears contradictory:
how can there be variance in their views of the board's role, yet no variance in how they trans-
late that role into action? Importantly, our findings suggest this apparent contradiction is
resolved because directors do not hold the implicit view of managerial opportunism described
by agency theory. Because they tend to focus on value creation rather than monitoring for man-
agerial opportunism (Donaldson, 1995; Ghoshal, 2005), it is immaterial whether they believe
they are serving shareholders or managers as each translates into remarkably similar views of
their duties and actions as strategic partners with managers. This insight allows us to build the-
ory beyond the traditional explicit theories of board functions and develops theoretical insights
into directors' implicit views. Because this research attempts to build theory inductively using
qualitative data, we begin with a brief overview of prior research that led us to conduct the
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present study, and then we move into our methods and findings. In the discussion section, we
explore the theoretical contributions of our findings and how the implications of our theorizing
help us advance the theoretical conversation on boards, which opens up new avenues for
research into understanding board effectiveness.

2 | PRIOR RESEARCH ON BOARD ROLES AND FUNCTIONS

Understanding the roles of directors and boards in corporations (J. L. Johnson et al., 1996;
Zahra & Pearce II, 1989) is central to corporate governance research. Mace's (1971, p. 6) early
qualitative study of boards suggests, “Business literature is replete with the efforts of business-
men, lawyers, and scholars to define the proper and appropriate roles of board members.”
Research continues to grapple with this question (Hambrick, Werder, & Zajac, 2008; J. D.
Westphal & Zajac, 2013). In developing our study, we sought to understand how scholars frame
the board's role and explore the theories and perspectives that guide this research.

Corporate governance scholars primarily use explicit theories related to the board's ability
to perform certain functions—largely guided by agency theory (Fama & Jensen, 1983;
Jensen & Meckling, 1976) and its view that boards' primary task is to act in an oversight role
to ensure the alignment of management and shareholder interests (D. R. Dalton et al., 2007).
This research generally assumes that boards fulfill this oversight role by acting as effective
monitors of executives (Baysinger & Hoskisson, 1990). Over time, researchers expanded the
proposed board functions by arguing that the board also has a role to provide critical
resources to the organization (Hillman, Cannella, & Paetzold, 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003).
Based on resource dependence theory, this work assumes directors can provide firms with a
variety of resources, such as advice/counsel, legitimacy, and social connections (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 1978). Finally, while initially discussed as an important board function in the aca-
demic literature (Zahra & Pearce II, 1989), the board's strategic role has increasingly become
a focus for governance advisors (Charan et al., 2014). Before outlining our empirical approach
and findings, we briefly summarize the common perspectives used to assess board functions
and board effectiveness.

2.1 | The monitoring function

Grounded in agency theory, the monitoring function of the board is generally considered by
scholars and practitioners its primary role (Boivie et al., 2016). This function involves directors'
oversight of executive actions on behalf of shareholders to reduce the potential for managerial
opportunism (D. R. Dalton et al., 2007; Fama & Jensen, 1983) arising from the separation of
principals, who own the firm, and agents, who run it on behalf of principals. Agency theory ini-
tially talked about the need for oversight because agents' interests may diverge from those of
principals (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). However, because of the divergent interests between
these two groups, most proponents of agency theory assume “that there is potential for mischief
when the interests of owners and those of managers diverge” (D. R. Dalton et al., 2007, p. 2).
This potential mischief, or opportunism, creates the agency problem and, in turn, leads to possi-
ble agency costs. Agency relationships are prone to moral hazard risks in which executives may
shirk their duties in favor of actions that benefit themselves over shareholders
(Eisenhardt, 1989). These other actions may take the form of increased diversification, excessive

BOIVIE ET AL. 1665



compensation, and practices such as greenmail and golden parachutes (D. R. Dalton
et al., 2007; Eisenhardt, 1989).

Agency theory asserts board monitoring minimizes the potential opportunism and costs
arising from the separation of ownership and management by helping align the interests of
management and shareholder (J. L. Johnson et al., 1996; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989). Boards moni-
tor executives through two processes: decision control and outcome control (Baysinger &
Hoskisson, 1990). As Fama and Jensen (1983, p. 313) note, “The board […] retains ultimate con-
trol over internal agents-including the rights to ratify and monitor major policy initiatives.”
Decision control provides that the ultimate ratification of decisions rests with directors rather
than executives, whereas outcome control provides that boards can evaluate organizational per-
formance to assess agency issues. These monitoring approaches align with the behavior-
oriented and outcome-oriented monitoring derived from broader views of agency theory
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005). In conjunction with these monitoring approaches, boards
can reduce agency costs by selecting the CEO, replacing executives, and setting executives' com-
pensation to properly incentivize them (Monks & Minow, 2004; Vance, 1983). When decision
control and outcome control are not separated from decision management (i.e., the initiation
and implementation of decisions), managerial opportunism can emerge (Fama & Jensen, 1983).

Given agency theory's assumptions about human behavior related to self-interest, bounded
rationality, and risk aversion (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 59), board monitoring is thought to curb
these agency issues. Because of the potential for opportunism and moral hazard, directors serve
as a “watchdog” overseeing management for shareholders (Demb & Neubauer, 1992, p. 44).
Directors are also expected to identify with shareholders, to whom they have a fiduciary respon-
sibility (Hillman, Nicholson, & Shropshire, 2008). As J. H. Davis, Schoorman, and Dona-
ldson (1997, p. 23) explain, “Controlling governance mechanisms are prescribed, because
agency theorists assume that agent-principal interests may diverge and that given the opportu-
nity the agent will maximize his or her individual utility at the expense of the principal's
utility.”

Much of the prior corporate governance research stresses monitoring as the primary task of
the board. For instance, a recent review of empirical research on boards across the domains
of management, finance, and accounting summarized the literature by showing that 200 of
226 studies primarily relied on agency theory logic when describing the role of the board
(Boivie et al., 2016). Furthermore, when we reviewed the 26 articles that the authors did not
classify monitoring and agency theory as the primary role of the board, we found that 15 of
those articles still include agency logic in their theoretical development. Thus, more than 95%
of research articles across disciplines use agency theory and suggest monitoring is the board's
primary and most important task (Boivie et al., 2016).

2.2 | Resource provision function

Scholars argue that boards also provide a variety of critical resources to the firm and executive
team. Based on resource dependence theory, this role focuses on the link between firms and
their environments (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and suggests the board provides several key
resources to the firm and top management team. Unlike agency theory, resource dependence
theory assumes independence between the board and management team is not a major concern
as the board is only an instrument for addressing a firm's environmental constraints
(Pfeffer, 1972).
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Resource dependence originally suggested a less hands-on approach with management and
strategic decision making. In particular, Pfeffer (1972, p. 220) argued that managers may have
little interest in advice from directors in noting, “the notion of whether or not management is
making full use of its board cannot be evaluated by board participation in management, but
rather by how well important external organizations and groups are being handled”
(Pfeffer, 1972, p. 220). Rather than providing resources to meet shareholder interests, the board
is considered a tool that enables a firm's survival given its environment (Hillman et al., 2000).

Empirical research largely supports the broad claims of resource dependence, specifically
that the board plays a role in linking the focal firm to its environment and provides many
important resources to the firm (Pfeffer, 1972, 1973; Provan, 1980). Also, research on board
composition supports the notion that board composition is changed to adapt to environmental
changes a firm may face (Hillman et al., 2000; Pfeffer, 1972; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

2.3 | The strategic function

Most recently, in a departure from earlier research, scholars have begun to take a more norma-
tive position to argue that boards' roles should evolve and include being more actively involved
in the strategic decision making of the firm (Charan et al., 2014; Pugliese et al., 2009; Useem &
Zelleke, 2006). This focus on the board's strategic influence is reflective of the changing institu-
tional environment and a renewed focus on director contribution (Finkelstein et al., 2009;
McNulty & Pettigrew, 1999). For example, a 2012 survey of S&P 500 directors, Spencer Stuart,
an executive search firm, found that the most important governance topic by directors was com-
pany strategy as opposed to shareholder concerns (Charan et al., 2014).

While empirical research on the board's strategic influence has been slow to accumulate
(Zahra & Pearce II, 1989), recent studies highlight boards' more active role in affecting firms'
strategic direction (for recent reviews, see Kim, Burns, & Prescott, 2009; Pugliese et al., 2009).
For instance, McNulty and Pettigrew (1999) find that boardroom discussions can shape strategic
decisions, while Golden and Zajac (2001) find that board structure, demographic characteristics,
and power determine a board's ability to influence firm strategy (also see Haynes &
Hillman, 2010). Kor and Misangyi (2008) also find that board industry-related experience sup-
plements for top management team (TMT) industry inexperience in young entrepreneurial
firms. Garg and Eisenhardt (2016) find that the interaction of CEOs and board members influ-
ences decision making in entrepreneurial ventures. Finally, while most studies focus on boards
positively influencing strategic change, Hoppmann et al. (2019) find that boards may impede
change in firms facing environmental discontinuities due to a lack of overall board renewal to
respond to the environment.

Similarly, practitioner-focused research has also emerged on the ideal roles of boards of
directors (Charan, 2011; Charan et al., 2014). This research leverages interviews with directors
to propose normative implications for the role of boards. For example, in summarizing their
perspective, Charan et al. (2014, p. 4) explain:

Increased regulation, shareholder pressures, and governance reforms over the past
decade were intended to strengthen the board's oversight function. Yet as boards
have become better monitors, they have also become better leaders, delving into a
host of other areas that had been delegated to management in earlier times…we
anticipate that this should fortify company performance.
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These descriptive and normative studies suggest boards influence their firms' strategic direction
and are involved with strategy formulation (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989).

2.4 | A grounded theory perspective

In sum, prior research suggests monitoring executives is the primary role of the board while
providing resources and taking active leadership are secondary and tertiary roles. Over time,
however, these academic theories may have failed to keep up with the realities of today's boards
by ignoring directors' implicit theories regarding how they view their functions and roles. In
collecting and analyzing our data, we were open to new ideas and perspectives that derived
from assessing how directors viewed their functions while being mindful of prior theory.

We also considered previous qualitative attempts to understand boards and directors. In the
1970s and 1980s, two books were published that shaped corporate governance research that
involved the authors talking with corporate directors: Mace (1971) and Lorsch and Mac-
Iver (1989). Mace (1971, p. 2) summarized this prior work: “The extent to which the boards
were effective depended largely on the desires of the small corporation managements—their
desires to include competent men on their boards, and their desires to take advantage of board
members' advice and counsel.” Lorsch and MacIver (1989) qualitative study asked if boards
were pawns or active participants in the governance process. They concluded that boards are
particularly important during times of crisis, but less engaged during times of normalcy. Neither
study tried to develop theoretical insights regarding directors' implicit theories of board service,
however.

