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Abstract 

Corporate governance (CG) is a popular topic that gets more concerns today, especially in 
fast developing countries. Numbers of projects and studies relating to CG and their effects 
on financial performance of companies have been done in many countries, but still this kind 
of topic is quite new in Vietnam. 

This paper tries to find out if there is any relationship between board size & composition, 
board activity, and ownership concentration and firm performances. Based on collecting 
information of listed companies in Vietnam, I use statistical analysis and quantitative 
method to get the paper’s objectives. 

Based on CG theory and the role of CG structures such as board of directors, ownership 
structure, and this paper also make a review on the compliance of listed companies with CG 
rules at Vietnamese market recently.  

Our empirical findings show that independent directors enhanced firm performance; 
inversely, the dual position of CEO and Chairman has a positive relation with firm value. 
Besides, age of director and the number of directors meeting play important roles in firm 
value. However, no significant impact of board size, board gender diversity, top ten 
shareholders concentration and levels of state ownership on firm performance. Lastly, 
regression model of market performance shows that the duality of CEO and Chairman and 
the number of independent directors are significant impact on firm value. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The OECD Principles consist of five main categories that are the rights of shareholders, 
equitable treatment of shareholders, role of stakeholders in CG, disclosure and transparency 
and the responsibilities of the board. CG is concerned with ways of bringing the interests of 
investors and managers into line and ensuring that firms running for the benefit of investors 
(Mayer, 1997). It is a set of relationships between a company’s management, its board, its 
shareholders and other stakeholders (OECD, 2004b). Following CG Principles is a good 
way to reduce the extent of agency problems that are result of separation between 
ownership and control.  

According to CG’s regulations, companies can attain high CG performances when the board 
of directors aligns their interests with those of stakeholders. Board of directors is 
responsible for designing of mission and strategy, building of culture and working 
environment to enhance value added for shareholders, authorities and other stakeholders. 
That is the reason why many studies investigating the effect of boards of directors in line 
with CG performance have been explored recently. 

As stated before, the board of directors is an important part of internal corporate governance 
structures in a company. According to Law on Enterprises (LOE), the board of directors is 
responsible for monitoring of management effectively, exercise board’s accountability to 
the company and its shareholders. To be more successful and effective, a company should 
have a qualified board to lead and control the company.  

As responsibility of the board is to lead the company, set up company’s strategy, values and 
standards, the board should have many plans of finance management, human resources 
management, risk management and so on to ensure that the company will going well and 
still meet obligations to shareholders and stakeholders. 

According to the Laws of Enterprises, one – third of the Board should be independent 
directors to assure to have independent decisions or judgments on company affairs. The 
more independent directors on the board are the higher level of independence in decision-
making and monitoring. 

An independent director is one who has no relationship with the company, its related 
companies or its officers that could interfere, or be reasonably perceived to interfere, with 
the exercise of the director's independent business judgment with a view to the best interests 
of the company (OECD, 2004b).  

Besides the degree of independent, board activity is also an important factor in CG 
mechanism. As an activity of the board, board meetings are held many times in a year, 
depending on how many issues or problems that company needs to solve. Usually board 
meetings must be noticed publicly, via company website, pressing or media channels to 
inform to their stakeholders. Some issues are included in board meetings such as direction 
of company, financial status, dividend policy, remuneration and incentive policy, 
investment decisions and so on. The final decisions, resolutions of the board based on 
voting method and officially informed to their shareholders.   

Besides some researches on board composition and board size impact on firm performance, 
the effect of ownership concentration also draws much intention from the scholars. It is 
argued that companies with a large number of shareholders hold a smallholding, called 



diffuse ownership, will produce weak monitoring of managerial decisions, therefore causes 
lower performance. Otherwise, the more concentrated ownership, the greater incentive of 
the company for monitoring and control actions. The influence of ownership concentration 
has also been addressed in many reports and those studies would be summarized in the 
literature review part. 

From above arguments, this study will make an investigation on CG structures and find out 
whether CG structure affects firm performance. I will make a description statistic on the 
range of board size, board composition, board activity and ownership structure of listed 
companies. Then the relationship between those factors and financial performance of 
companies are detected and analyzed.  

The study is divided into 5 chapters, including of introduction part, literature review, 
methodology, analyses and conclusion. Each chapter will start with introducing of some 
main points using through that chapter. Chapter 1 describes background, problem statement, 
main objectives & research questions and scope & limitation of the study. Chapter 2 
includes data collection, description of independent, dependent variables, and approaching 
and analysis method of evaluating variables, analyzing data. Chapter 3 gives the theory of 
CG Principles in general, literature review on researches about CG structures have been 
done all over the world and in Vietnam market and then an overview of corporate 
governance and regulation in Vietnam and theoretical framework for the study. Chapter 4 
gives the empirical findings based on the statistic analysis when applying the research on 
relationship between CG structures and firm performance in Vietnam. The results of 
situation from descriptive statistics, ANOVA analysis and multiple regression analysis are 
considered and explained in turn. Then some reasons that determine the features of Vietnam 
market will be figured out and compared with other empirical results from other research. 
Chapter 5 gives the conclusion on the association between CG structures in line with firm 
performance, research limitations and recommends the further researches in the future to 
enhance the application of CG standards and practices in Vietnam. 

1.2 Statement of Problem 

After many corporate collapses of Enron, WorldCom, HIH Insurance because of poor 
governance and due to threatening of financial crisis is growing faster today; corporate 
governance structure has been put into focus and gets more concerns. Besides, the financial 
crisis of 1997 in East Asia countries has brought the need for CG’s progress as an emergent 
demand.  

According to Lefort and Urzua (2008), boards of directors are central institution in the 
internal governance of a company. In addition to strategic direction, they provide a key 
monitoring function in dealing with agency problems in the firm (Lefort & Urzua, 2008). 
Due to the importance of board of directors, many studies have concentrated on finding 
good structure and composition of the board and check if it affects firm performance.  

In addition, boards of companies with high ownership concentration will tend to be mostly 
comprised of directors who represent the owner manager's interests, thus being unable to 
deal with the specific agency problem adequately (Lefort & Urzua, 2008). 

Recently, the worldwide financial crisis has influenced significantly Vietnam financial 
market. The most obvious observation is the bust of stock market bubble after the period of 
boom in late of 2006 and early 2007. Besides, the ongoing global financial crisis might 
affect growth prospects of the international stock market in general and Vietnam stock 
exchanges in particular.  



In Vietnam, in spite of a gradually changing today on the framework of regulation in 
corporation governance, the compliance of corporation governance is not totally applied. In 
year 2010, an assessment of 100 largest publicly listed companies shows that most 
categories of CG has achieved a level of compliance but less than 50% (IFC and The State 
Securities Commission, 2010). From this report, mostly companies are still at the first stage 
of adoption and development of CG. Hence, CG performances are needed to improve in the 
future. 

Recently CG Principles have been cared and applied, thus not many researches on this kind 
of topic are conducted. There are just few studies on investigating the impacts of CG 
structures or CG score to firm performance. Besides, from the fact that impacts of corporate 
governance mechanism such as board of directors and ownership structure to firm 
performances has been studied in many countries such as Western countries, Japan, China, 
Thailand and so on, yet still no study has been done in Vietnam.  

1.3 Main Objectives and Research Questions 

This study gives an overview on the implication of CG structures in Vietnam based on 
evaluation of board size & composition, board activity, and ownership concentration. Then 
I try to find out if there is any relationship between them and firm performances. Based on 
collecting information of listed companies in Vietnam, this study is expected to answer 
some following issues: 

� Make a descriptive analysis and general evaluation on board size, board 

composition, ownership concentration and firm performance. 

� Does board size affect firm performance? 

� Is there any association between board composition and firm performance? 

� Does ownership concentration impact firm performance? 

1.4 Scope and Limitations 

This study is conducted based on reports of companies for year 2009 and almost be 
available to the public around in the middle of year 2010.  

Almost information and data needed for this study are available in annual reports and 
financial statements, which are informed publicly just only for listed companies. So this 
study just concentrate on collecting and retrieving data from Vietnamese listed companies.  
There are about more than 300 companies are listed at the beginning of 2010. However, 100 
largest listed companies on both Ho Chi Minh and Ha Noi stock market exchanges, which 
represent 90% total market value of the market, are chosen for reflection general 
characteristics of Vietnamese market. Although those 100 companies may represent in term 
of market value and play a crucial part on Vietnamese security market, the results may not 
represent for the completely Vietnamese market.  

This study based on information available to investors concerning the 2009 reporting 
period, time horizon of sample is just within one year 2009, so the results cannot represent a 
period and the results may be different if another period selected. However, it is quite rush 
if data of year 2010 is included because the reports and information of year 2010 are almost 
not available until the middle of this year 2011. Besides, the expansion of corporate 



governance framework just started in year 2008, after the financial crisis at the beginning of 
year 2008. Therefore this study does not investigate for year 2008 and try to access the 
market one year after that when the market is more stable.  

 



2  METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I will introduce how to get started to do this study from collecting data, 
retrieving necessary information, building the frame of variables to researching philosophy 
or approaching method. 

2.2 Data Collection 

Selecting companies are arranged according to their market value from highest value to 
lowest value for all listed companies on Ho Chi Minh Stock Exchange (HOSE) and Ha Noi 
Stock Exchange (HNX) at the year-end 2009. Since there are more than 300 listed 
companies on stock market exchange at the end of 2009, so I choose 100 largest companies, 
which based on their market equity to be able progress our study. Market value (MV) for 
year-end 2009 is calculated by multiplying number of outstanding volume in the annual 
report 2009 to price of shares at the end of year 2009.  

The sample includes companies from different industry, such as manufacturing industry, 
information technology, financial service industry, banks and other service industries. List 
of chosen companies and data indicates in the appendix I. 

Information of board of directors and ownership concentration data are second hand data 
and obtained from annual report and financial statement. Those reports are almost available 
in the middle of 2010, on HNX’s website (www.hnx.vn), HOSE’s website (www.hsx.vn), 
State Securities Commission’s website (www.ssc.gov.vn), and companies’ websites. 

2.3 Variables Description 

2.3.1 Independent or controlling variables 

In order to get the research goals, all the variables consist of four kinds of categories; 
including three independent variables, which are board size & composition, board activity, 
ownership concentration; and one kind of dependent variable that is firm performance. 