We began our study with the broad research question, “How do directors view their roles?”
We thus set out to talk with corporate directors about what they actually try to do through their
board service, why they serve, and whom they serve. Our goal was to develop theory grounded
in the actual experience of directors, rather than building on earlier explicit theorizing. Delving
into how directors view their roles and functions on corporate boards may offer critical insights
into explicit perspectives dominating governance research.

In particular, directors' implicit theories may be important factors determining how they
approach their board role and their exchanges with executives (Engle & Lord, 1997). In part,
implicit theories are “core assumptions” that reside in a person's mind that help define “the
individual's reality and imparts meaning to events.” (Dweck et al., 1995a, p. 268). Psychology
and social psychology research recognize an individual's implicit theories influence information
processing, judgments, and decision making (Dweck, 2006; Dweck et al., 1995a, 1995b; Dweck &
Leggett, 1988). In turn, an individual's implicit theories can impact how she/he views and
enacts specific roles and tasks (Braun, Stegmann, Hernandez Bark, Junker, & van Dick, 2017).
Specifically, implicit theory reflects an individual's beliefs about specific social groups (Chiu,
Hong, & Dweck, 1997). For example, research focusing on implicit leadership theories suggests
that such schemas can influence how leaders and followers interact and how they enact their
respective roles (Offermann & Coats, 2018).

The term “implicit theory” in this context does not imply that the individual's implicit
assumptions cannot be measured or captured. This is different from how the term “implicit” is
used in other contexts, such as cognition research, as Lüftenegger and Chen (2017, p. 100) note,

In work on social cognition the term implicit is associated with the inability of peo-
ple to report the existence or operation of some entity or past experience. But
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research exploring implicit theories of intelligence goes against this notion because
people are often quite able to report their beliefs.

This is evident in the work measuring implicit theories in educational psychology (Costa &
Faria, 2018), which suggests that these implicit theories are not unmeasurable but rather that
direct, systematic effort is required to do so (Dweck et al., 1995a). This literature suggests all
individuals possess underlying theories they often do not directly articulate; however, research
in this area has directly observed and measured these implicit theories (Dweck, 1999, 2006).

Similarly, corporate directors possess implicit theories about their roles and functions, as
well as how they should enact them. Building on a series of in-depth interviews, we develop
theoretical insights that suggest that directors and boards see their roles primarily in terms of
helping managers make better and more informed decisions. As our interviews proceeded, it
became clear that the area where there was the biggest gap between prior theoretical treatments
of directors and how practicing directors perceive their role involved being strategic partners
with the CEO. In part, our interviews suggest directors possess different implicit views about
whether they are focused on serving primarily to protect shareholders or to support managers.
We thus primarily focus on reconceptualizing the role of the board based on board members'
views of their role. Then, based on that reconceptualization, we discuss how insights from our
data suggest ways to improve research into boards and board effectiveness going forward.
Before detailing those findings, we lay out our methodological approach.

3 | METHODOLOGY

Given our interest in understanding how directors view their roles on a board, we undertook an
inductive, grounded theory style study to gain deep insight into a phenomenon from the per-
spective of those living it. This provides the basis for building theoretical explanations of the
phenomenon that are not possible with traditional deductive methods. Given that most of
the theory and empirical evidence on boards is based on secondary data from boards of publicly
traded firms, we also collected data from directors and executives of publicly traded U.S. firms.
Grounded theory is an appropriate method for contexts in which established theory has become
disconnected from the actual behaviors and actions of real-world entities (individuals or collec-
tives) over time (Charmaz, 2006; Suddaby, 2006). That type of context becomes even more
important to examine inductively when the original theoretical foundations were developed
conceptually (instead of empirically) and there is disagreement within the field on the appropri-
ateness and applicability of the theory's adaption over time. We believe the grounded theory
approach was warranted considering we uncovered perspectives and insights, as well as pro-
duced emergent theorizing, heretofore not published in the corporate governance literature.

3.1 | Data collection

In pursuing our research question, we relied on semi-structured interviews with 50 directors
and executives. We used the Executive Education centers of two research universities to initially
contact the directors. After each interview, we also used a snowball sampling technique by ask-
ing the interviewee for referrals to other directors. Finally, we obtained some of our interview
subjects through direct email solicitations. All but two of our informants were serving on, or
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had served on, the board of a publicly traded company; the other two had been executives of a
publicly traded company and had interacted with the board but had not served as a director.
During the review process, we also conducted five follow-up interviews with directors from our
original sample.

Our informants are a mix of public firms spanning a variety of sizes from small and
medium-size firms to large Fortune 100 firms, as well as several industries. This data collection
effort is uncommon in the academic literature on corporate governance (for exceptions, see
Golden-Biddle & Rao, 1997; Harvey, Currall, & Helland Hammer, 2017; Klarner, Yoshikawa, &
Hitt, 2018; Lorsch & MacIver, 1989; Mace, 1971) and provides a unique window into how direc-
tors perceive their role on boards. Table 1 provides an overview of our sample in terms of sev-
eral individual- and board-level characteristics. We matched our sample of directors to BoardEx
to collect this information. As shown in Table 1, 24% of our sample was female, which reflects
current female representation on public boards in the United States (Diligent Institute, 2020).
At the time of our interviews, our sample's average age was 64.10, and they on average served
on 2.82 public boards. In terms of our sample's backgrounds, 6% were executives only, 40% were
directors currently employed full-time at other firms, 18% were directors only with no other cor-
porate affiliation, and 34% were directors who were current or former CEOs. Again, matching
the general population of public board directors, our informants were primarily white, although
we also had some African American and Hispanic directors. As part of our purposeful sampling
approach (Shah & Corley, 2006), the tenure of our informants varied widely: some directors
had more than 30 years of experience across multiple boards, while a few had only been serving
on a single board for a few months. We had a variety of industries represented, including con-
sumer goods, oil, gas, chemicals, and retail, in an attempt to, once again, mirror the experience
of the general population of public board directors (see Table A.2.1 in Appendix S1 for more
details on the industries represented by our sample). The executives and directors interviewed
generally fit the pattern of individuals serving on the S&P 500 boards in terms of professional
experience, age, and demographic characteristics (Spencer Stuart, 2018).

TABLE 1 Sample characteristics

Characteristic Mean Minimum Maximum

Gender 24% female — —

Average age 64.10 50 81

Average time in current board roles 5.91 years 0.30 26.60

Average number of public boards 2.82 boards 1 12

Average number of private boards 3.52 boards 1 10

Average board gender ratio 16.64% female
directors

0% .33%

Average number of directors on current public
boards

9.42 boards 4 13

Executives only 0.06 — —

Directors currently employed full-time at other firms 0.40 — —

Directors only 0.18 — —

Directors and current/former CEOs 0.34 — —
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We asked directors a series of broad questions about serving on boards, including questions
related to their choice to serve on boards, board effectiveness, as well as their work on board
committees. Examples of the types of questions and our broad interview protocol are available
in Appendix S1 in Table A2.3. We choose these topics to provide a wide scope for our data col-
lection regarding directors' experiences on boards, using informant-specific follow-up questions
to get gain deeper insights. Each interview lasted about an hour and was recorded and tran-
scribed verbatim. We added directors to our sample until we reached a point at which each new
interview did not provide new insights into our research question.

3.2 | Data analysis

After transcribing the initial interviews, each author coded one interview that was chosen because
it was representative of the broader sample. We then met as a team to discuss any disagreements
and to establish a standard coding scheme that we then applied to the remaining interviews. The
team continued to meet throughout the coding process to discuss necessary adaptations to the
coding scheme. These initial coding discussions also helped us refine the protocol for future inter-
views to better hone in on the emerging themes that were deemed most important by our infor-
mants and that held the most potential theoretical impact (Charmaz, 2006).

We followed Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton's (2013) methodological approach to rigorous
inductive concept development. To do so, we began open coding (Charmaz, 2006) by focusing
on first-order concepts that derived directly from informant terms. These first-order concepts
helped us build the foundation of our informants' implicit beliefs as they captured their view of
the phenomenon in their own words (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). We then used axial coding to con-
sider higher-level theoretically interesting patterns among the first-order concepts to further
reduce the data to more general themes. In examining these second-order themes, we began to
ask “whether the emerging themes suggest concepts that might help us describe and explain
the phenomena we are observing” (Gioia et al., 2013, p. 20). Analytically distinguishing
between those emergent concepts allowed us to aggregate the second-order themes into aggre-
gate dimensions (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991), which provided a theoretically interesting view of
directors' implicit theories of their board experience. During this process, we iterated between
the concepts, themes, and dimensions that emerged from our interviews and the extant litera-
ture on corporate boards. This analytical approach provided the foundation for the data struc-
ture reported in Figure 1, which was used as the basis for developing an empirically grounded
understanding of what directors do and why they do it.

4 | FINDINGS

Our initial goal in analyzing the data was to discover how directors viewed their roles in their
firms. A key finding from our analysis was that directors' implicit view of their roles was
informed by their view of the agency relationship between shareholders and executives. While
this insight may not seem entirely novel, how directors explicitly and implicitly view their roles
within this relationship provides clear inferences for understanding board functioning. While
all directors agree their job is to protect shareholder value, there is variance in how they do so
and whom they need to support to do it. Building on this insight, we next focus on the views of
the agency relationship and how they manifest in directors' implicit views about their job.
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4.1 | Director assumptions about the agency relationship

Directors varied on their assumption about who they were primarily serving. As one director
stated, “We have a fiduciary […] responsibility to run the company in the interests of the share-
holders.” Some directors thus defined this relationship as being an objective third party to rep-
resent shareholders. Echoing this perspective, one director explained:

I've always felt like it was kind of important to understand what your board's think-
ing about, right? The board sort of stands between the guys in the C-suite and the
shareholders. They come out from a third-party perspective with a different mental-
ity around risk management, and returns, as they serve the shareholder interests.

Other directors, while not ignoring their fiduciary responsibility to shareholders, focused more on
their role as aiding executives in the strategic management process. As one director noted,
“I think that the board [has got to] get back on what sort of business value are we adding outside
the known fiduciary and compliant state.” Indeed, many directors do not view this duty as need-
ing to explicitly monitor management. One director directly spoke to who should be served:

It's the suppliers; it's the community. And, it turns out, I believe that business is for
the benefit of everybody. It is important that we as directors not look just at the
shareholders who we are accountable to primarily, but also to all the other people
in the food chain….

In discussing this shared responsibility to create broad value, directors consistently told us they
view their primary task as helping improve and inform the CEO's decision making. Also, the CEOs

FIGURE 1 Data structure
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with whom we spoke stressed the need for mutual trust. For example, a CEO stated, “I would like
the ability to get [directors'] insights, but I also want their trust.” As one director said,

You don't go back to…the CEO, and say, “You know what, that strategy is wrong.
We'd like you to do this strategy.” That's not what you're paying him for. You're
paying him to make the decisions. And if he is consistently making wrong deci-
sions, you find somebody else to make the decisions.

This quote shows that directors do not share the implicit view that their job is to protect share-
holders by curbing managerial opportunism. Rather, these directors trust and respect the execu-
tive team. These differing assumptions drive their view of their roles and how they fulfill these
roles. Thus, these directors believe they fulfill their duty to protect shareholder interests by pro-
viding advice to improve a CEO's strategy, not by voting down decisions they believe harm
shareholder value or represent CEO opportunism. For directors who hold the implicit view that
they serve managers to create shareholder value, this role is shaped by a different set of assump-
tions about executives than is premised by agency theory.

Furthermore, when we probed and directly questioned directors about monitoring, our
informants mostly discussed the challenges of monitoring. Specifically, when asked about mon-
itoring directly for potential opportunism, directors not only suggested that they did not believe
this was their role, but went beyond that view by explicitly stating they did not believe it was
even possible. For instance, one director said:

You can't stop people from doing bad deals, and you can't stop people from doing
complicit fraud. Period. Ever…if people are going to screw you, they are going
to do it.

Instead, the directors indicated that, because of information asymmetry between the board and
CEO, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to assess if a given action was right or wrong for
the firm. When discussing this view of directors as watchdogs of managers one director said,
“I think there's a misconception a little bit around what you can expect reasonably from a board
member.” Furthermore, directors said it is beyond their capacity to engage in traditional moni-
toring tasks, such as addressing potential fraud and opportunism. To this point a director said:

I can check a box every day and if I make bad business decisions then my stock-
holders are going to suffer and you know I knew plenty of the people on the Enron
board and they were good people but you know management deceived them and
they lied to them and there's not a corporate governance scenario when you have
people who commit fraud.

As one CEO explained, “At the end of the day, if I wanted to steal fifty million dollars or a hun-
dred billion dollars from the company, all I had to do is get one other person to help me. That's
it.” This comment reflected the fact that agency issues are often difficult for the board to
address. Relatedly, directors did not believe that it was even possible to a priori know enough
to approve or disapprove of specific decisions. One director said:

No one asks you a question while your deals good until it goes bad. Then you're
stuck. And so, the thing about it is the sort of best practices and all of the regulatory
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issues that require minutes and things like that are all interesting and are impor-
tant, but they overreach and what it really gets down to is making sure that you
have the right people and the right structure and you know you can have a board,
look at the people that run GE's board now, and GE's what fifteen bucks a share
and they were the worst performer on the NYSE and everybody said they used to
be the gold standard and now they suck and they're saying what happened to the
board? Did they lie to the board? Were they asleep? You know they make bad deci-
sions right they didn't operate effectively and guess what, what happens is that
companies that so it's not about the rules set forth with academia with ISS or
NACD or NYSE of SEC some people are just going to make bad decisions and
make bad business deals and then the shareholders are going to get screwed at the
end of the day it's not because the governance, it's because of the people they had
on the board and the management team make wrong decisions.

Similarly, another director said:

They all made a lot of decisions, best efforts, and okay granted, they'll always be
the outlier, but generally speaking, a lot of deep thought went into that. Is it rea-
sonable that there's a blow-up somewhere and it's, the comp committee head's fault
if we're seeking fault here, but that's…They make $300,000 a year, they go to five
meetings a year, and they study and they look and they work hard but is it realistic
to think that they own that?

These quotes illustrate a consistent theme in our interviews—that directors and executives rec-
ognize the practical challenges of directors monitoring for managerial opportunism.

In sum, our interviews pointed to variance in the implicit views directors possess on how
they approach the agency relationship between shareholders and executives. While all of the
directors interviewed recognized their fiduciary responsibility to shareholders, there was vari-
ance on how they believed this responsibility is carried out. In part, our interviews suggest that
a minority of directors focus on their role as serving the interests of shareholders, and in doing
so, they sought to keep a more arm's length relationship with management. On the other hand,
a substantial majority of the directors we interviewed suggested that to serve shareholders'
interests, directors needed to work with and help develop managers to create firm value.

With these implicit views delineated, our next goal was to discover how directors approached
their board service. Despite the variance in directors' views of who they were mainly serving,
almost universally, directors' idea of participation in strategic decision making and their role as a
strategic partner with the executive team was what they described as their primary role. Indeed,
even though there was divergence regarding if their primary task was serving shareholders or
helping to improve firm strategy, directors nearly uniformly agreed that each goal was best
accomplished through acting as a strategic partner working with management to improve strate-
gic decisions. Based on this, several key insights emerged from our analysis.

4.2 | Approaching the relationship as strategic partners

During the interview process, it became clear that many directors, rather than viewing their job
as curbing managerial opportunism, viewed their role as strategic partners. Thus, we felt the
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need to try to better understand this role and its underlying assumptions because it is a signifi-
cant departure from conceptions in prior research. Our first concern was understanding if being
strategic partners with executives was just another way of describing monitoring executives'
decisions or if it was something else. Their consistent conception of participation in strategic
decision making was something that did not clearly map on to the traditional roles suggested
by prior theory of monitoring or providing advice. Directors instead suggested that boards virtu-
ally never seek to vote down management's decisions; they instead try to partner with the exec-
utives to provide input to make the decisions better. As one director noted:

They (directors) come to the boardroom…incredibly prepared—ready to dialog or
discuss, but not to become management. To be a board of directors, in my mind,
you've (got) to understand where management is coming from, but your job is to
ask a lot of questions and focus what they are telling you and not to step into the
role of management.

In discussing what the CEO wants from the board, one executive provided an example of the
strategic involvement of the board:

We are retooling our strategy at [the firm]. After a couple of years of weak perfor-
mance in the marketplace, we need to undergo a strategic and cultural transforma-
tion. And so I have pulled together with my leadership team, all of the different
aspects of what that would entail, from priorities and focus to organization struc-
ture, to new policies, to the financials around that, all of these different aspects and
I've presented that to the board. And I did it in sort of two phases almost. I talked
with individual board members first, and I got some kind of one-on-one feedback,
where they could read through what I'm thinking and give me advice before I
polished it all up. And then I did that where I brought something that was more
fully formed to the board in total, and they constructively helped poke holes in it
and challenge certain assumptions and ask really good questions.

This quote illustrates that board participation in decision making extends well beyond arm's
length advice-giving. It rather suggests that, while the CEO initially formulated the strategy and
that the directors did not try to redirect the strategy or voice dissent, they also went beyond sim-
ply providing “advice” and instead provided a great deal of input that shaped the ultimate strat-
egy. In part, directors with this view engage more in the decision management process of
initiating strategic decisions. Furthermore, what is driving these behaviors is a set of assump-
tions regarding executives' motivations that differ substantially from the agency theory.

Consequently, what emerged from our analysis is a framework in which directors do not
hold the implicit assumption of managerial opportunism. Rather, they approach their board
work with an overarching role as a strategic partner with executives rather than as a share-
holder watchdog. As illustrated in Figure 1, our framework is derived from the accumulation of
directors' implicit theories regarding four broad, but inter-related, dimensions: (a) role of the
board, (b) how board service should make them feel, (c) board activities, and (d) board composi-
tion. In our interviews, each of these subthemes emerged in directors' discussions of what they
perceived as how they approach their board service. In turn, we sought a better understanding
of why directors and executives perceived these specific dimensions and themes as particularly
important.
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4.3 | Implicit theory of the role of the board

Despite the variance among directors' views of who they were primarily there to serve, be it
shareholders or executives, directors' views on the role of the board tended to converge on an
implicit view of being strategic partners. This view is derived, in part, from how directors
approached their board service and what the role of a director meant to them. Directors'
implicit theory of the role of the board consists of two specific themes: (a) being a director is a
service role and (b) being a director requires preparedness.

4.3.1 | A service role

When discussing the roles they perform based on their view of the board as a strategic partner-
ship, our informants described their role as primarily service-oriented. To be clear, this is differ-
ent from the service role described by J. L. Johnson et al. (1996) in that our informants suggest
their board work was a form of providing a broader, societal service. Viewing this role as a ser-
vice task, rather than as a job, fundamentally shaped how they approached being a director. As
one informant stated:

My experience is people generally are serving on the boards not for money, not for power,
but to truly help. And I think they become—if done properly, in my experience—very neutral
advocates for the company and shareholders.

In part, several informants discussed their desire to contribute to the firms they represent.
For example, one informant explained, “You want the management team, the executive com-
mittee, to feel like you're really helpful and adding value and you're not just a signature, you're
not just an eye, you're not just an approval.” Similarly, other directors discussed why they serve
on the board as, in part, deriving from the fact that “you feel like you really can make a
contribution.”

Although nearly all directors discussed contributing to the firms they serve, most of them
view being a director as a secondary role in their lives and careers. As one director noted,
“There's a service aspect of giving back, so to speak, even though you get paid for it. And part of
the giving back, I guess, is also using whatever expertise you have.” Thus, directors view their
board responsibilities implicitly as a form of public service because, as one executive stated, out-
side board service “obviously takes time away from your primary job.”

As we examine in the other subthemes, while most directors perceive themselves as strate-
gic partners, this service orientation means that directors are unwilling to tolerate turmoil,
disrespect, and strife in the boardroom. Indeed, even though directors may be willing to deal
with turmoil in their primary roles as executives, they seem unwilling to deal with it in their
director roles. Reflecting both perspectives, one director considering joining a new board
explained,

I'm interviewing right now for another board, and what I told them is that I only
want to be on the board if the other board members and the management team are
very glad that I'm on that board because I'm able to offer a value-added [contribu-
tion]. That I'm adding value to the enterprise.

This informant linked the need to contribute with the desire to avoid negative board experience,
stating, “Similarly, I don't want to be on the board if it's a bunch of people I don't want to work

1676 BOIVIE ET AL.



with either…if it's toxic.” Directors thus view their time in the boardroom as a form of “giving
back” that they do not want to be tainted with disagreements and stressful interactions.

4.3.2 | Director engagement and preparedness

Their perspective as strategic partners also influences how directors approach board meetings.
Our data suggest directors take their responsibilities seriously and discuss preparation for and
engagement in the boardroom as critical to their view of the role of the board. This indicates
that, while directors are not the formal decision control agents suggested by agency theory, they
are also not the ornaments on the corporate Christmas tree suggested by earlier research
(e.g., Mace, 1971).