� Board size and composition 

Regards to the board size & composition variables, the number of directors (Num_Dir) is 
the total number of directors on a board. It is clear that large board size is associated with 
sufficient capacity to monitor the company and lower efficiency due to the time consumed 
in reaching agreements (Ma & Tian, 2009). However, many studies have concluded 
inconclusive results from different markets, for example, Yermack (1996) has stated his 
main  finding  of  an inverse  association  between  board  size and  firm  value when 
evaluating US public corporation (Yermack, 1996); conversely, Cheng (2008) provides 
empirical evidence that firms with larger boards have lower variability of corporate 
performance. This relationship between board size & composition and firm performance 
will be discussed more in the chapter 3. 

One more important factor is the number of independent directors (Num_Ind) in the board. 
Independent directors are defined as who have no position in the management team and no 
direct business or benefit links within the firm (Ma & Tian, 2009). In the board with high 



percentage of independent director, the board assures to protect the interests of shareholders 
and lead the firms based on the principles of justice, therefore positive affects firm value. 

It is argued that the duality of CEO and Chairman may either improve the decision making 
speed of the CEO or reduce the monitoring responsibility of the Chairman and affects firm 
value (Ma & Tian, 2009). In this study a dummy variable (CEO_Chair) that equals one if 
the chairman of the board is also the CEO of a firm and zero otherwise. 

Besides, the average age of directors (Age_Dir) is used to measure leading experience of the 
board. Thus, an experienced board might affect firm’s performance positively. However, 
the board should not too old to accept new technologies or new thinking in this fast 
developing environment.  

From empirical researches, many corporate managers believe that a positive link exists 
between board diversity and shareholder value (Carter, 2003). It means corporate diversity 
promotes a better understanding of the marketplace, increases creativity and innovation; and 
produces more effective problem-solving (Carter, 2003). According to Ma & Tian (2009), 
board diversity represented by percentage of women in the board, women in the board if 
they are Chairman and CEO is female or not (Ma & Tian, 2009).  

Supporting this view, Dutta & Bose (2006) has told that board diversity or the co-existence 
of men and women of different nationalities, races, religions and ages on the board of 
directors is a much talked-about topic in today’s corporate world (Dutta & Bose, 2006). In 
this study, gender diversity is the presence of women on the board of directors and referred 
as three variables. They are  the number of female directors (Num_Fdir) in the board; 
female chairman dummy (F_Chair) that equals 1 for female chairman and 0 otherwise, and 
female CEO dummy (F_CEO) which is 1 for a CEO being a female and 0 otherwise. Based 
on previous studies, board diversity is supposed to have a positive link with firm value. 

� Board activity 

Board’s activity, which referred as the number of board’s meeting per year (Dir_Meeting), 
reflects how much involvement that the board contributes in monitoring since the board has 
right to decide on important issues and supervise board of management. Thus, a proper 
frequency of board meetings may enhances the vigilance and oversight of firm management 
and adds to firm value and alternatively (Ma & Tian, 2009). 

� Ownership concentration 

The next independent variable is ownership concentration. It is measured as the ratio of 
shares held by the top ten shareholders to the total shares outstanding (Top10_Total). The 
ownership structure has some association with firm performance and a firm with higher 
concentrated ownership structure is tendency to have a better firm performance (Wu, 2009). 

From the fact that many listed companies in Vietnam were converted from state owned 
enterprises, so the ratio of state-owned shares to the total shares outstanding (Ratio_State) is 
also an important variable when considering the concentration of state ownership.  

It is noted that state owned shares represent managerial bureaucracy and inefficiency, thus, 
increasing state ownership decreases firm value (Wu, 2009). On the other hand, the state 
also supports firms with favorable policies in tax, capital and product materials (Wu, 2009). 
Therefore, based on many previous studies, firm values display an asymmetric U (or V) 
shape in line with the total share ownership concentration (Ma & Tian, 2009; Wu, 2009). 



2.3.2 Dependent variable 

As stated before, the financial ratios are used to reflect the performance of the companies. 
There are many measuring factors in financial literature such as Tobin’s Q, return on equity, 
return on asset, return on sale and so on. Similar to other researches, Tobin’s Q was adopted 
to measure market performance. Tobin’s Q, as a market-based performance measure, 
represents a sharp measure of corporate value (Alshimmiri, 2004). Besides, Tobin’s Q is 
frequently used because it involves in various financial indexes such as total assets, return 
on equity, return on assets, and it is flexible to define the formula according to the 
requirement of research (Wu, 2009).  

According to Ma & Tian (2009), Tobin’s Q has the advantage of reflecting the firm’s 
current value and future profitability potential (Ma & Tian, 2009). Return on equity and 
return on asset are quite adequate to measure investment profitability, and its value become 
worthless if company has a negative return. Besides, return on sales is not used frequently 
for firm performance since sales of company each year is not enough stable to represent for 
the performance of companies and it should be used as an average value in a period. 
However, to reduce the bias when using Tobin’s Q, a market-based indicator, I use another 
indicator, which is return on assets (ROA), to measure the accounting performance of the 
companies. Therefore, this study applies Tobin’s Q as a market valuation and ROA as an 
accounting valuation of firms.  

To calculate Tobin’s Q, we use the following formulation: 

Tobin’s Q = (Market Value of Equity+ Total Assets - Book Value of Equity)/ Total Assets 

Total assets and book value of equity are collected from annual report and financial 
statements. Market value of equity is calculated by multiplying the number of outstanding 
shares to the market price of shares at the last trading day of 2009.  

Return on assets (ROA) is calculated as the ratio of net income to the book value of total 
assets, which are collected directly from annual reports. 

To sum up, all variables and its association with firm performance shown as the following 
table. 

 



Table 2-1: List of variables and their assumption association 

 

2.4 Approaching and Analysis method 

According to research theory, two main kinds of research approaching are deductive and 
inductive. In this study, I form up the research objections from the existing theory OECD 
Principles, which have been developed years ago and try to find out if there is any 
association between board size, board composition, ownership concentration and firm 
performance. Hence, in this case the deductive approaching is an appropriate way to test the 
specific hypotheses and answer the research questions. 

No. Name of variables Description Effect to firm value 
Board size & composition 

1 Num_Dir 
Total number of directors 
of the board. 

Negative and positive 
association  between  board  size 
and  firm  value 

2 Num_InDir 
Number of independent 
directors 

Positive association with firm 
value 

3 
Dummy variable 
(Ceo_Chair) 

Equals one if the chairman 
of the board is also the 
CEO and zero otherwise 

Insignificant effect on firm value 

Board diversity 

4 Age_Dir Average age of directors 
Positive affect to firm value with 
a range of Age_Dir. 

5 Num_Fdir 
Number of female 
directors   

Board diversity is supposed to 
have a positive effect on firm 
value. 
 

6 
Female chairman 
dummy (F_Chair) 

Equals 1 for female 
chairman and 0 otherwise,. 

7 
Female CEO 
dummy (F_CEO) 

Equals 1 for a CEO being 
a female and 0 otherwise 

Board activity 

8 Dir_Meeting 
Number of board meeting 
per year 

A proper frequency of board 
meetings enhances firm value 

Ownership concentration 

9 Top10_Total 
Ratio of shares held by the 
top ten shareholders to the 
total shares outstanding 

Higher concentrated ownership 
structure has a tendency to have 
a better firm performance 

10 Ratio_State 
Ratio of state-owned 
shares to the total shares 
outstanding 

An asymmetric U (or V) 
association with firm value 

Firm performance 

11 Tobin’s Q 
(Market Value of Equity + 
Total Assets - Book Value 
of Equity)/ Total Assets 

Market value of firm 

12 ROA 
Net income/ the book 
value of assets 

Accounting value of firm 



Besides, a quantitative approach is an appropriate way in this study since it refers to the 
systematic empirical investigation by using statistical, mathematical models. Moreover, 
quantitative method is used to validate hypotheses if they are true or not. 

Almost conclusion withdraws from the results of analysis using basic statistics, method of 
Variance Analysis (ANOVA) and multiple regression analysis.  

 



3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Introduction 

As discussed before, CG is a set of international benchmark for application in a variety of 
countries. It is more than minimum compliance with laws and regulations but a way to 
encourage companies to improve their performance in international market. In this part, 
firstly I will introduce generally theory of CG Principles. Secondly, the role of board of 
directors and ownership concentration in line with the performance of companies will be 
explained. Then, literature review part summarize on relating researches in the past. Next, I 
consider and discuss the performance in adoption of CG in previous studies and the 
regulation of CG in Vietnam. Finally, theoretical framework between dependent variables 
and control variables will be shown up to refer for this study.  

3.2 Introducing of Corporate Governance Principles 

CG is concerned with the relationship between the internal governance mechanisms of 
corporations and society’s conception of the scope of corporate accountability (Deakin and 
Hughes, 1997). In general, CG Principles covers following areas: I) The rights of 
shareholders; II) The equitable treatment of shareholders; III) The role of stakeholders; IV) 
Disclosure and transparency; and V) The responsibilities of the board. Each Principle is 
explained more details as following. 

3.2.1 Rights of Shareholders 

Based on the OECD Principles (OECD, 2004b), the CG framework should protect and 
facilitate the exercise of shareholders’ rights. Shareholders should have rights to transfer 
shares, obtain relevant information of the company, participate and vote in general 
shareholders meetings, elect and remover members of the board decide on the remuneration 
of the board member or executives and get the dividend and share-repurchase (OECD, 
2004). Besides, shareholders need to be noticed on decisions concerning fundamental 
corporate changes such as projects or investment information, rules concerned to voting 
process for example. One important point in this principle is that does company have anti-
takeover defense to protect the rights of shareholders.  

3.2.2 Equitable Treatment of Shareholders 

Based on the OECD Principles (OECD, 2004), CG framework should ensure the equitable 
treatment for all shareholders, from majority shareholders to minority, from national to 
foreign shareholders (OECD, 2004b). All shareholders should have the opportunity to 
obtain effective redress for violation of their rights. Within any series of a class, all 
shareholders should be treated equally in voting, receiving the information, etc. Besides, 
minority shareholders should be protected from abusive actions and be able to influence 
board composition. OECD also prohibits insider trading and abusive self-dealing which 
influence to the treatment equally (OECD, 2004b). 

3.2.3 The role of Stakeholders in Corporate Governance 

Law or mutual agreements should describe clearly the rights and interests of stakeholders 
including employees, creditors, suppliers and so on. The companies not only assure the 
rights of stakeholder but also make the best condition for stakeholders to participate in the 



CG process. For instance, they should be able to access the relevant, sufficient and reliable 
information on time. 

3.2.4 Disclosure and Transparency 

Based on the OECD Principles (OECD, 2004), CG framework should ensure that timely 
and accurate disclosure of all material matters regarding the corporation, including the 
financial report, financial statement, annual report, majority share ownerships, remuneration 
of board member and key executives, selection process, related party transactions, 
information on the general shareholder meeting or managers’ meeting and so on (OECD, 
2004b). Besides, channels for disseminating information such as company’s website, stock 
market’s web, and press release of company, etc…should provide for equal, timely and 
easily access.  

3.2.5 Responsibilities of the Board 

The CG framework should ensure the strategic guidance of the company, the effective 
monitoring of management by the board, and the board’s accountability to the company and 
the shareholders (OECD, 2004). Firstly, the board should apply high ethical standards, treat 
all shareholders fairly and have independent judgments on corporate affairs (OECD, 
2004b). To do that, they should be able to access the relevant information if needed.  
Besides monitoring the effectiveness of the company’s governance practices and making 
changes as needed, managing and solving the potential conflicts of interests between 
management, board members and shareholders are also the important duties of the board. In 
addition, in some cases, they can replace key executives and oversee their activities. 

3.3 Review literature 

After the 1997 Asia Crisis, CG in the Asian countries and Thailand draws more attention 
from stakeholders, managers and public sectors. As an important part of corporate 
governance mechanism, a lot of research on board of directors, ownership concentration 
and their association with firm performance have received much attention in many 
countries. 

This section provides an overview of previous researches, which investigated board size and 
composition, board activity and ownership concentration and give a summary on their 
relation with firm performance. Board composition includes some characteristics such as 
independent directors, duality of CEO and Chairman, female director presence, average age 
of the board. 

3.3.1 Empirical research on the relation between board size and firm 
performance  

From research on effect of board size in small and medium sized firms, Bennedsen et al 
(2008) concluded that effect of board size on performance given by a causal interpretation. 
Based on these findings, no performance effects were found when varying the board size at 
levels below six directors, the typical range of board size in small and medium-sized firms, 
but a negative board size effect in boards of seven or more members was found (Bennedsen 
et al., 2008). As an adequate size of board lead to an effective monitoring, finding the right 
number of directors is a trade-off between the benefits of having sufficient competencies 
represented and the cost arising from increased free riding among directors (Bennedsen et 
al., 2008). 



Another result on Nigerian stock exchange also shows that the size of the firm has a 
positive impact on firm performance. This suggests that firms with larger boards 
outperform compared to firms with small boards (Ehikioya, 2009).  

On the other hand, the study on the impact of corporate governance mechanisms on the firm 
value shows an inverse relationship between board size and firm value and suggests that the 
negative relationship between board size and firm value transcends different corporate 
governance systems (Mak & Kusnadi, 2005). 

However, the results made through for all OECD countries indicate that there is no a 
negative relationship between firm value and the size of the board of directors (Andres et 
al., 2005).  

3.3.2 Empirical research on the relation between board composition and firm 
performance  

In the research on the relationship between CEO duality, the proportion of independent 
directors and firm performance as measured by return on assets (ROA) and return on equity 
(ROE), Ponnu (2008) conducted the investigation on samples of large publicly traded 
Malaysian companies. He made a conclusion that these two governance parameters, board 
structure and CEO duality on firm performance in the context of Malaysia is lacking. Result 
indicates that there is no significant relationship between corporate governance structures 
and company performance (Ponnu, 2008).  

Support to this view, the adverse effect of CEO duality on performance indicates the need 
for firms to separate the post of CEO and Chair in order to ensure optimal performance 
since the separation of the position of CEO and Chair will encourage efficiency in decision-
making mechanisms (Ehikioya, 2009). 

In the context of Hong Kong market, Chen et at (2005) selected 412 publicly listed Hong 
Kong firms during 1995–1998 and found a negative relationship between CEO duality and 
performance due to managerial entrenchment in companies that combine the positions of 
CEO and chairman of the board. This study also show that the composition of the board of 
directors (proportion of independent non-executive directors, outsider dominated board) has 
little impact on firm performance (Z. Chen, Cheung, Stouraitis, & Wong, 2005). 

Contrary to most available studies when analyze the effects of board size and composition 
on the valuation and performance, Frick and Bermig are unable to find a consistent effect of 
either board size or board composition on firm valuation and performance (Frick & Bermig, 
2009). 

In another site, study examines the efficacy of monitoring and its impact on firm 
performance concluded that in New Zealand firm performance is positively associated with 
the proportion of independent outside members on the board (Hossain et al., 2001). 

Besides, the empirically findings of Busta (2008) also shows board independence does 
matter, at least in the banking industry, but its effect on performance is dependent upon the 
governance system (Busta, 2008).  

However, in the research on board independent and firm performance for Chile listed 
companies, Lefort and Urzua concluded that there is no significant explanatory power of 
any of the measures of the proportion of independent directors on firms' Tobin's Q (Lefort 
& Urzua, 2008).  



Besides some assessments on compliance of CG, a cross-country study of CG in European 
banks revealed an inverted U-shaped relation between board size and bank performance, a 
positive relation between the presence of non-executive directors and bank performance 
(Busta, 2008). 

As discussed before, gender diversity in the board is supposed to have a good impaction on 
firm performance at a specific value. Refer to the effect of gender diversity or the presence 
of women on financial performance of commercial banks in Bangladesh, it shows a 
paradoxical relationship between gender diversity in the boardroom and financial 
performance of commercial banks in Bangladesh (Dutta & Bose, 2006). This unusual result 
is explained by small sample size and unavailability of data for a period longer than 2002-
2005 (Dutta & Bose, 2006). 

3.3.3 Empirical research on the relation between board activity and firm 
performance 

Board activity, which is referred as board meeting frequency, is an important dimension of 
board operations. The empirical study for Chinese listed firms during 2003-2004 found that 
the frequency of board meetings is negatively associated with firm value, while the 
frequency of general shareholder meetings is positively associated with firm value (Ma & 
Tian, 2009). They argue that frequent board meetings imply internal problems or inefficient 
decision-making while frequent general shareholder meetings display both confidence on 
the firm’s management and an acceptance of broad suggestions (Ma & Tian, 2009). 

With the same conclusion, the investigation of 307 firms over the 1990-1994 period shows 
that the annual number of board meetings is inversely related to firm value because of 
increases in board activity following share price declines (Vafeas N., 1999). 

3.3.4 Empirical research on the relation between ownership concentration 
and firm performance  

Based on a meta-analysis of the relationship between concentrated ownership and firm 
financial performance in Asia, at the cross-national level of analysis, Heugens et al (2008) 
find a small but significant positive association between both variables. This finding 
suggests that in regions with less than perfect legal protection of minority shareholders, 
ownership concentration is an efficient corporate governance strategy (Heugens, Essen, & 
Oosterhout, 2008). 

Liang (2009) adopted research for 279 Taiwanese public electronic firms to check if firm 
performance is affected by ownership structure. The result shows that different levels of 
ownership structure have different impacts on firm performance. At low and medium levels, 
there is a positive impact of board ownership on firm performance, especially at medium 
level, the impact is much stronger, probably because monitoring by other shareholders is 
closer and more effective (Liang, 2009). 

In line with other studies, Ehikioya (2009) has examined the link between the structure of 
corporate governance and firm performance in Nigeria and found a higher level of 
ownership concentration leads to a higher market valuation. The investigation shows that 
when major shareholdings are acquired in a firm, control cannot easily be disputed and the 
resulting concentration of ownership may lower the agency costs (Ehikioya, 2009). 

Besides, Busta (2008) stated that there exists a significant relationship between ownership 
concentration and performance, which is influenced by the tradition of the legal system 



(Busta, 2008). The findings suggest an increase in concentration might be beneficial for 
banking firms in Continental Europe, where the degree of legal protection of minority 
investors is lower as compared to common law countries (Busta, 2008). 

Furthermore, Chen et al (2005) also obtained a result of insignificant positive relationship 
between concentrated ownership and firm valuation (Z. Chen et al., 2005). 
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Table 3-1: Summary of previous studies on corporate governance structure and firm performance 

Authors Country Time horizon Sample size Performance 
measurement 

Results 

Andrest et al 
Ten OECD 
Countries 

1990-1996 450 ROA 
- No relation between firm value and the 
size of the board of directors 

Hossain, Prevost, 
& Rao 

New Zealand 1991-1997 633 Tobin’s Q 
- Independent members on the board has a 
positive impact on firm performance. 

Chen et al Hong Kong 1995-1998 412 ROA, ROE, M/B 
- A negative relation between CEO duality 
and performance. 

Bennedsen Denmark 1999 6850 
Industry-adjusted 
ROA 

- No relation between board size and firm 
performance was found if the board size at 
levels below six directors. 
- A significantly negative effect was found 
when the size of boards with six or more 
members. 

Ehikioya Nigeria 1998-2002 107 
ROA, ROE, PE, 
Tobin’s Q 

- Ownership concentration has a positive 
impact on performance. 
- No relation between board composition 
and firm performance. 
- CEO duality adversely affects firm 
performance.  
- Firm size impact positively on firm 
performance. 

Busta 
17 Western 
European 
countries 

1993-2005 358 Tobin’s Q, ROA 

- Board independence impacts on 
performance. 
- A positive significant relation between 
ownership concentration and firm 
performance. 

Frick & Bermig German 1998-2007 294 
Tobin’s Q, ROE, 
ROIC 

- A significant negative effect of board size 
when using ROIC as dependent variable, 
not true for Tobin's Q and ROE. 
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Mak & Kusnadi 
Singapore & 
Malaysia 

2000 550 Tobin’s Q 
- Negative relation between board size and 
firm value. 

Lefort & Urzua Chile 2000-2003 160 Tobin’s Q 
- No significant relation between board 
independent and firm performance. 

Ma & Tian China 2003-2004 1975 ROA 

- Independent directors enhanced firm 
performance. 
- Board size and gender diversity do not 
affect firm value. 
- Frequency of board meetings is 
negatively associated with firm value. 
- State ownership and total share ownership 
concentration results in an asymmetric 
U(V) shape of firm performance. 