For example, one director stated, “I try to prepare as much as I possibly could so if there was
something that I just wasn't that familiar with and so forth I would try to get a little advance edu-
cation.” Also, if a director was unprepared for or disengaged in a board meeting, they were con-
fronted by other directors. For instance, a director discussed a time when they spoke to a board
member they perceived as disengaged, “I made a very specific comment that we can't allow peo-
ple to be checking their cell phone and sending messages during the meeting.” Another director
stated how unpreparedness harms the board's ability to serve as strategic partners:

It has to do a lot with the quality of the discussion and the engagement of the direc-
tors. Those are the two critical parts. Where I've seen it fail miserably was in situa-
tions where part of the board just didn't seem to care, and so they weren't engaged.

The value directors' place on being a strategic partner makes such engagement and prepared-
ness a requirement for them to effectively fulfill this role.

This emphasis on preparedness, in turn, influences how directors evaluate one another. One
informant explained, through a hypothetical situation, an instance in which the board would
reprimand a director. This individual explained that it is obvious when “[a director was] coming
to the board meeting unprepared. He's not really giving insights. Did you notice that in his par-
ticular area of expertise when we're discussing that, there was no input?” Without proper pre-
paredness, directors cannot serve and contribute to the board discussions and, in turn, cannot
fulfill their role as strategic partners. The norms of director engagement and preparedness are
thus critical components that enable directors to approach their roles as strategic partners.
Taken together, these two second-order themes shape directors' implicit theory regarding their
role and the board's overall role as a strategic partner with the executive team, regardless of
whether they view their primary duty as serving shareholders or the CEO.

4.4 | Implicit theory of how board service should feel

Flowing out of directors' view that being a director is a secondary service role that requires
preparation, we found that directors developed implicit theories about how the board interac-
tions should feel. When asked to describe bad board experiences, directors nearly always offered
examples that reflected disruptions or violations of expected board norms. In their words, bad
directors are those who do not respect other directors. Similarly, they often described bad direc-
tors as those that violated norms of deference toward the CEO or who challenged the CEO too
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aggressively, which made board meetings uncomfortable. From their perspectives, these direc-
tors were not able to provide their input respectfully and find ways to compromise. Based on
these descriptions, two specific subthemes emerged regarding the fact that directors believe that
boards should have: (a) a positive atmosphere and (b) respect and trust within the board.

4.4.1 | Positive atmosphere

For directors with an implicit view that they are strategic partners, a positive atmosphere on
the board is critical. As we noted, these directors also have an implicit view that their board
work is “giving back” or a form of service. They thus seek and highly value positive experiences
from their board service. As one director stated, “almost without exception the people I worked
on boards with were really first-class people that work together as a team.” Board members also
noted that the focus on a positive atmosphere did not mean boards avoid conflict and deep dis-
cussion (as we will discuss); however, they emphasized the need for healthy and constructive
conflict. When we probed about potential board conflicts, one director noted:

Not to say, “there's not disagreements,” but I haven't seen any fights or anything
like that if that's what you're asking. But there can be disagreements on how people
feel about things. Or, you know are we doing this fast enough? Is it deep enough?
Are we making the right decisions? And, those are healthy debates.

Thus, directors value the way that discussions happen, and they want these interactions to be posi-
tive. Directors considered violations of this norm as a form of board dysfunction. For instance, one
director told the story of another director too aggressively challenging a CEO on a particular topic,
he described this as, “That's not good etiquette, that's not good behavior.” A different director, in
describing why the board on which she/he served was effective, described the atmosphere as one in
which, “it's okay to go to laugh in a boardroom. I think those tend to be the best experiences for
everyone. They're friendly, they are not afraid to speak their mind….”

Given many directors are also executives who regularly experience conflict in their regular
jobs, we sought to probe more deeply to understand why a positive atmosphere is critical to
directors. The analysis of our interview data suggests that an environment of trust and construc-
tive conflict may be ideal for creating a boardroom dynamic that enables the strategic partner-
ship between the board and the executive team. As one director explained:

It's like [the film] “Twelve Angry Men.” I mean, you want Henry Fonda to change
eleven people over time. And so, what you don't want is an individual that goes,
“You're not listening to me. I think that's a bad idea, and if you guys are still going
to go ahead with this, I'm going to pull my vote, or I'll go along with you but reluc-
tantly.” Well, that hasn't helped the quality of the debate or discussion; so, you
need someone with the art, the skill, with the intellectual capacity to be more
thoughtful in getting their point across to help a group.

It is this type of open dialogue, which only comes from a positive environment, and enables the
board to collaborate as a strategic partner with the executive team. As another director explained,
“If you got a bunch of guys (sic) just nodding heads, then you're not gonna be effective. So, push
it around, do it in a way that doesn't get personal, but expresses points of view, have the ability to
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stand-up and articulate why you believe what you do, and that [is] very healthy.” This individual
then placed the discussion of conflict in the context of strategic decision making:

One [example] is always, when you're talking about strategy, with a view of the
market, “What's happening in the larger market?” And depending on what you do
and where you're coming from, that can be very, very different. And so, one per-
son's, “Hey, [a strategic factor] is sitting here at [the price of] 45, and it's never com-
ing back.” That's gonna influence how somebody feels about a strategy for
aggressively investing for growth.

This positive atmosphere with open dialogue and constructive conflict enables the type of board–
executive team collaboration in which strategic decision making is refined and improved.

4.4.2 | Respect and trust within the board

Our informants also emphasized respect and trust within the board as critical. As we noted, for
discussions and disagreements to occur within a positive atmosphere, the board members need
to trust and respect one another. As a director noted in discussing their conception of board
norms, “I mean a willingness to agree and disagree with each other; a willingness to challenge
me.” In the minds of directors, trust and respect are critical for the functioning of a board. As
one of our informants stated:

I'll tell you where [a board is] effective is where you see the board members respect
each other. Okay, there's a level of respect that says, “You have an expertise and an
experience set that I don't have so let me listen to you as to why this particular
issue is yellow, right, and I think it's red, and ultimately, we may have come out
with green as the decision.

This informant went on to describe times in the boardroom where trust and respect were
absent:

By the way, where I've seen it fail is where directors will dismiss each other. I've
seen that happen, too, sure. I saw it as management as well. A member of manage-
ment with an issue I brought to the board, and to hear one director's dissenting
view and then have another director basically just dismiss it as, “your company is
inconsequential.” That's where you begin to see a dysfunctional board, right?
Because when the chemistry is right is because you trust and value each other okay
and you're willing to listen to each other.

Directors thus perceive respect and trust as necessary for their board experience because each
facilitates the open discussion of ideas and opinions so they can create value for their firms.
This is not to suggest, however, that board meetings are conflict-free. As one director stated,

This is not “Kumbaya,” everyone sitting around holding hands in agreement. It is
finding individuals that have developed the ability to have mutual respect for dif-
ferences of opinions about learning, about working together, and how an
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individual presents their differences of opinion or argument and you can learn how
to work together.

This trust ensures that, while board members can probe and challenge the CEO on assumptions
related to strategic issues, the CEO also knows this interaction will be respectful and that direc-
tors will not vote down specific decisions. As one of our informants explained:

You're leaving them (the firm's executives) in charge of the company, you've gotta
trust their judgements around a lot of things. You understand how they arrived at
conclusions, but to challenge them, diminish them, do things like that in front of
their team is not a productive approach.

In part, having an open dialogue in the boardroom that allows for dissent and diverse opinions
is critical for those directors working to create value through their board service. This carries
over to instances when they question the CEO or other executives about their strategic impera-
tives. At the same time, these beliefs are in sharp contrast to the opportunistic behavioral
assumptions in agency theory. Directors' baseline assumption, unless provided strong perfor-
mance evidence to the contrary, is that they should trust the judgment of a CEO as it relates to
strategic decisions.

Given that directors view their role as being service-oriented, and that they implicitly
believe that board service and the interaction between directors should be positive and based
on mutual respect, this informs directors' implicit theories about what boards should
actually do.

4.5 | Implicit theory of the activities of the board

Before we provide additional detail on some of the novel board activities, we want to clarify
an issue. Specifically, we do not claim that by being strategic partners no monitoring
occurs. Our findings rather suggest that directors do not view themselves as monitors and
that they do not view monitoring as one of their primary activities. In fact, we reviewed
over 1,000 pages of transcribed interviews and not once did an informant use the word
monitoring, or other terms such as control, to describe their duties. Instead, our findings
suggest that directors' implicit theories of their duties cast them as collaborators with the
CEO in improving the quality of firm strategic actions, but not in the role of approving or
disapproving particular decisions. In this regard, three novel themes emerged under the
board activities dimension: (a) participation in executive sessions, (b) CEO succession, and
(c) committee work.

4.5.1 | Participation in executive sessions

One specific type of action that our informants mentioned and something that indicates how
the board views itself as being strategic partners with executives were “executive sessions.” The
topic of executive sessions is not often discussed in the board literature (C. M. Dalton &
Dalton, 2005), but is viewed by directors as having unique importance in shaping how the
board interacts with the CEO. Executive sessions are meetings where only the CEO and
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the board are present (although most boards also have some sessions where the CEO is also
excluded) with no other corporate officers present, even corporate counsel. These meetings are
not recorded, which allows the board and the CEO to bring up sensitive issues. Executive ses-
sions without the CEO ensure that board members do not have concerns about the firm and its
leadership. In discussing their prominence, a director stated, “the board always has an executive
session of every board I've ever been around or seen, sometimes more than twice during a meet-
ing but often at the end of the meeting.”

From the CEO's perspective, the executive session can be critical. As one executive stated,
“if we're doing something that is a discussion about, say an acquisition, we'll do that in an exec-
utive session because I don't want to minute it.” Beyond these executive sessions, several direc-
tors also discussed calls and meetings with the CEO outside of the board meeting context as a
way to manage the proper culture around interactions with the CEO. In fact, some directors
reported interacting with the CEO at least every other week, most often through phone calls, to
ensure there are no surprises in their boardroom discussions.

4.5.2 | CEO succession

The next major function that directors described as important to their role was CEO succession.
This function reflects a seemingly contradictory relationship between many directors' views of
being a strategic partner and their responsibility to, when necessary, replace the CEO. One
informant spoke directly to this idea:

I see it…at two levels. The very best boards look at themselves and are looked at by the CEO
as a resource. Not as a bunch of guys that are looking over his neck or trying to make him do
things they want to do. And there are many boards like that, that want to control him, but
they're a resource and nothing more. So that's at the lower level, but then, they also have to rec-
ognize that they have ultimate responsibility. So, at the higher level, if things go awry, they got
to have the courage to step up and say, “You're fired, and we'll replace you.”

In this regard, despite their view of acting as strategic partners with the executives, boards
do focus much of their attention on ensuring that the right person is leading the firm. As one
informant noted, “We're here to make sure that we, on the one side, protect the shareholders
and, on the other side, support and develop our leadership. At the end of the day, the board
exists to protect the shareholders, hire and fire the CEO, and ensure that there's a succession
plan.” Another informant extended this point by stating, “‘Are we happy with the leadership
we have in the company and the strategic direction?’ which gets me back to the point is, if you
don't like the strategic direction, change the CEO.” Thus, depending on the view of the board of
the firm's current direction, executive succession is sometimes necessary to redirect a firm's
strategy.

Much of what we learned about the board's role in CEO succession planning was in line
with prior research and so, rather than repeat it, instead we focus on the findings related to suc-
cession that are more novel. Going beyond these more confirmatory findings, our data revealed
that the board's view of themselves as strategic partners with the executive team has its limits.
When the firm is under-performing, succession planning is more challenging for directors
because they view their strategic partner as failing. Reflecting on this point, a director
explained:
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Now there are times when you have to face the fact that the CEO is not performing
to the level that you need them to perform, right. And, that can be over time you
have seen that or that can actually be a behavioral pattern that emerges kind of
suddenly, and you say, “you know what, this person no longer has the values that
we as a board need to have in a CEO,” right? That's the really tough one because
then you're scrambling.

Another informant explained how performance is only one indicator, and a board has to con-
sider whether the underlying issue is the strategic direction of the firm:

You have to evaluate why there's a lack of performance. […] Every year a board
analyzes the company's strategic plan and gives the company direction. If [the exec-
utives] weren't meeting the goals that have been set not because of market condi-
tions but because of lack of management vision or right decision making [and] the
CEO was unable to achieve those strategic goals, that's a very different situation,
right?

Interestingly, the CEO is often actively involved in the discussions about succession planning,
especially in planning executive team changes. As one director explained:

The CEO has a good feel for the people within the business. He knows which
VP is ready to be promoted, can handle more responsibility and we'll talk about
that towards the end of the year about who's ready for what assignment. Or if
he thinks one of the VPs is nearing the retirement age then he'll say here's our
plan to backfill this person, here's the candidate that we think is the most
viable.

This director went on to say, “you begin to evaluate where the CEO is falling short and I
would tell you after year two if those have not been addressed, that's when you go back and
say it's time to start a search.” From the director's view as a strategic partner, when the CEO
is not fulfilling his/her role in the partnership, succession becomes a consequence. As a direc-
tor stated:

Boards evaluate CEO performance, right? That's extremely important. That's one of
things that as a board, you have to understand and it's not just for compensation
purposes. If you have a CEO who is doing a mediocre job—they're getting the job
done but they're not taking the company strategically or performance wise where
the board deems it should be—then they're not really maximizing value for the
shareholder, right?

Our findings underscore the complexity of the CEO–board relationship and these types of deci-
sions. While prior research suggests that hiring and replacing the CEO is a critical board task,
the underlying dynamic in which most board members are balancing the need to support and
develop the CEO to a point, while still being willing to replace the CEO when they determine
that is in the best interests of the firm and its shareholders has garnered little attention. As one
director succinctly summed these points up by stating, “the job of the Board is to support the
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CEO until the point where you need to replace them, and then, that's the only real job
the board has is [to] replace the CEO.”

4.5.3 | Committee work

The third novel function that directors described in this area related to their work on com-
mittees. Since the passage of Sarbanes–Oxley (SOX), regulations and stock exchanges have
mandated the presence of committees. Most researchers and theorists conclude that com-
mittees are becomingly an increasingly important contributor to overall board effectiveness.
Our findings, however, suggest a more limited view of committee work overall strategic
importance and in the importance in directors' view of their overall role as strategic
partners.

Directors do not view the work of committees as being part of their core mission, or an
essential contribution to the board's strategic role. Instead, they tend to view committee work
as necessary, but more rote in nature. This contrasts with most of the recent work in the
accounting and finance literatures that suggests much of the board's work is accomplished in
committees (Brick & Chidambaran, 2010). For the sake of transparency, when we began our
interviews, we expected that committees would be where boards performed much of their work.
Our data, however, suggest that board members view the committees as only important for car-
rying out necessary, tactical board activities, and checking the boxes needed for regulatory
compliance.

Indeed, directors noted that if a strategic concern came up during a committee meeting, it is
relayed to the full board. In describing this dynamic, one informant noted, “The committees are
digging into the details of comp, of audit, and of nominating-governance, and they're getting
into the weeds. And at the board, you're typically dealing with much more general, broader,
more strategic things.” Another director discussed the protocol for strategic issues that arise
during the committee meetings: “Each committee chair would report out to the entire board.
Sometimes there are resolutions that need to be voted on by the entire board.” Similarly, many
directors acknowledged that following SOX, the audit committee was tasked with many impor-
tant responsibilities; however, over time, these became more “box-checking” activities. As one
informant explained:

The SOX sort ofoverwhelmed them, because you had all these boxes to check and
all of theserequirements. And they said, “But we feel like now that audit commit-
tees havebeen able to figure out how to do some of that semi-offline so that they
cannow focus on more strategic issues, again, in addition to just fulfilling allthe
requirements of SOX.”

Committee structures varied widely, with some smaller boards having all members serving on
all committees, while large boards often had concurrent board committee meetings occurring.
In terms of the concurrent meetings, some boards had committees meet all at once, whereas
others still met one after another. The latter approach allowed non-committee members to
attend other committee meetings. Relevant (non-CEO) executives often attend committee meet-
ings. For example, the CFO or chief accounting officer generally attends the audit meeting.

BOIVIE ET AL. 1683



4.6 | Implicit theory of board composition

Finally, our analysis found that directors' implicit theory regarding the board as strategic part-
ners also influences board composition. When asked what an ideal board would look like or
what it would do, directors' responses were largely in line with prior research. Given the lim-
ited novelty of directors' comments in this regard, we only offer our findings here in
Appendix S1.

5 | DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE
RESEARCH

We sought to better understand board roles and functions based on the implicit theories of cor-
porate directors. Explicit theories, such as agency theory and resource dependence theory, have
dominated much of the research on boards of directors. Agency theory, in particular, has
become the dominant underlying logic for many of the corporate governance practices and reg-
ulations in the United States (G. F. Davis, 2005; J. Westphal & Park, 2020; J. D. Westphal &
Zajac, 2013). Despite these strong explicit theoretical perspectives on board functions, the
empirical findings linking board characteristics with important firm outcomes, like firm perfor-
mance, have been mixed at best (Bhagat & Black, 2002; D. R. Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, &
Johnson, 1998; D. R. Dalton, Daily, Johnson, & Ellstrand, 1999). If these explicit perspectives do
not fully reflect the reality of the boardroom, then subsequent empirical research focused on
certain board characteristics may be misspecified.

Using a grounded theory approach, we examined how directors viewed their primary roles
intending to develop a new theoretical understanding of the implicit views of directors con-
cerning how they approach their board services. The data from our first-order analysis of inter-
views led to key patterns at the second-order level of how directors view their work regarding
the overall role of the board in governance, how board service should feel, the key activities of
the board, and how the board should be composed. We suggest this inductive approach to con-
sidering the question of what boards do complements existing explicit theories to offer a more
nuanced theoretical picture of board service. Developing an understanding of the implicit theo-
ries directors bring with them to boards can shape future research on board processes and out-
comes that leverage and extend traditional explicit theories. We find that some directors hold
the implicit view that their primary focus is on protecting shareholders whereas other directors
hold the view that their primary focus is supporting managers and helping them make the best
strategic decisions to benefit the entire firm. Despite these divergent implicit views on who they
serve, directors have a more unified stance on their implicit view that they should approach
their board service as a strategic partner with the executive team. This derives partly from our
other finding that directors hold an implicit view that assumes managers are trustworthy part-
ners and not primarily opportunistic. This thus allows directors to serve shareholder interests
by working with management to improve the firm's strategy.

5.1 | Contributions

Our study makes several important theoretical contributions. One primary contribution is the
insight that directors do not operate from the assumption that their job is to protect against
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managerial opportunism. Instead, directors tend to possess an implicit view that their role is as
strategic partners with the CEO and executive team. Agency theory assumes that the potential
for managerial opportunism is the underlying factor that drives agency costs and leads to mis-
alignment between shareholders and executives. In turn, independent directors are assumed to
be capable of providing critical monitoring and oversight to ensure the alignment of principal
and agent interests (D. R. Dalton et al., 2007).

Our work is not the first to question the underlying assumptions of agency theory
(J. H. Davis et al., 1997). Speaking directly to the theory's focus and in turn, its predictive power
Ghoshal (2005) also questioned whether agency theory truly had the power to lead to predic-
tions that improved firm performance. Our qualitative findings regarding director's implicit the-
ories, however, suggest some disconnect with this understanding of directors' relationships with
their executive team. Our findings suggest that directors recognize their fiduciary responsibility
to shareholders, but they believe they share this responsibility with management as each is
tasked with creating value for shareholders. This insight suggests instances in which the
agency-based logic that often drives regulatory changes and best-practices recommendations
(G. F. Davis, 2005; J. D. Westphal & Zajac, 2013) could potentially lead to a board's inability to
implement their strategic role. In part, the data from our interviews suggest that many directors
are often concerned that “box-checking” activities can hamper their ability to create share-
holder value.

For example, while research based on agency theory often suggests CEO duality can be
problematic (Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014), our research suggests that given the implicit
view of the directors, the broader question may be whether or not the CEO enables and lever-
ages the board as a strategic partner and resource. In this way, promoting or hiring a CEO with
prior board experience may inform and amplify their ability to leverage the strategic partner-
ship with the board. At the same time, simply increasing board independence without consider-
ing the expertise of the directors may lead to boards that are less capable strategic partners
(Hambrick et al., 2015). Conversely, if the board simply focuses on the monitoring function
without recognizing the strategic partnership with the CEO, the board may create the context
for distrust and suppressed collaboration (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003). Thus, understanding
directors' implicit views about the agency relationship is important as research continues to
invoke and extend agency theory in the context of the board's role in governance.

Our research also suggests that some monitoring occurs in the boardroom, but this may be
only indirectly focused on managerial opportunism. As we noted in the discussion of our first-
order results, directors are willing to replace CEOs who are not fulfilling their strategic role in
the partnership. Our research also uncovered a more subtle form of monitoring. In particular,
directors indirectly monitor through an “invisible hand” for which executives feel the need to
prepare for board meetings with due diligence given the expectations of deep discussion and
probing from the board on strategic issues. While directors do not view themselves as directly
monitoring executive decisions to limit opportunism in the agency theory sense, firms' execu-
tives seem to recognize that monitoring occurs in this more indirect fashion because of director
preparedness for board meetings. Executives thus work to ensure strategic decisions are well
supported and they come ready to deeply delve into strategic issues they present to the board,
knowing that this exchange requires preparation. Directors are thus not approaching board dis-
cussions in a way that follows the explicit assumptions of agency theory, yet executives are
guided to make more informed decisions as they ensure they can explain and defend their stra-
tegic choices to the board.
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The implicit view of directors as strategic partners rather than monitors is also important
because it offers insights into the limited or equivocal findings regarding board characteristics
and firm outcomes. Our findings suggest that directors implicitly trust CEOs and other execu-
tives to make the proper decisions until evidence suggests otherwise. The implicit view may be
an important bridge connecting the recent theorizing on whether directors monitor
(e.g., Hambrick et al., 2015) or face several barriers that limit their ability to do so (e.g., Boivie
et al., 2016). Our research thus suggests having directors with expertise and motivation to ask
strategically relevant questions during board meetings can be an important mechanism to board
effectiveness. Specifically, future research should focus more on if director characteristics or
composition enhance a director's ability to ask relevant questions or provide useful information
that the management team does not already possess. In this sense, a director's experience as a
CEO or related industry experience may possess more construct validity as indicators of director
preparedness to assess strategic decisions than commonly used indicators such as
independence.