Liang Taiwan 2004 279 ROA 

- If board ownership is under 25%, the 
convergence-of-interest hypothesis is 
supported.  
- If board ownership is over 25%, there is a 
negative impact of board ownership on 
firm performance. 

Ponnu Malaysia 2005 100 ROA, ROE 
- No significant impact of board structure 
and CEO duality on firm performance. 

 



3.4 Corporate Governance and Regulation in Vietnam 

3.4.1 Adoption of corporate governance 

In Vietnam, CG Principles have been applied recently, thus not many researches on this 
kind of topic are conducted. Almost there are just few studies on investigating the impacts 
of CG structures or CG score to firm performance. This part introduces some initial reports 
relating to CG implication have been done in Vietnam. 

The assessment of CG in Vietnam conducted in May 2006 by the East Asia and Pacific 
Region of the World Bank as part of the Reports on Observance of Standards and Codes 
Program showed that Vietnam has recently taken important steps to establish its CG 
Framework (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). This report indicates 
some key issues of framework for corporate governance in Vietnam such as a high degree 
of informality still exists in the corporate sector, an unofficial securities market that is 
significantly larger than the formal market, and there remains a large presence of state 
ownership in enterprises (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). Moreover, 
institutions responsible for regulation, enforcement, and development of the capital market 
have limited capacity and resources. It lead to some bad consequences, for example investor 
protection is inadequate, related-party transactions are pervasive, compliance with 
accounting standards is insufficient, and disclosures of quality information are limited (IFC 
and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). 

In year 2010, an assessment of 100 largest publicly listed companies shows that most 
categories of CG has achieved a level of compliance but less than 50% (IFC and The State 
Securities Commission, 2010). From this report, mostly companies are still at the first stage 
of adoption and development of CG. Besides, different industries demonstrate different CG 
performances, but also needed more improves in the future (IFC and The State Securities 
Commission, 2010). This report shows that firms with better corporate governance practices 
also demonstrate better profitability, as higher return on equity and return on assets ratios, 
than those in the bottom CG ranking (IFC and The State Securities Commission, 2010) 

The process of compliance CG in Vietnam is rather late compared to other countries in Asia 
area and all over the world. As described above, OECD Principles of CG was first 
publicized in Vietnam in 2004 and then the International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
publicized OECD Guidelines on CG of State-owned Enterprises in 2005 (OECD, 2004b). 
Those gave the guidelines for companies to be acquainted to the principles of CG. Next, the 
“Corporate Governance Manual in Vietnam” has been official disclosed also by IFC in 
2010 not only gave an explanation of CG in an academic way but also a practical toolkit to 
help implement good CG in practice (IFC and State Securities Commission of Vietnam, 
2010).  

In Vietnam, CG principles have been brought into laws in 2007, but the compliance with 
CG has been still low and need to be improved gradually. Because of the fact that many 
SOEs have been equitized and converted into joint stock companies and state still hold a 
majority interests in the companies (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). 
Besides, some characteristics of Vietnam companies such as concentrated ownership and 
unclear separation between ownership and control cause the ability of abusiveness minority 
shareholder’s rights, weak accountability and poor information disclose. In almost 
companies, it is unusual to find joint stock companies in which the general director acts as 
the Chairman of the Board of Directors at the same time (IFC and State Securities 
Commission Vietnam, 2006).  



Other issues in the compliance of CG in Vietnam are the cross-shareholdings and lack of 
transparency of information in the ownership structures; make trouble for the process of 
getting understand companies of investment of outside investors. 

Last but not least, the lack of experience in the field of CG and general good practice of 
Supervisory Board, Board of Directors or Management is also a big obstacle for the widely 
adoption of CG in Vietnam (IFC and The State Securities Commission, 2010). 

3.4.2 The legal and regulatory framework in Vietnam 

The legal and regulatory framework has been changed considerably to improve the CG 
adoption of listed companies. In general, Vietnamese companies are required to comply 
with the Law on Enterprises and other laws and regulations, which govern the specific 
industry and activities, carried out by such companies. In addition, listed companies are also 
subject to the Law on Securities (IFC and The State Securities Commission, 2010). Besides, 
Vietnamese companies have to comply with other laws in accounting, anticorruption, 
auditing, bankruptcy, commerce, competition, construction, labor, taxation laws (IFC and 
The State Securities Commission, 2010). 

In specific field of CG, the CG Regulations in Vietnam were firstly adopted in March 2007. 
CG Regulations are mandatory for listed companies joint stock companies, not mandatory 
but advisable for non-listed joint stock companies.  

3.5 Theoretical framework 

3.5.1 Board size 

Board size refers to the number of directors in the board. The number of board members is 
different from country to country or corporate to corporate, because of the differences in 
culture, regulation, and corporate ownership structure (Wu, 2009). According to CG 
Principles, to obtain an effective monitoring, the board should be adequately sized.  In 
Vietnam, Law on Enterprises regulates that number of directors on boards cannot be less 
than 3 and more than 11 members (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). 
In addition, empirical analyses suggest a positive relationship with optimal board size 
ranging from 5 to 10 members. 

3.5.2 Board Independence 

Independence of the board is an important point in CG Principles that repeatedly examined 
in many researches. Today, it is now widely recognized that independent boards play an 
important role in a sound governance structure (California Public Employees, 2010). Refer 
to OECD CG Principles; the boards should be comprised of at least a majority of 
“independent directors.”  

Boards should consider assigning a sufficient number of independent board members 
capable of exercising independent judgment to task where there is a potential for conflict of 
interest (OECD, 2004b). Examples of such key responsibilities are ensuring the integrity of 
financial and non-financial reporting, reviewing of related party transactions, nomination of 
board members and key executives and board remuneration (OECD, 2004).  

When investigating the composition of board of directors, we can see how different the 
companies describe the definition of “independence” which is disclosed and observed in its 
annual proxy statement. Then their compliance will be evaluated if they follow the rule that 
at least one-third directors of the board are independent directors. 



3.5.3 Board diversity 

Board diversity refers to the presence of women in the board. It is stated that diversity 
increases board performance because people with different genders and ethnic or cultural 
backgrounds tend to ask questions that would not come from directors with more traditional 
backgrounds (Carter et al, 2003). From the theories of group composition and efficacy, 
research in psychology suggests that educational diversity in problem-solving groups 
improves performance (Dobbin & Jung, 2011). Apply this argument, studies of board 
diversity have found that its effect to corporate performance in a positive or negative way 
depending on size of the boards. 

 As discussed, board diversity in this study refers to number of female directors in board, 
average age of directors, Chairman being a female, CEO being a female and Chairman 
being a CEO.  

Nowadays, there is a gradually changing of firms converting from dual CEO Chariman to 
non-dual structure because of the abusing tremendous powerful of dual CEOs Chairman. 
When a Chairman also being CEO, they are given too much power and sometimes it may 
effects to their decisions and reduces their devotion in exercising interests of shareholders. 
Hence, it is supposed to impact positively on firm performance. 

However, empirical evidence is scant and inconclusive on whether non-dual, as versus dual, 
CEO and Chairman is associated with better firm performance (Chen et al, 2008). 

3.5.4 Board activity 

There are many kinds of activity of the board in leading and monitoring the company. This 
study measures board activity based on the frequency of board meeting hold in a year. Since 
the frequency of board’s meetings can represent for how effective the board has been in 
monitoring management and absolutely an effective board no need to hold meetings very 
often. Hence, board of directors with a proper frequency of board meetings enhances the 
efficiency of firm management and adds to firm value. 

Importantly boards that meet more frequently are valued less by the market, a finding that 
seems to be driven by share price declines being followed by higher meeting frequencies 
(Vafeas, 1999). However, sometimes an abnormally high meeting frequency is followed by 
improvements in operation performance and impact positively on firm performance 
(Vafeas, 1999). 

3.5.5 Ownership concentration 

Transparency of ownership structure is more and more important. As discussed, good CG 
used to reduce the agency problem between owners and managers and the conflicts of 
interests resulting from the separation of ownership and control.  

We cannot deny that agency problems have been created from conflicts between interests of 
owners and agent or poor corporate governance implication. Ownership concentration 
shows how concentrated in possession of outstanding shares, for example a concentrated 
ownership indicated a few owners hold a large portion of shares. Therefore, it is argued that 
concentrated ownership can reduce the agency problems since few large owners will 
monitor the firm more closely and efficiently. However, in case just one or two members 
hold a very large portion of shares, they have tendency to act according to their own 
objectives rather than minority shareholders and can cause the lower value of firm. 



It is not strange when Lefort & Urzua (2008) believe that in companies with high ownership 
concentration, the most pervasive agency conflict in the firm is between controlling 
shareholders and minority shareholders, the so-called horizontal agency problem (Lefort & 
Urzua, 2008). In addition, boards of companies with high ownership concentration will tend 
to be mostly comprised of directors who represent the owner manager's interests, thus being 
unable to deal with the specific agency problem adequately (Lefort & Urzua, 2008). 

In Vietnam, there are still a lot of companies in which the state hold a significant shares and 
in consequence, those companies usually get a better support from political and social 
strategies.  

 

 

 



4 ANALYSES 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter gives the empirical conclusions based on the statistic analysis when studying 
the relation between CG structures and firm performance. Results of CG situation in 
Vietnam from descriptive statistics, ANOVA analysis and multiple regression analysis are 
considered in turn. Then some reasons that determine the features of Vietnam market will 
be found out and compared with other empirical results in the past. 

4.2 Descriptive Interpretation 

Table 4-1: Summary of description statistics 

Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Median Mode 

Board size 

Num_Dir 100 4.00 11.00 5.76 1.28 5 5 

Board Composition 

Num_InDir 100 .00 9.00 3.04 1.46 3 2 

CEO_Chair 92 .00 1.00 .40 .49 0 0 

Age_Dir 37 42.10 56.40 49.97 3.77 49.8 54.2 

F_Chair 92 .00 1.00 .12 .33 0 0 

Num_FDir 92 .00 3.00 .85 .84 1 0 

F_CEO 91 .00 1.00 .11 .31 0 0 

Board activity 

Dir_Meeting 100 1.00 30.00 5.36 5.04 4 1 

Ownership concentration 

Top10_Total 82 6.05 88.93 46.03 18.68 51.65 51 

Ratio_State 85 .00 60.00 20.06 22.42 10.05 0 

Firm Performance 

ROA 100 -.3292 .5010 .0888 .0981 0.0773 N/A 

Tobin’s Q 100 .1131 7.9568 1.0462 .8509 0.97 N/A 

 

The description statistics of all independent and dependent variables are summarized in 
Table 4-1. As we can see, the return on asset ROA of 100 largest companies is 0.0888 on 
average. The return on asset varies in a wide range from a minimum of -0.3292 to a 
maximum of 0.501. While Tobin’s Q of 100 largest companies is 1.0462 on average and 
median is 0.97. The value of median 0.97 is quite near the minimum and far from the 



maximum value of Tobin’s Q, hence almost companies in the chosen list experienced with 
low Tobin’s Q. 