While we have emphasized the agency perspective given the underlying assumptions of this
explicit theory relative to the implicit theory we observed in our interviews, our work also pro-
vides insights into the resource dependence view of the board as well as the board's strategic
function. From the resource dependence perspective, much of the early work in this area
focused on how boards may help organizations manage environmental uncertainty and depen-
dencies (Hillman, Withers, & Collins, 2009). More recently, the governance literature has used
resource dependence theory in a more expansive way to explain how boards contribute to firms
via the resources that directors bring to their board service (e.g., Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; S. G.
Johnson, Schnatterly, & Hill, 2013; Kor & Misangyi, 2008). Our theory and findings suggest that
the latter approach appears to be more aligned with how individual directors perceive their
work. Our results also suggest that directors provide these resources through their active collab-
oration with the executive team, rather than more simply providing advice and counsel. In part,
directors bring their prior experience and knowledge to board discussions, which enables them
to enact the resource provisioning function directly (Tuggle, Schnatterly, & Johnson, 2010).

Our findings also have important implications for the perspective that boards should engage
in a strategic function (Charan et al., 2014; Useem & Zelleke, 2006). The recent work in this
area is more normative and argues that boards should be more active participants in the board
and should be directly involved in setting strategy. While at first glance this seems similar to
our finding that directors view themselves as strategic partners with managers, in reality, our
findings are quite different from the strategic function perspective. Our findings suggest that
directors already view themselves as active participants, but they do not fully embrace the per-
spective of direct strategic involvement, or helping to set strategy or policy. As one director
explained, “The board's job is to make sure the company's well-managed; not to manage it
well.” From this perspective, the board sees their role in helping management create value, but
they often work to avoid directly making active strategic decisions. Relatedly, our finding
regarding boards' view of a collaborative approach to their partnership with managers speaks to
a tension that arises when directors possess an implicit view that their role is to support the
CEO. CEO selection is recognized as an important way for boards to influence strategy
(J. D. Westphal & Fredrickson, 2001), and the research on boards' strategic function highlights
the importance of succession planning (Charan et al., 2014; Useem & Zelleke, 2006). By focus-
ing on the implicit views directors possess, our work underscores a missing aspect of this strate-
gic function: examining how boards balance the ability to support CEOs while also needing to
sometimes replace the CEO. Our study also has important implications for understanding how
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boards balance information gathering with their CEOs and executive teams against providing
strategic advice and counsel. This insight has important implications for understanding how
the board functions as well as the board's role in succession planning and CEO dismissal.

Our findings also suggest that directors view board service as if it were truly service to the
profession, business community, and society in general. Directors emphasize the “service”
aspect of the work and seek a generally positive environment in the boardroom. We did not
anticipate how central these implicit theories would be before we started our interviews. Yet
nearly all directors brought up the importance of the service or “giving back” as a contribution
of their director position and, thus, the necessity of a positive and supportive culture. As we
noted, this does not mean that directors avoid productive conflict, but rather that they feel a
positive environment is more conducive to collaborative decision making. These implicit views
directors carry with them into the boardroom shape their actions based on what they feel is
appropriate.

The focus on cohesion and “getting along” is in direct opposition to the supposed monitor-
ing benefits of independent directors (J. D. Westphal & Khanna, 2003; J. D. Westphal &
Zajac, 2013). According to the agency theory perspective, which dominates research and recent
regulatory changes, independent directors are thought to more effectively monitor CEOs
because they are not beholden to the CEO. Our interviews revealed, however, that new direc-
tors are almost always known to the board and have prior social relations with sitting directors.
Indeed, directors tend to only select new directors whom they already know and are confident
will conform to the board's culture. Understanding that directors view their roles as providing
service to the business community should change future research on understanding director
motivation. This underlying motivation of “service” and “giving back” suggests theories of
value-based or intrinsic motivation may be more predictive of director performance and related
outcomes than agency theory or other theories that suggest punishment or “settling up”
explains director action.

Finally, our findings contribute to the broader literature on how boards of directors function
(J. L. Johnson et al., 1996; Zahra & Pearce II, 1989). Prior work emphasizes the role of commit-
tee work as well as the need for board meeting management to be independent from the CEO
(Krause, Withers, & Semadeni, 2017). Our interviews suggest, however, that directors view com-
mittee work as rote tasks as any strategic decisions arising in a committee are brought to the
entire board for consideration and discussion. This is in contrast with most of the recent work
in the accounting and finance literatures, which suggests much of the board's work is often
accomplished in the committees (Brick & Chidambaran, 2010).

We also found that CEOs still primarily control board meetings. In doing so, we found CEOs
continue to have a substantial influence over meeting agendas, as well as what information the
board receives. Our findings also suggest that the interface between a board of directors and
the executives of that firm is more complex than previously conceptualized. In contrast to
recent work on CEO-only insider boards (Joseph, Ocasio, & McDonnell, 2014; Zorn, Shropshire,
Martin, Combs, & Ketchen, 2017), our interviews suggest that, even when the CEO is the only
insider on the board, board members continue to interact with non-CEO executives during the
board and committee meetings. This contact between board members and non-CEO executives,
however, is controlled by the CEO who decides which executives are allowed to present to the
board and/or interact socially after board meetings. Future research may want to consider other
top executives as being part of board meetings, even if they are not formally on the board. This
also has implications for the symbolic management perspective on boards recently articulated
by J. Westphal and Park (2020).
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5.2 | Limitations

While we have tried to follow best practices for qualitative research to ensure the trustworthi-
ness of our research (Shah & Corley, 2006), as with all studies, there are important limitations
to our study. In particular, while we provide strong evidence regarding the implicit views of cor-
porate directors, our methodological approach does not allow us to delve directly into the
boardroom and examine how these implicit views manifest themselves in directors' behavior
during board meetings (Lawrence, 1997). In turn, our study, as with most board studies, is not
able to capture the dynamic nature of board involvement in the strategic decision making pro-
cess given disclosure concerns. However, our work does suggest future research should more
directly consider directors' implicit views when examining such dynamics either through obser-
vations or in a lab context. Finally, while engaged in a sampling approach to reach theoretical
saturation (Gioia et al., 2013), our study only consisted of 50 corporate directors. Relatedly,
because of the focus on corporate directors in the United States, our findings may not generalize
to boards for nonprofit or private firms or boards outside of the United States. Future research
could seek to examine the transferability of our findings to larger samples of directors as well as
samples of directors from other governance contexts.

5.3 | Future research

Beyond our study's theoretical contributions, our findings also offer a rich array of promising
areas for future research. While implicit theories are difficult to capture with secondary data,
our research suggests that scholars should look for new ways to capture directors' underlying
perspectives. For example, future research could examine how an individual's time since
his/her first board appointment is an indicator of entrenchment rather than using the tradi-
tional measure of board tenure (Vafeas, 2003). Individuals with extensive board experience,
even if they have only been on a focal board for a short time, may be more embedded within
the system of social board norms (Khurana & Pick, 2004). While fewer individuals are serving
on multiple boards (Chu & Davis, 2016), the appointment of individuals with prior board ser-
vice may be a mechanism that perpetuates the inner circle and existing board norms at the sys-
tem level (Useem, 2015; J. Westphal & Park, 2020). Conversely, the appointment of first-time
directors, who may not yet be embedded in these broad norms of director engagement and lim-
ited conflict, may be a better indicator of director independence and board renewal. In this
way, future research may consider whether boards composed of individuals with limited prior
board service may reflect a board designed to be more strategically involved and open to
change. This idea is contrary to more recent studies that suggest that new directors have less
ability to contribute to good governance, because fewer new directors have direct experience at
top strategic leadership levels (J. Westphal & Park, 2020). Exploring this tension is promising
ground for new research.

Relatedly, when directors fail to secure a second directorship it may suggest that they are
not following board norms. Indeed, once a director receives his/her first nomination, this sig-
nals to other boards that they are aware of board norms; however, failing to secure subsequent
board seats may suggest that, among the tightly knit group of directors, it is known they are not
adhering to these norms. Conversely, a director who quickly adds multiple board seats follow-
ing their initial appointment to a board may suggest this director bought into the existing board
norms. Future research examining these ideas may open a new area of governance research.
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Our finding that directors see themselves as strategic partners also provides the foundation
for several important research questions. First, if board members try to engage as strategic part-
ners with the executive team, a board's breadth of experience should improve decision making
and, in turn, firm performance (Haynes & Hillman, 2010; Kor & Misangyi, 2008). Indeed, our
findings suggest that if the board can impact performance, director experience and engagement
should be more predictive than traditional indicators of independence or monitoring. Second,
as our findings suggest boards seek to be strategic partners, the concept of board independence
may need reconceptualization. As D. R. Dalton et al. (2007, p. 9) eloquently state, “there
remains a serious disconnect in the conceptual/theoretical foundations on which one might rely
with regard to board independence.” Recognizing that boards are operating from an implicit
view that assumes executives are trying to carry out their fiduciary duty and the board's objec-
tive is to aid in that process, independence may no longer provide the same benefit as when
boards were assumed to be objectively disengaged. This suggests that, rather than independence
fueling a director's ability to contribute to board processes, strategic preparedness may be a
more informative indicator. Specifically, a board member who is or has been a CEO or has stra-
tegic knowledge of the industry will likely have a more informed opinion that results in more
input into the strategic direction of the firm.

Third, as variance in board independence has declined in firms listed on the major stock
exchanges, other director and board indicators are necessary to capture the strategic role our
research highlights (e.g., J. L. Johnson et al., 2013). In the debate about the relationship
between boards of directors and firm performance, future research may need to reevaluate the
board characteristics it examines (for recent example in the context of the board chair, see
Krause, 2017). Indeed, if directors are primarily trying to collaborate rather than control
(Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003), future research may focus on factors that should lead to
executive–board collaboration and, in turn, whether these factors improve firm performance.
Furthermore, given the prominence of being a strategic partner with executives, future research
may also wish to examine if long-tenured boards, much like CEOs, become “stale-in-saddle” in
terms of losing their ability to provide strategic advice when there is a lack of board turnover.