The number of director has a mean of 5.76 and median and mode of 5. The range of number 
of director is not much with largest board has 11 directors and the smallest one has 4 
directors. The range of this variable seems to conform to Law on Enterprises (LOE) 2005.. 
The median of number of director is 5 means that 50% companies was found to have small 
number of board in range of [4-5) and 50% companies have number of board in range (5-
11]. It proves that board of director in Vietnam favors the board with not many people. 
However, according to CG Rules and empirical studies, board size of joint stock companies 
should be sufficient but not too many members to allow effective operations. 

The number of independent directors ranges from 0 to 7 with mean 3.04; median 3 and 
mode 2 respectively. The Model Charter for listed joint stock companies requires that one 
third of the members of the board be independent directors; however, independent 
definition is not clearly regulated by law (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 
2006). Besides, this dataset shows that some companies do not have even one independent 
member in the board and the guideline regarding independent directors has not been well 
implemented. This is due to limited pool of executive candidates and poor regulatory on 
independent directors in Vietnam. Presently, just only non-executive directors are defined 
as independent directors and the concept of independent director has not been clarified and 
practiced yet. 

Also from above table, we can see that the duality of CEO-chairman is quite common in 
Vietnam since the mean of 0.4 indicates that 40% of Chairmen also take the position of 
CEO. This proves that the separation of roles and responsibilities between CEO and 
Chairman is not seriously complimented yet. 

The ages of directors has similar mean, median around 50 years. The value of median near 
from the largest value of age 56.4 means that more companies experienced high average 
age. This average age is comparatively high compared to other countries since in Vietnam, 
experienced managers are preferred and they are almost near to the retirement age which is 
55 for women and 60 for men. 

According to the statistic results, the boards are not widely diversified with the female 
directors’ presence. As we can see around 12% Chairmen and 11% CEOs are female in the 
board. The average number of female directors in the board is just 0.85, means that just 
nearly one female member in each board. 

Besides, number of board meeting varies in a wide range from 1 to 30 times per year. Board 
meeting hold at least once a year, but for some boards, they hold meetings more frequently 
up to 30 times a year. On average, the board of directors holds meetings about 5 times a 
year. As indicated from the LOE 2005, board requires meeting at least quarterly and board 
meetings attendance should be disclosed (IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam, 
2006). However, this rule is not applied yet. Besides, since almost companies in Vietnam 
hold once annual shareholders meetings per year, therefore this kind of variable is not 
considered as a factor of board’s activity influencing firm performance in this study. 

The ownership of Vietnamese listed firms is very concentrated. The top ten total 
shareholders own 52.09% total shares outstanding on average with a maximum of 88.93%. 
Thus, in the meeting, the top ten total shareholders are able to control the firms and 
dominate other shareholders.  

The average ratio of state-owned shares is 20.06% of total shares outstanding. In some 
companies state hold a large number of shares up to 60% of total shares outstanding, 



conversely, no state ownership exists in some companies. This is one key issue in corporate 
governance implication in Vietnam because of the remaining of a large proportion of shares 
hold by the State in firms. Since many joint stock companies were transferred from state-
owned enterprises, so the impacts from this big shareholder remain in Vietnam.  

A report of March 2006 shows that the State held shares in 2,185 companies, except for the 
33 companies that have gone public, the rest are joint stock companies (IFC and State 
Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). During the “equitization” process, process of 
transferring from state-owned enterprises (SOE) to joint stock companies, a fixed portion 
usually less than 50 percent of the shares are sold to the public, the State keeps a portion, 
and the rest is sold at par to management and employees (IFC and State Securities 
Commission Vietnam, 2006). Therefore, it is a common practice that a former top executive 
of the equitized SOE becomes Chairman of the Board and the former top managers of the 
equitized SOE in also a major shareholders in the equitized company (IFC and State 
Securities Commission Vietnam, 2006). Due to this issue, the Chairman usually interferes 
with the CEO’s operational decisions and affects the interests of minor shareholders.  

4.3 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

This part investigates the impact of each controlling factor on firm value. All controlling 
variables have been mentioned in the method chapter.  

4.3.1 The impact of board size on the firm value 

Table 4-2:  ANOVA analyses on the impact of board size on firm value 

Num_Dir N Mean (ROA) Num_Dir N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

<=8 95 .08947 <=8 95 1.05243 

9-10 4 .06062 9-10 4 .97410 

>=11 1 .13524 >=11 1 .74238 

Total 100 .08877 Total 100 1.04620 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 .275 .760  .079 .924 

 

The result of ANOVA when considering the effect of board size to firm performance is 
stated in Table 4-2. As above table, the firms are divided into three groups in terms of size 
of the board: 1) the firms with a board comprising less than 9 directors; 2) firms comprising 
9 to 10 directors (around the mean, median and mode); and 3) firms comprising more than 
10 directors. The results show that ROA varies not following any rule pattern. ROA 
decreases when the number of directors increases from <=8 to 9-10, and then it increases 
when the number of directors grows more than 10 members. Considering Tobin’s Q as a 
measurement of firm performance, Tobin’s Q decreases when the board size becomes 
larger. However, the differences on firm performance between three groups are insignificant 
in term of statistical mathematics. This is because almost companies in Vietnamese market 
just recently listed and they do not really care about the implication of corporate 
governance.  



Our results also show no significant relation between board size and firm performance. This 
is the same conclusion with Andres et al (2005) when investigation conducted in ten OECD 
countries. However, it is inconsistent with result of Bennedsen et al (2008), and Mak and 
Kusnadi (2000) with their detecting of negative relationship between board size and firm 
value when considering Tobin’s Q as a company’s market valuation. 

4.3.2 The impact of board composition on the firm value 

Table 4-3:  ANOVA analyses on the impact of independent directors on firm value 

Num_InDir  N Mean (ROA) Num_InDir  N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

<=2 39 .1041 <=2 39 1.0596 

3 24 .1132 3 24 .9766 

>=4 37 .0568 >=4 37 1.0772 

Total 100 .0888 Total 100 1.0462 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 3.333 .040  .108 .898 

 

Now this study turn on evaluating the impact of independent directors on firm performance 
by dividing the firms into three groups based on the value of the number of independent 
directors. Group 1 consist of firms with a board consisting of less than 3 independent 
directors; group 2 concludes firms with a board of 3 independent directors (the median and 
mode); and group 3 firms consisting of more than 3 independent directors.  

From the result, a significant different on ROA with different number of independent 
directors at significant level of 5%. This finding are quite match with others study such as 
those of Ma & Tian (2009) or Busta (2008) when conclude that independent directors 
enhanced firm performance (ROA). It also shows that board with 3 independent directors 
has the highest firm profitability ROA. However, number of independent directors does not 
affect value of Tobin’s Q as the differences between groups are small and insignificant. 

Independent directors impacts on firm value because independent board tend to assure 
interests of shareholders more effective and the operation process more apparent. Hence, 
the boards with a higher of independent directors make a better judgment on monitoring 
issues and generate better firm performance. In this case, Tobin’s Q fluctuates along with 
the variation of the stock markets and may not stable enough to represent for the value of 
companies.  

Table 4-4: ANOVA analyses on the impact of age of the boards on firm value 

Age_Dir N Mean (ROA) Age_Dir N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

<45 5 -.0477 <45 5 .6445 

45 - 50 14 .0651 45 - 50 14 1.0274 

>50 18 .0561 >50 18 .9250 

Total 37 .0455 Total 37 .9259 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 



 3.836 .031  .913 .411 

 

To examine whether the age of directors represent the administrative experience of boards 
and add to firm value, the boards are grouped together if average ages of board members 
less than 45 years’ old, 45 to 50 years’ old and more than 50 years’ old respectively.  

The result shows that age of director effects significantly to firm performance when using 
ROA as a measurement, not Tobin’s Q. The boards with age from 45-50 generates high 
ROA with an average return on asset of 0.065 and this was initially expected. The 
“youngest board” with an average age under 45 had a negative return on asset of (-0.0477). 
However, the board with an average age higher 50 makes a slight lower ROA compared 
with board with an average age of 45-50. This is caused by backward lagging behind new 
technologies or new concepts. Another reality that average age higher 50 is quite near from 
retirement age so people usually get trouble in thinking creative, healthy problems and 
tends not to strive for the job prospect in the future. 

Besides, a number of Vietnamese companies are still in the first phase of development so 
the need of qualified managers are more and more urgent, especially after Vietnam joined 
the WTO in January 2007. Because of the fact that most of enterprises, state and private-
owned enterprises have chosen the head of competencies not by merit, but other criteria 
such as loyalty or trust so in long – standing companies, the managers may often have a  
lack of necessary knowledge in management. 

Table 4-5: ANOVA analyses on the impact of dual of CEO-chairman on firm value 

CEO_Chair N Mean (ROA) CEO_Chair N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

No 54 .0840 No 54 .9077 

Yes 37 .0930 Yes 37 1.2454 

Total 91 .0877 Total 91 1.0450 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 .170 .681  3.245 .075 

 

Table 4-5 shows the dual of CEO and Chairman impacts significantly on Tobin’s Q of the 
companies, but not significant affects ROA. Firms with the duality of CEO-chairman and 
separation of CEO and Chairman have higher value of ROA and Tobin’s Q respectively. 
This is inconclusive with our initial expectation supposed a Chairman who is also possess 
the CEO position effects negatively on firm performance.  

However, the differences of ROA between groups are minimal and insignificant. Therefore, 
the dual position of CEO and Chairman affects positively Tobin’s Q and does not affect 
ROA in Vietnam. As stated before, this reverse result can be caused by the common reality 
that former top executive also being a Chairman of the Board and also a major shareholders 
in the equitized companies. Due to this fact, the Chairman_CEO usually become more 
active in management process, faster in decisions making and hence the firm value. 

 

 

 



Table 4-6:  ANOVA analyses on the impact of F_CEO on firm value 

F_CEO N Mean (ROA) F_CEO N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

No 81 .0858 No 81 1.0714 

Yes 10 .1030 Yes 10 .8312 

Total 91 .0877 Total 91 1.0450 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 .252 .617  .647 .423 

 

Next, continue to examine the relation between Female CEO and firm performance. Table 
4-6 shows that higher ROA for firms with a female Chairman, but this result is not the same 
for Tobin’s Q, however they are all insignificant. This result is consistent with the 
hypothesis that board diversity improves firm value.  

Table 4-7: ANOVA analyses on the impact of F_Chair on firm value 

F_Chair N Mean (ROA) F_Chair N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

No 80 .0831 No 80 1.0562 

Yes 11 .1209 Yes 11 .9637 

Total 91 .0877 Total 91 1.0450 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 1.334 .251  .104 .748 

 

Move to the considering female directors presence as a variable, table 4-7 give the same 
result with those when considering the effect of F_CEO. That is higher ROA and lower 
Tobin’s Q when comparing firms with Female Chairman and others. The result indicates 
that neither a female Chairman nor female CEO do not affect firm performance and the 
differences between groups are small and insignificant. 

Table 4-8: ANOVA analyses on the impact of F_Dir on firm value 

F_Dir N Mean (ROA) F_Dir N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

No 37 .0731 No 37 1.1912 

Yes 55 .0987 Yes 55 .9512 

Total 92 .0884 Total 92 1.0477 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 1.414 .238  1.638 .204 

 

Table 4-8 indicates that higher ROA and lower Tobin’s Q for firms with female directors 
present on their boards but the different are quite small and insignificant. It is found that 
female Chairman, female CEO and female directors do not influence firm performance, and 
do not support for the assumption that board diversity with female directors adds to firm 



value in Vietnamese market. Maybe, the role and interests of female in board of directors 
have not been constantly concerned. In modern Vietnam’s society, female managers have 
tried to combine their roles outside family with traditional roles of daughter, wife and 
mother. However, Vietnam still be influenced by Confucianism which give prominence to 
the supremacy of men over women. Hence, the implementation on law of women’s right is 
not thoroughly and female entrepreneurs seem to face more issues when doing the business, 
raising their opinions or expressing their power in board’s management. 

4.3.3 The impact of board activities on the firm value 

Table 4-9: The impact of board activities on firm value 

Dir_Meeting N Mean (ROA) Dir_Meeting N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

<4 44 .0720 <=6 44 1.1735 

4-6 29 .1235 7-9 29 1.0549 

>6 27 .0788 >9 27 .8294 

Total 100 .0888 Total 100 1.0462 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 2.692 .073  1.381 .256 

 

ANOVA analysis give explanation on the impact of board activities on firm value shown in 
table 4.9. Firms are clustered based on the frequency of the board meeting into three groups: 
group 1 if board’s meeting is less than 4, group 2 from 4 to 6 which includes mean and 
median value, and group 3 with more than 6. Table 4-9 shows that the number of directors 
meeting influences significantly on ROA of firms, but not for Tobin’s Q value. From the 
table 4-9, ROA get the highest value when board meeting is from 4-6 and decrease when 
frequency of board meetings is less than 4 or more than 6. This result seems like a good 
consequence from argument that proper number of directors meeting will enhance firm 
performance and this result also match with other studies in the past.  

4.3.4 The impact of ownership concentration on the firm value 

Table 4-10: The impact of Top10_Total on the firm value 

Top10_Total N Mean (ROA) Top10_Total N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

<6.05 1 .1415 <6.05 1 .3045 

6.05-28.98 20 .1318 6.05-28.98 20 1.0015 

28.98-51.65 20 .0754 28.98-51.65 20 1.4147 

51.65-56.62 21 .0992 51.65-56.62 21 .9160 

>56.62 20 .0486 >56.62 20 1.0102 

Total 82 .0895 Total 82 1.0729 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 1.869 .124  1.061 .382 

 



  
Figure 4-1: The impact of Top10_Total on the firm value 

In this part, the relation between two variables for the proxy of ownership concentration and 
firm performance will be considered. The value of Top10_Total of all firms are listed from 
low to high and divide the whole sample into 5 quartiles with the same amount of 
companies for each group. Table 4-10 shows firm performance in every group.  

From figure 4-1, we can see easily that Tobin’s Q values vary as an asymmetric U (or V) 
shape in line with the values of Top10_Total. In particular, the Tobin’s Q value initially 
increases from 0.3045 to 1.0015, reaches a peak of 1.4147 in the second quartile, and then it 
turns down in the third quartile. After that, the firm value increases slightly in the last 
quartile. This is like other empirical studies as firm values display an asymmetric U (or V) 
shape in line with the total share ownership concentration. However, the variation of ROA 
between groups does not follow any rules. In Vietnam market, the top ten shareholders 
concentration has no significant impact on firm performance. 

Table 4-11: The impact of ratio of state ownership on the firm value 

Ratio_State N Mean (ROA) Ratio_State N Mean (Tobin's Q) 

0 37 .0811 0 37 1.0359 

0<&<50 25 .0797 0<&<50 25 1.1241 

>=50 23 .1046 >=50 23 .9626 

Total 85 .0871 Total 85 1.0420 

 F Sig.  F Sig. 

 .454 .636  .187 .830 

 

To test whether the percentage of shares directly owned by state to firm performance or not, 
firms are divided into 3 groups based on state ownership concentration, group 1 with state 
ownership is 0, group 2 from more than 0% to less than 50% and group 3 for state 
ownership over 50%. Table 4-11 shows that firm values are not significantly different 
between firms with various levels of state ownership. Group 3 have the best ROA value 
while group 2 have the best Tobin’s Q. In Vietnam, there remains lot of companies with 
high state ownership and supposed to generate good firm performance since they receive a 
better support from political and social strategies. However, maybe this study does not 



reflect truly the situation in Vietnam since a number of small companies are included to 
investigate and limited time scale in this study. 

4.4 Multiple regression Analysis 

4.4.1 Correlation Coefficient Analysis 

When using regression model to test the impact of board size, board composition, board 
activities and ownership concentration on firm performance, firstly a correlation test is 
conducted if an independent variable is correlated with another independent variable.  If 
there is correlation between independent, the condition of multi-collinear exists. This can 
produce problems in interpreting the coefficients of the variables as several variables are 
providing duplicate information.  

Correlation coefficients express the degree or strength of the linear relationship between 
two random variables. The correlation coefficients among independent variables in the 
study are presented as follows. 
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Table 4-12: Correlation analysis between independent variables 

Correlations 

  ROA TobinQ Num_Dir 
Num_ 

InDir 
Age_Dir CEO_Chair 

F_ 

Chair 

F_ 

CEO 

F_ 

Dir 

Dir_ 

Meeting 
Top10_Total 

Ratio_ 

State 

ROA 

Pearson Correlation 1.00            

Sig. (2-tailed)              

N 100.00            

TobinQ 

Pearson Correlation -.04 1.00           

Sig. (2-tailed) .68             

N 100.00 100.00           

Num_Dir 

Pearson Correlation -.01 -.03 1.00          

Sig. (2-tailed) .94 .77            

N 100.00 100.00 100.00          

Num_ 

InDir 

Pearson Correlation -.209* -.11 .254* 1.00         

Sig. (2-tailed) .04 .27 .01           

N 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00         

Age_ 

Dir 

Pearson Correlation .29 -.31 -.08 .06 1.00        

Sig. (2-tailed) .08 .06 .63 .72          

N 37.00 37.00 37.00 37.00 37.00        

CEO_ 

Chair 

Pearson Correlation .04 .16 -.11 -.352**  -.29 1.00       

Sig. (2-tailed) .68 .12 .29 .00 .09         

N 91.00 91.00 91.00 91.00 36.00 91.00       

F_ 

Chair 

Pearson Correlation .12 .277**  .03 .00 -.14 .17 1.00      

Sig. (2-tailed) .25 .01 .76 1.00 .41 .10        

N 91.00 91,00 91,00 91,00 36,00 91,00 91,00      

F_ 

CEO 

Pearson Correlation .05 .283**  -,08 -,08 ,00 ,14 .516**  1,00     

Sig. (2-tailed) .62 ,01 ,45 ,46 1,00 ,19 ,00       

N 91.00 91,00 91,00 91,00 36,00 91,00 91,00 91,00     
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F_Dir 

Pearson Correlation .12 .06 .19 .13 -.21 -.02 .300**  .284**  1.00    

Sig. (2-tailed) .24 .57 .08 .23 .21 .88 .00 .01      

N 92.00 92.00 92.00 92.00 37.00 91.00 91.00 91.00 92.00    

Dir_ 

Meeting 

Pearson Correlation -.02 -.09 .213* .09 .03 .00 -.12 -.11 .05 1.00   

Sig. (2-tailed) .87 .40 .03 .38 .85 .97 .25 .31 .63     

N 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 37.00 91.00 91.00 91.00 92.00 100.00   

Top10_ 

Total 

Pearson Correlation -.240* -.03 -.05 .224* -.06 -.10 -.21 -.14 -.16 .08 1.00  

Sig. (2-tailed) .03 .76 .66 .04 .73 .35 .05 .23 .15 .45    

N 82.00 82.00 82.00 82.00 33.00 82.00 82.00 82.00 82.00 82.00 82.00  

Ratio_ 

State 

Pearson Correlation .09 -.12 .04 -.10 .414* -.06 -.10 -.21 -.280**  .14 .274* 1.00 

Sig. (2-tailed) .43 .29 .70 .36 .01 .56 .34 .05 .01 .21 .01   

N 85.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 36.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 81.00 85.00 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 



The correlation coefficients between two random variables are very small, except that 
F_Chair and F_CEO have more relation than others. As we can see the correlation 
coefficient between F_Chair and F_CEO is 0.516 and significant at 10%. However, 
this coefficient is not too big and cannot be proved the linear relationship among 
variables.  

In this study, multiple regressions are used and require that every case have a score on 
every variable that is used in the analysis. Because of substantial portion of data 
missing for variable of Age_Dir, which is not available more than 50%, the variable 
of Age_Dir is excluded among the independent variables.  