Fourth, our findings provide a more nuanced perspective on the interaction between boards
and executives, which suggests several areas for future study. Our research indicates that CEOs
and their orientation toward the board may be an important determinant of board involvement,
in general, and within the meetings in particular. For example, how trust develops between CEOs
and their boards remains an important topic. Similarly, how conflict is addressed, especially as it
relates to the strategic direction of the firm, may offer critical insights into this partnership. The
level of CEO involvement suggested by our data indicates that we need future studies of director
selection that pay more attention to the characteristics and preferences of the CEO. In particular,
the influence that CEO preferences have on director selection, despite the ubiquitous independent
selection committee, remains an important topic given its implications for board composition and
functioning (Hermalin & Weisbach, 1998; J. Westphal & Park, 2020; J. D. Westphal &
Zajac, 1995). Furthermore, given its prominence as a strategic partner with executives, future
research may wish to examine if changes in board composition, in terms of the functional or
industry experience, may be a harbinger of a firm's longer-term intended strategic changes.

Despite CEOs' continued influence over the board, our work also suggests directors recog-
nize CEO succession as an important component of their job (Schepker, Nyberg, Ulrich, &
Wright, 2018). In this case, we should expect a stronger link between board characteristics and
CEO dismissal, which in turn would inform research on executive succession and organiza-
tional outcomes. Another promising area of future research is the development of theoretical
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arguments that take into consideration the role of executive sessions and informal discussions
between executives and directors. The literature provides a scant discussion of the role execu-
tive sessions play in the boardroom (Hale, 2006), yet our interviews suggest these discussions
outside the formal board minutes are very important, especially when sensitive organizational
decisions are made. Furthermore, while empirical research may not be able to fully capture
dynamics of executive sessions or informal discussions, this may be an important boundary con-
dition to board research that needs to be more explicitly discussed and theorized about to fully
capture the board phenomenon.

Finally, researchers should continue to develop theory and find empirical ways to capture
the internal dynamics of the board room. Our findings suggest that directors perceive their
work as a form of service. More research is thus needed on the individual motivations that pro-
vide them with the incentive to engage in board service and serve as a strategic partner to an
outside firm (Boivie, Graffin, & Pollock, 2012; Hillman et al., 2008). The role of trust within the
boardroom, both among directors and among directors and executives, is critical to the func-
tioning of the strategic partnership (Garg, Li, & Shaw, 2018). As such, questions regarding how
boards build internal trust and how is respect given and received within boards could be fruitful
areas of future research (Khurana & Pick, 2004). The role of the executive sessions, again, may
be an important topic to use to examine the development and maintenance of board trust.
Finally, our study suggests that qualitative research that relies on direct interviews with direc-
tors may not be as difficult to achieve as has historically been considered, especially if those
interactions are couched as part of directors' service to improving boards and board
performance.

6 | CONCLUSION

How do directors view their roles? To address this question, we employed a grounded theory
approach to develop an implicit theory perspective of board service. Our findings from the anal-
ysis of interviews with 50 corporate directors suggest that directors view their strategic collabo-
ration with the CEO as critical to their board service, while not perceiving the monitoring of
the CEO as their focus. Rather, monitoring emerges more implicitly through the efforts of the
board to help the CEO and executive team shape the strategic direction of the firm. Our find-
ings suggest that most directors have an implicit theory that the CEO is acting in the best inter-
ests of their firms. Our examination of directors' implicit theories has important implications
for future research examining the functioning and effectiveness of corporate boards.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We gratefully acknowledge the help we received from Cindy Devers and Priyanka Dwivedi as
well as the feedback we received from Jim Westphal and seminar participants at Notre Dame,
Groningen, the University of Passau, and the Frankfurt School of Finance and Management.
We also appreciate the feedback given by Connie Helfat and the two reviewers. Finally, we
thank the directors and executives who met with us to discuss their views of board roles.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
As required by the Institutional Review Board that authorized this research, the qualitative data
are not publicly available due to privacy restrictions.

1690 BOIVIE ET AL.



ORCID
Steven Boivie https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3811-1609
Michael C. Withers https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5789-5445
Scott D. Graffin https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9687-9990
Kevin G. Corley https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6556-5032

REFERENCES
Baysinger, B., & Hoskisson, R. E. (1990). The composition of boards of directors and strategic control: Effects on

corporate strategy. Academy of Management Review, 15(1), 72–87.
Bhagat, S., & Black, B. S. (2002). The non-correlation between board independence and long term firm perfor-

mance. Journal of Corporation Law, 27(2), 231–274.
Boivie, S., Bednar, M. K., Aguilera, R. V., & Andrus, J. L. (2016). Are boards designed to fail? The implausibility

of effective board monitoring. Academy of Management Annals, 10(1), 319–407. https://doi.org/10.1080/
19416520.2016.1120957

Boivie, S., Graffin, S. D., & Pollock, T. G. (2012). Time for me to fly: Predicting director exit at large firms. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 55(6), 1334–1359. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.1083

Braun, S., Stegmann, S., Hernandez Bark, A. S., Junker, N. M., & van Dick, R. (2017). Think manager—Think
male, think follower—Think female: Gender bias in implicit followership theories. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 47(7), 377–388. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12445

Brick, I. E., & Chidambaran, N. K. (2010). Board meetings, committee structure, and firm value. Journal of Cor-
porate Finance, 16(4), 533–553. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.06.003

Charan, R. (2011). Boards that deliver: Advancing corporate governance from compliance to competitive advantage.
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Charan, R., Carey, D., & Useem, M. (2014). Boards that lead: When to take charge, when to partner, and when to
stay out of the way. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Review Press.

Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through qualitative analysis. London: Sage.
Chu, J. S. G., & Davis, G. F. (2016). Who killed the inner circle? The decline of the american corporate interlock

network. American Journal of Sociology, 122(3), 714–754. https://doi.org/10.1086/688650
Chiu, C. Y., Hong, Y.-Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionism and implicit theories of personality. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 19–30. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.19
Costa, A., & Faria, L. (2018). Implicit theories of intelligence and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review

[Systematic Review]. Frontiers in Psychology, 9(829), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00829
Dalton, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (2005). Boards of directors: Utilizing empirical evidence in developing practical

prescriptions. British Journal of Management, 16(s1), S91–S97. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.
00450.x

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Ellstrand, A. E., & Johnson, J. L. (1998). Meta-analytic reviews of board composition,
leadership structure, and financial performance [Dissertation]. Strategic Management Journal, 19(3),
269–290.

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Johnson, J. L., & Ellstrand, A. E. (1999). Number of directors and financial perfor-
mance: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 42(6), 674–686.

Dalton, D. R., Hitt, M. A., Certo, S. T., & Dalton, C. M. (2007). The fundamental agency problem and its mitiga-
tion. Academy of Management Annals, 1(1), 1–64. https://doi.org/10.1080/078559806

Davis, G. F. (2005). New directions in corporate governance. Annual Review of Sociology, 31(1), 143–162. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122249

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Donaldson, L. (1997). Toward a stewardship theory of management. Academy
of Management Review, 22(1), 20–47. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707180258

Demb, A., & Neubauer, F. F. (1992). The corporate board: Confronting the paradoxes. New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Diligent Institute. (2020). A few good women: Gender inclusion in public company board leadership. New York:
Author. Retrieved from. https://www.diligentinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/20200228-Diligent-
Institute-Diversity-Report-8B.pdf

BOIVIE ET AL. 1691

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3811-1609
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3811-1609
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5789-5445
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5789-5445
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9687-9990
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9687-9990
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6556-5032
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6556-5032
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1120957
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2016.1120957
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.1083
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/688650
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.19
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00829
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00450.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00450.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/078559806
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122249
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122249
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707180258
https://www.diligentinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/20200228-Diligent-Institute-Diversity-Report-8B.pdf
https://www.diligentinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/20200228-Diligent-Institute-Diversity-Report-8B.pdf


Donaldson, L. (1995). American anti-management theories of organization: A critique of paradigm proliferation
(Vol. 25). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Dweck, C. S. (1996). Implicit theories as organizers of goals and behavior. In P. M. Gollwitzer & J. A. Bargh The
psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior (pp. 69–90). New York: Guilford Press.

Dweck, C. S. (1999). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development. Philadelphia, PA: Psy-
chology Press.

Dweck, C. S. (2006). Mindset. New York: Random House.
Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C.-Y., & Hong, Y.-Y. (1995a). Implicit theories and their role in judgments and reactions: A

word from two perspectives. Psychological Inquiry, 6(4), 267–285. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0604_1
Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C.-Y., & Hong, Y.-Y. (1995b). Implicit theories: Elaboration and extension of the model. Psy-

chological Inquiry, 6(4), 322–333. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0604_12
Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychological

Review, 95(2), 256–273. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256
Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 57–

74. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1989.4279003
Engle, E. M., & Lord, R. G. (1997). Implicit theories, self-schemas, and leader-member exchange. Academy of

Management Journal, 40(4), 988–1010. https://doi.org/10.5465/256956
Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. Journal of Law and Economics, 26(2),

301–325. https://doi.org/10.2307/725104
Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. (2009). Strategic leadership: Theory and research on executives,

top management teams, and boards. New York: Oxford University Press.
Forbes, D. P., & Milliken, F. J. (1999). Cognition and corporate governance: Understanding boards of directors as

strategic decision-making groups. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 489–505. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.1999.2202133

Garg, S., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2016). Unpacking the CEO–board relationship: How strategy making happens in
entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management Journal, 60(5), 1828–1858. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.
0599

Garg, S., Li, Q., & Shaw, J. D. (2018). Undervaluation of directors in the board hierarchy: Impact on turnover of
directors (and CEOs) in newly public firms. Strategic Management Journal, 39(2), 429–457. https://doi.org/
10.1002/smj.2716

Ghoshal, S. (2005). Bad management theories are destroying good management practices. Academy of Manage-
ment Learning & Education, 4(1), 75–91. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2005.16132558

Gioia, D. A., & Chittipeddi, K. (1991). Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change initiation. Strategic Man-
agement Journal, 12(6), 433–448. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120604

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research: Notes on
the Gioia methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 15–31. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428112452151

Golden, B. R., & Zajac, E. J. (2001). When will boards influence strategy? Inclination × power = strategic change.
Strategic Management Journal, 22(12), 1087–1111. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.202

Golden-Biddle, K., & Rao, H. (1997). Breaches in the boardroom: Organizational identity and conflicts of com-
mitment in a nonprofit organization. Organization Science, 8(6), 593–611. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.8.
6.593

Hale, R. V. (2006). The uncertain efficacy of executive sessions under the nyse's revised listing standards. The
Business Lawyer, 61(4), 1413–1425.