4.4.2 Multiple regression Analysis 

� Regression results for market performance (Tobin’s Q) 

The regression model includes almost variables mentioned before such as the number 
of board directors, the number of independent directors, number of female directors, 
number of board meeting per year, ratio of shares held by the top ten shareholders to 
the total shares outstanding, ratio of state-owned shares to the total shares outstanding. 
Besides, all dummy variables as stated before are used to measure the impact of 
corporate governance structures in Vietnam Stock Exchange. 

This part gives ordinary least squares regression results for the Companies’ market 
performance and controlling variables, including 81 companies in the sample. The 
column of beta in following table shows the result of regression between Tobin’s Q 
and all independent variables.  

Table 4-13: Regression Results for Firm Performance Measures with CG Structures 

Coefficientsa 

Control Variables 
Un-standardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 1.271 .615  2.067 .042 
Num_Dir .069 .397 .022 .175 .862 

Num_InDir .085 .137 .082 .618 .539 
CEO_Chair .421 .231 .224 1.819 .073 

F_Chair .060 .387 .020 .154 .878 
F_CEO -.135 .396 -.044 -.342 .733 
F_Dir -.271 .242 -.144 -1.121 .266 

Dir_Meeting -.195 .147 -.160 -1.326 .189 
Top10_Total -.016 .103 -.020 -.158 .875 
Ratio_State -.060 .144 -.053 -.415 .680 

Adjusted R Square 0.021 
F Statistic 0.816 

a. Dependent Variable: Tobin’s Q         

Regression result for market performance (Tobin’s Q) shows that the duality of CEO 
and Chairman is positive related to firm value (Tobin’s Q) and significant at the level 
of 10 percent. This result suggests that the duality of CEO and Chairman is important 
for market valuation. However, other variables are not related to Tobin’s Q among 
Vietnamese companies. 



Also according to the above results, we can see that the adjusted R squares is very 
small, just only 0.021. It means that the model is not good fit to explain the variation 
of firm performance based on those control variables. 

� Regression results for accounting performance (ROA) 

The above analysis uses Tobin’s Q as a market-based measure of firm performance. 
Now checking the relation between accounting performance ROA and corporate 
governance structures is needed. 

As an indicator of firm profitability, in this regression model, ROA is used as of 
replacement of Tobin’s Q and re-run the same sequence of regressions with the same 
explanatory and control variables. Regression result is presented in the following 
table. 

Table 4-14: Regression Results for Accounting performance with CG Structures 

Coefficientsa 

Control variables 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

2 

(Constant) .158 .068  2.324 .023 

Num_Dir .011 .044 .031 .260 .795 

Num_InDir -.026 .015 -.225 -1.745 .085 

CEO_Chair -.016 .026 -.076 -.629 .531 

F_Chair .013 .043 .038 .294 .770 

F_CEO -.025 .044 -.072 -.575 .567 

F_Dir .033 .027 .155 1.238 .220 

Dir_Meeting -.005 .016 -.040 -.336 .738 

Top10_Total -.019 .011 -.204 -1.656 .102 

Ratio_State .017 .016 .135 1.080 .284 

Adjusted R Square 0.027 

F Statistic 1.247 

a. Dependent Variable: ROA         

From regression result, the number of independent directors is negative impact on 
firm value (ROA) and significant at level of 10. This result does not support for the 
argument that board with higher number of independent directors will add more value 
for firms. While other control variables are not related to firm value, corporate 
governance mechanism is not actually important when valuating firms in Vietnam 
market. In this model, the adjusted R squares is just 0.027, indicates that this 
regression may lose some important control variables which main affect firm 
performance.   

 



5 CONCLUSION 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter gives a summary of all findings on the association between CG 
structures and firm performance. Then research limitations and recommend the 
further researches in the future to enhance the application of CG standards and 
practices in Vietnam are considered. 

5.2 Empirical findings for Vietnam markets 

This study try to figure out the relationship between control variables as defined by 
board size, board composition, board activity, ownership concentration and firm 
performance for Vietnamese listed companies at the year-end 2009. Descriptive 
analyses and a statistic overview on the range of value for each variable are conducted 
to reach the objectives. Then we used ANOVA analyses, multiple regression to test 
how these variables affect firm performance separately and connectedly. In this study, 
Tobin’s Q is used as a market performance and ROA as an accounting performance. 

5.2.1 Findings from ANOVA analyses 

Our empirical findings show that independent directors enhanced firm performance 
that is referred as ROA at significant level of 5%. However, the differences between 
groups when considering Tobin’s Q are small and insignificant. The effects of 
independent directors on firm value because independent board protect interests of 
shareholders more effective and operate the management process more apparent. 
Hence, the boards give a better judgment on monitoring issues and generate better 
firm performance. In this case, Tobin’s Q fluctuates along with the variation of the 
stock market and may not stable enough to represent for the value of companies. 

However, this study indicates that no significant relation between board size and firm 
performance in Vietnam market. Because the fact that almost companies in Vietnam 
are just public into the market recently and corporate governance concepts are not 
understood and implemented well.  

Besides, board gender diversity don’t affect firm value. In particular, female 
Chairman, female CEO and female directors do not influence firm performance, and 
not support for the assumption that board diversity with female directors adds to firm 
value in Vietnam market. It is may be caused from the fact that the role and interests 
of female in board of directors have not been constantly concerned and they are 
sometimes hard to explore their rights in board management. 

Furthermore, the dual position of CEO and Chairman affects positively Tobin’s Q and 
does not affect ROA in Vietnam. This reverse result is explained under the common 
reality that former top executive also being a Chairman of the Board and also a major 
shareholders in the equitized companies. Hence, the Chairman_CEO usually become 
more active in management process, decisions making and hence the firm value. 

Besides, result indicates that age of director affects significantly firm performance 
when using ROA as a measurement, not Tobin’s Q. The boards with age from 45-50 
generates the highest ROA. This is because at that age, the board are experienced 



enough to manage their monitoring on operational process and not too old to be 
backward lagging behind new technologies or new concepts.  

Moreover, the number of directors meeting influences significantly on ROA of firms, 
but not for Tobin’s Q value. It is conclusive with many previous studies when find out 
a proper number of directors meeting will enhance firm performance. 

In Vietnam market, the top ten shareholders concentration and levels of state 
ownership has no significant impact on firm performance. Maybe sample population 
and time scale in this study does not large enough to reflect the effecting rules of 
ownership concentration in Vietnam market. 

5.2.2 Findings from multiple regression results 

Regression results for market performance (Tobin’s Q) shows that the duality of CEO 
and Chairman is positive related to firm value (Tobin’s Q) and significant at level of 
10 percent. Furthermore, from regression result for accounting performance (ROA), 
the study found that the number of independent directors is negatively impact on firm 
value (ROA) and significant at level of 10 percent. As explained above, effect from 
the equitization has brought some unusual features for the picture of Vietnam market. 

5.3 Research Limitation 

Through this study, the effect of corporate governance structure on firm performance 
is examined by using a sample of 100 largest companies at the year-end 2009. 
However, because of limited sample population and time scale, so this result cannot 
represent all of companies in Vietnamese market. 

In sample of 100 companies, the data is not available for some variables such as 
average age of directors, number of board meeting and so on. This comes from poor 
corporate governance implementation on disclosure and transparency in Vietnam.  

For the board composition and ownership structure, except that some control variables 
used in this study, there are still other variables such as board’s compensation, 
training program for board members, the tradable shares ownership concentration, etc 
which have potentially impact on firm value. The poor performance of model in 
explaining firm performance is caused by the insufficient of some important variables, 
which are crucial factors, in the regression model. 

Besides, it should note that factors, which determine firm performance, such as board 
composition, board activities and ownership structure, might change over the year. 
Changes in these factors may affect upon the next year’s firm performance. Hence, it 
is better to use previous year’s explanation variables instead or replace the current 
firm performance by next year’s performance in the study. 

Another important factors effect to the firm performance is industry variable, but not 
included in this report because of limited research scope and unavailable disclosure of 
information. 

5.4 Further Research 

To increase public awareness on implication of corporate governance, it is necessary 
to do more research on this kind of topic, not just only concentrate on CG structures, 



but also considers on other aspects, for example consider the whole CG index for all 
categories of CG Principle, or review individual company CG Scorecard results. 

Because of the relationship between controlling variables, the interactive effects of 
two variables can be evaluated to see how they influence on firm performance. For 
example, interactive between total share ownership and tradable share ownership 
concentration can be considered to clarify of what level the total share ownership 
concentration and tradable share ownership, firms will generate the best performance. 

Furthermore, this research can be explored to the whole sample of companies in 
Vietnam market and extend the time scale to increase the valuable and reliable values 
for the results. 



References 

Alshimmiri, T. (2004). Board Composition, Exectutive Remuneration, and Coprorate 

Performance: The Case of Reits. Corporate Ownership & Control, 2(1), 104-

119. 

Andres, P., Azofra, V., & Lopez, F. (2005). Corporate Boards in OECD Countries: 

Size, Composition, Functioning and Effectiveness. Corporate Governance, 

13(2), 197-210. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8683.2005.00418.x. 

Bennedsen, M., Kongsted, H., & Nielsen, K. (2008). The Causal Effect of Board Size 

in The Performance of Small and Medium-sized Firms. Journal of Banking & 

Finance, 32(6), 1098-1109. doi: 10.1016/j.jbankfin.2007.09.016. 

Busta, I. (2008). Corporate Governance in Banking - A European Study. Business. 

California Public Employees. (2010). Global Principles of Accountable Corporate 

Governance. California Public Employessʼ Retirement System. 

Chen, C., Lin, J. B., & Yi, B. (2008). CEO Duality and Firm Performance - An 

Endogenous Issue. Corporate Ownership & Control, 6(1). 

Chen, Z., Cheung, Y., Stouraitis, A., & Wong, A. (2005). Ownership concentration, 

firm performance, and dividend policy in Hong Kong. Pacific-Basin Finance 

Journal, 13(4), 431-449. doi: 10.1016/j.pacfin.2004.12.001. 

Dobbin, F., & Jung, J. (2011). Corporate Board Diversity and Stock Performance: The 

Competence Gap or Institutional Investor Bias? NORTH CAROLINA LAW 

REVIEW. 

Dutta, P., & Bose, S. (2006). Gender Diversity in the Boardroom and Financial 

Performance of Commercial Banks: Evidence from Bangladesh. The Cost And 

Management, 34(6), 70-74. 