Hambrick, D. C., Misangyi, V. F., & Park, C. A. (2015). The quad model for identifying a corporate director's
potential for effective monitoring: Toward a new theory of board sufficiency. Academy of Management
Review, 40(3), 323–344.

Hambrick, D. C., Werder, A. v., & Zajac, E. J. (2008). New directions in corporate governance research. Organiza-
tion Science, 19(3), 381–385. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0361

Harvey, S., Currall, S. C., & Helland Hammer, T. (2017). Decision diversion in diverse teams: Findings from
inside a corporate boardroom. Academy of Management Discoveries, 3(4), 358–381. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amd.2015.0129

1692 BOIVIE ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0604_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0604_12
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1989.4279003
https://doi.org/10.5465/256956
https://doi.org/10.2307/725104
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202133
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202133
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0599
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0599
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2716
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2716
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2005.16132558
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120604
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.202
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.8.6.593
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.8.6.593
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0361
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2015.0129
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2015.0129


Haynes, K. T., & Hillman, A. (2010). The effect of board capital and CEO power on strategic change. Strategic
Management Journal, 31(11), 1145–1163. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.859

Hermalin, B. E., & Weisbach, M. S. (1998). Endogenously chosen boards of directors and their monitoring of the
CEO. The American Economic Review, 88(1), 96–118.

Hillman, A. J., Cannella, A. A., & Paetzold, R. L. (2000). The resource dependence role of corporate directors:
Strategic adaptation of board composition in response to environmental change. Journal of Management
Studies, 37(2), 235–256. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00179

Hillman, A. J., & Dalziel, T. (2003). Boards of directors and firm performance: Integrating agency and resource
dependence perspectives. Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 383–396.

Hillman, A. J., Nicholson, G., & Shropshire, C. (2008). Directors' multiple identities, identification, and board moni-
toring and resource provision. Organization Science, 19(3), 441–456. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0355

Hillman, A. J., Withers, M. C., & Collins, B. J. (2009). Resource dependence theory: A review. Journal of Manage-
ment, 35(6), 1404–1427. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309343469

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(2), 437–468. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.1091

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership
structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305–360. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X

Johnson, J. L., Ellstrand, A. E., & Daily, C. M. (1996). Boards of directors: A review and research agenda. Journal
of Management, 22(3), 409–438.

Johnson, S. G., Schnatterly, K., & Hill, A. D. (2013). Board composition beyond independence: Social capital,
human capital, and demographics. Journal of Management, 39(1), 232–262. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206312463938

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(6), 1834–1858. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0253

Khurana, R., & Pick, K. (2004). The social nature of boards. Brooklyn Law Review, 70, 1259–1285.
Kim, B., Burns, M. L., & Prescott, J. E. (2009). The strategic role of the board: The impact of board structure on top

management team strategic action capability. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 17(6), 728–743.
Klarner, P., Yoshikawa, T., & Hitt, M. A. (2018). A capability-based view of boards: A new conceptual framework

for board governance. Academy of Management Perspectives, 35(1), 123–141. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.
2017.0030

Kor, Y. Y., & Misangyi, V. F. (2008). Outside directors' industry-specific experience and firms' liability of new-
ness. Strategic Management Journal, 29(12), 1345–1355. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.709

Krause, R. (2017). Being the CEO's boss: An examination of board chair orientations. Strategic Management Jour-
nal, 38(3), 697–713. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2500

Krause, R., Semadeni, M., & Cannella, A. A. (2014). CEO duality: A review and research agenda. Journal of Man-
agement, 40(1), 256–286. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503013

Krause, R., Withers, M. C., & Semadeni, M. (2017). Compromise on the board: Investigating the antecedents and
consequences of lead independent director appointment. Academy of Management Journal, 60(6), 2239–
2265. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0852

Lawrence, B. S. (1997). The black box of organizational demography [Article]. Organization Science, 8(1), 1–22.
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Lorsch, J. W., & MacIver, E. (1989). Pawns or potentates: The reality of America's corporate boards. Boston: Har-

vard Business School Press.
Lüftenegger, M., & Chen, J. A. (2017). Conceptual issues and assessment of implicit theories. Zeitschrift für Psy-

chologie, 225(2), 99–106. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000286
Mace, M. L. (1971). Directors: Myth and reality (2nd ed.). Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
McNulty, T., & Pettigrew, A. (1999). Strategists on the board. Organization Studies, 20(1), 47–74. https://doi.org/

10.1177/0170840699201003
Monks, R. A. G., & Minow, N. (2004). Corporate governance (3rd ed.). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.
Offermann, L. R., & Coats, M. R. (2018). Implicit theories of leadership: Stability and change over two decades.

Leadership Quarterly, 29(4), 513–522. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003

BOIVIE ET AL. 1693

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.859
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00179
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0355
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309343469
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.1091
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312463938
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312463938
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0253
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0030
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0030
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.709
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2500
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503013
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0852
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000286
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840699201003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840699201003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003


Pfeffer, J. (1972). Size and composition of corporate boards of directors: The organization and its environment.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(2), 218–228. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393956

Pfeffer, J. (1973). Size, composition, and function of hospital boards of directors: A study of organization-
environment linkage. Administrative Science Quarterly, 18(3), 349–364.

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource dependence perspective. New
York: Harper & Row.

Provan, K. G. (1980). Recognizing, measuring, and interpreting the potential/enacted power distinction in orga-
nizational research. Academy of Management Review, 5(4), 549–560.

Pugliese, A., Bezemer, P.-J., Zattoni, A., Huse, M., Van den Bosch, F. A. J., & Volberda, H. W. (2009). Boards of
directors' contribution to strategy: A literature review and research agenda. Corporate Governance: An Inter-
national Review, 17(3), 292–306. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00740.x

Runco, M. A., & Bahleda, M. D. (1986). Implicit theories of artistic, scientific, and everyday creativity. The Jour-
nal of Creative Behavior, 20(2), 93–98. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1986.tb00423.x

Runco, M. A., Nemiro, J., & Walberg, H. J. (1998). Personal explicit theories of creativity. The Journal of Creative
Behavior, 32(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1998.tb00803.x

Schepker, D. J., Nyberg, A. J., Ulrich, M. D., & Wright, P. M. (2018). Planning for future leadership: Procedural
rationality, formalized succession processes, and CEO influence in CEO succession planning. Academy of
Management Journal, 61(2), 523–552. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0071

Shah, S. K., & Corley, K. G. (2006). Building better theory by bridging the quantitative–qualitative divide. Journal
of Management Studies, 43(8), 1821–1835. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00662.x

Shapiro, S. P. (2005). Agency theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 31(1), 263–284. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.soc.31.041304.122159

Spencer Stuart. (2018). Spencer Stuart board index.
Suddaby, R. (2006). From the editors: What grounded theory is not. Academy of Management Journal, 49(4),

633–642. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083020
Sundaramurthy, C., & Lewis, M. (2003). Control and collaboration: Paradoxes of governance. Academy of Man-

agement Review, 28(3), 397–415. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.10196737
Tuggle, C. S., Schnatterly, K., & Johnson, R. A. (2010). Attention patterns in the boardroom: How board compo-

sition and processes affect discussion of entrepreneurial issues. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 550–
571. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468687

Useem, M. (2015). From classwide coherence to company-focused management and director engagement. In
Research in the sociology of organizations (Vol. 43, pp. 399–421). Bingley: Emerald.

Useem, M., & Zelleke, A. (2006). Oversight and delegation in corporate governance: Deciding what the board
should decide. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 14(1), 2–12. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8683.2006.00479.x

Vafeas, N. (2003). Length of board tenure and outside director independence. Journal of Business Finance &
Accounting, 30(7–8), 1043–1064. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5957.05525

Vance, S. C. (1983). Corporate leadership: Boards, directors, and strategy. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Westphal, J., & Park, S. H. (2020). Symbolic management: Governance, strategy, and institutions. New York:

Oxford University Press.
Westphal, J. D. (1999). Collaboration in the boardroom: Behavioral and performance consequences of CEO-

board social ties. Academy of Management Journal, 42(1), 7–24. https://doi.org/10.5465/256871
Westphal, J. D., & Fredrickson, J. W. (2001). Who directs strategic change? Director experience, the selection of

new CEOs, and change in corporate strategy. Strategic Management Journal, 22(12), 1113–1137. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.205

Westphal, J. D., & Khanna, P. (2003). Keeping directors in line: Social distancing as a control mechanism in the
corporate elite. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(3), 361–398. https://doi.org/10.2307/3556678

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (1995). Who shall govern? CEO/board power, demographic similarity, and new
director selection. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(1), 60–83. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393700

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (2013). A behavioral theory of corporate governance: Explicating the mechanisms
of socially situated and socially constituted agency. Academy of Management Annals, 7(1), 607–661. https://
doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.783669

1694 BOIVIE ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2393956
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00740.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1986.tb00423.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1998.tb00803.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0071
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00662.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122159
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122159
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083020
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.10196737
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468687
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2006.00479.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2006.00479.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5957.05525
https://doi.org/10.5465/256871
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.205
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.205
https://doi.org/10.2307/3556678
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393700
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.783669
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.783669


Zahra, S. A., & Pearce, J. A., II. (1989). Boards of directors and corporate financial performance: A review and
integrative model [Dissertation]. Journal of Management, 15(2), 291–334.

Zorn, M. L., Shropshire, C., Martin, J. A., Combs, J. G., & Ketchen, D. J. (2017). Home alone: The effects of lone-
insider boards on CEO pay, financial misconduct, and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 38
(13), 2623–2646. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2661

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the Supporting Information section
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: 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. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3320

BOIVIE ET AL. 1695

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2661
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3320

	Corporate directors' implicit theories of the roles and duties of boards
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  PRIOR RESEARCH ON BOARD ROLES AND FUNCTIONS
	2.1  The monitoring function
	2.2  Resource provision function
	2.3  The strategic function
	2.4  A grounded theory perspective

	3  METHODOLOGY
	3.1  Data collection
	3.2  Data analysis

	4  FINDINGS
	4.1  Director assumptions about the agency relationship
	4.2  Approaching the relationship as strategic partners
	4.3  Implicit theory of the role of the board
	4.3.1  A service role
	4.3.2  Director engagement and preparedness

	4.4  Implicit theory of how board service should feel
	4.4.1  Positive atmosphere
	4.4.2  Respect and trust within the board

	4.5  Implicit theory of the activities of the board
	4.5.1  Participation in executive sessions
	4.5.2  CEO succession
	4.5.3  Committee work

	4.6  Implicit theory of board composition

	5  DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
	5.1  Contributions
	5.2  Limitations
	5.3  Future research

	6  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	  DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