Ehikioya, B. I. (2009). Corporate governance structure and firm performance in 

developing economies: evidence from Nigeria. Corporate Governance, 9(3), 

231-243. doi: 10.1108/14720700910964307. 

Frick, B., & Bermig, A. (2009). Board Size , Board Composition and Firm 

Performance : Empirical Evidence from Germany. Media. 

Heugens, P. P. M. a R., Essen, M., & Oosterhout, J. (2008). Meta-analyzing 

ownership concentration and firm performance in Asia: Towards a more fine-

grained understanding. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 26(3), 481-512. 

doi: 10.1007/s10490-008-9109-0. 

Hossain, M., Prevost, K., & Rao, P. (2001). Corporate governance in New Zealand: 

The effect of the 1993 Companies Act on the relation between board 

composition and firm performance. Pacific-Basin Finance Journal, 9(2), 119-

145. doi: 10.1016/S0927-538X(01)00003-8. 

IFC and State Securities Commission of Vietnam. (2010, June). Corporate 

Governance Manual. International Review of Finance. doi: 10.1111/1468-

2443.00034. 

IFC and State Securities Commission Vietnam. (2006). Report on the Observance of 

Standards and Codes (ROSC)- Corporate Governance Country Assessment. 

Corporate Governance. 

IFC and The State Securities Commission. (2010). Corporate Governance - Baseline 

Report 2010. Corporate Governance. 

Lefort, F., & Urzua, F. (2008). Board independence, firm performance and ownership 

concentration: Evidence from Chile. Journal of Business Research, 61(6), 615-

622. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.036. 

Liang, F.-mei. (2009). Ownership Structure and Firm Performance in an Emerging 

Market : the Moderating Role of Social Networks. Contemporary Management 

Research, 5(2), 201-212. 



Ma, S., & Tian, G. (2009). Board Composition, Board Activity and Ownership 

Concentration, the Impact on Firm Performance. Asian Finance, 1-51. 

Mak, Y., & Kusnadi, Y. (2005). Size Really Matters: Further Evidence on The 

Negative Relationship Between Board Size and Firm Value. Pacific-Basin 

Finance Journal, 13(3), 301-318. doi: 10.1016/j.pacfin.2004.09.002. 

Mayer, C. (1997). Corporate Governance, Competition, and Performance. Journal of 

Law and Society, 24(1), 152-176. doi: 10.1111/1467-6478.00041. 

OECD. (2004a). OECD Principles of Corporate Governance 2004. World. 

OECD. (2004b, May 3). OECD Principles of Corporate Governance. OECD 

Publication Service. OECD Publishing. doi: 10.1787/9789264015999-en. 

Ponnu, C. H. (2008). Corporate Governance Structures and the Performance of 

Malaysian Public Listed Companies. Journal of Business Finance, 4(2), 217-

230. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-5957.2006.00594.x. 

Shakir, R. (n.d.). Board Size, Board Composition and Property Firm Performance. 

Wu, W. (2009). Board Composition and Firm Performance: A Quantitative Study on 

Chinese Listed Companies. Distribution. 

Yermack, D. (1996). Higher Market Valuation of Companies with a Small Board of 

Directors. Journal of Financial Economics, 40(2), 185-211. doi: 10.1016/0304-

405X(95)00844-5. 

 

 



 Appendix 

Appendix I: List of chosen companies and collecting data 

 No. 
Code
  

Num_
Dir 

Num_ 
Indir 

Dir_ 
Meeting 

CEO_
Chair 

Age_
Dir 

F_ 
chair 

Num_ 
Fdir 

F_ 
CEO 

Top10
_total 

Ratio
_State ROA Tobin’s 

Q 

1 ABT 5 2 7 1 M 0 1 0 20.06 10.63 0.1693 1.6323 

2 AGF 5 3 4 0 52.00 0 0 0 54.00 8.19 0.0119 1.0306 

3 ANV 6 4 1 1 43.50 0 0 0 71.83 0.00 
-
0.0580 

1.1575 

4 ASP 5 3 18 0 M 0 0 0 M M 0.0524 0.8412 

5 BAS 5 4 2 1 M 0 0 0 51.00 0.00 
-
0.0187 

7.9568 

6 BBC 7 5 1 0 M 0 0 0 53.10 0.00 0.0778 0.7552 

7 BHS 10 7 17 0 M 1 2 0 18.63 11.25 0.1357 0.8776 

8 BMC 5 2 1 1 M 0 0 0 51.98 0.00 0.1423 0.8184 

9 BMP 5 0 4 1 M 0 2 0 56.92 30.32 0.2928 1.1195 

10 CII 7 5 10 0 M 0 1 0 22.61 0.00 0.1261 0.6819 

11 CLC 5 3 5 0 M 0 0 0 57.38 51.00 0.1081 0.7541 

12 CNT 5 3 3 1 M 1 2 0 53.49 34.50 0.0303 1.2888 

13 CYC 5 4 1 1 M 0 0 0 78.00 0.00 0.0061 0.8234 

14 DCC 5 1 12 1 M 0 0 0 18.85 5.53 0.0582 0.5857 

15 DCL 5 1 1 1 M 0 0 0 58.68 37.08 0.0881 0.6600 

16 DPR 5 2 9 1 M 0 1 0 60.00 0.00 0.1691 0.6063 

17 DRC 7 3 5 0 M 0 1 0 53.08 50.50 0.5010 1.2210 

18 FBT 9 5 7 0 45.20 0 1 0 71.31 32.83 
-
0.1488 

0.6454 

19 FMC 7 1 6 1 49.80 0 1 0 25.25 17.25 0.0224 1.1411 

20 FPC 5 4 3 0 44.40 0 1 0 88.93 0.00 
-
0.3292 

0.4726 

21 FPT 11 4 11 0 M 0 1 0 39.61 6.96 0.1352 0.7424 

22 GIL 6 4 9 0 M 0 1 0 23.28 0.00 0.1279 0.4236 

23 GMC 6 2 6 1 M 0 2 0 20.73 10.02 0.1650 1.6415 

24 GTA 5 4 3 0 53.00 0 1 0 M 0.00 0.0421 0.6719 

25 HAG 7 4 4 0 M 0 1 0 56.62 0.00 0.1055 0.6421 

26 HAX 4 3 17 1 47.50 0 1 0 49.47 32.63 0.0649 0.6326 

27 HBC 8 2 1 1 42.10 0 0 0 M 0.00 0.0363 0.9492 

28 HDC 7 0 30 1 49.70 0 2 0 29.70 14.97 0.0988 1.3599 

29 HMC 5 2 4 1 51.80 0 2 0 55.67 55.67 0.0298 0.7076 

30 HRC 5 2 11 0 49.40 0 1 0 55.06 55.06 0.1499 0.3177 

31 HSG 7 4 16 1 M 0 0 0 38.39 0.00 0.0777 1.3896 

32 HSI 5 3 2 0 45.20 0 0 0 33.94 9.40 0.0211 1.0422 

33 HTV 5 5 1 0 M 0 1 0 55.08 50.08 0.0063 0.6861 

34 ICF 6 4 1 0 49.70 1 2 0 33.33 0.00 0.0787 0.9851 

35 IMP 8 2 4 1 M 1 2 1 41.03 0.00 0.0898 0.9561 

36 ITA 5 2 1 1 44.20 1 1 1 M 0.00 0.0594 43.8779 



37 KHP 5 4 5 0 52.00 0 0 0 51.20 51.01 0.0593 0.9591 

38 KSH 5 2 5 0 M 0 1 0 53.50 0.00 0.1014 1.2705 

39 L10 5 1 7 1 M 0 0 0 55.03 51.00 0.0490 0.8530 

40 LAF 7 3 3 1 49.20 0 1 0 23.74 23.74 0.0997 0.8353 

41 LCG 6 3 6 0 45.70 0 1 0 11.16 0.00 0.1275 0.5159 

42 LGC 5 3 2 0 49.80 0 1 0 64.70 0.00 0.0694 1.2790 

43 MCP 5 3 8 0 56.00 0 0 0 45.60 38.70 0.0605 0.9722 

44 MPC 5 2 2 1 47.60 0 2 0 75.27 0.00 0.1093 3.4893 

45 NSC 7 2 1 1 M 1 2 1 13.20 11.50 0.1351 2.7263 

46 NTL 5 2 1 0 M 0 0 0 16.67 0.00 0.4528 0.6694 

47 OPC 7 3 5 0 M 0 1 0 28.25 0.00 0.1282 0.6901 

48 PAC 5 4 3 0 M 1 2 0 74.68 51.11 0.2206 0.9791 

49 PET 5 4 1 0 M 0 0 0 M 0.00 0.0367 0.7733 

50 PIT 5 3 3 1 48.80 0 0 0 54.20 51.70 0.0252 0.6888 

51 PNC 6 4 1 1 53.50 1 2 1 34.77 15.01 0.0112 0.7922 

52 PVD 6 4 3 0 M 0 1 0 56.56 50.38 0.3015 0.7397 

53 REE 5 2 4 1 M 1 1 1 6.05 0.00 0.1415 0.3045 

54 RIC 7 4 7 0 53.60 0 2 0 59.20 0.00 0.0332 0.3816 

55 SAV 7 6 7 0 M 0 1 0 78.14 30.54 0.0249 0.9107 

56 SBT 6 4 5 0 M 0 2 1 51.01 0.00 0.1138 0.1131 

57 SC5 5 1 1 1 M 0 0 0 22.87 14.04 0.0265 1.2917 

58 SFI 5 2 4 0 M 0 0 0 19.72 14.20 0.1078 1.8901 

59 SGT 5 4 1 0 M 0 1 1 55.24 0.00 0.0401 0.8232 

60 SMC 5 2 3 1 50.40 0 1 0 26.77 0.00 0.0467 0.8241 

61 SSI 7 5 5 1 M 0 1 0 43.10 M 0.1136 2.1455 

62 STB 9 9 1 0 M 0 1 0 M M 0.0161 1.0009 

63 TAC 5 2 4 0 M 0 0 0 51.00 51.00 0.0427 1.0484 

64 TCM 7 5 8 0 M 0 1 0 52.09 11.71 0.0278 1.0556 

65 TDH 5 3 20 M M M M M M M 0.1631 0.5116 

66 TPC 7 2 1 0 M 0 3 0 19.98 0.00 0.1717 0.2837 

67 TRC 5 2 12 1 55.00 0 0 0 65.00 60.00 0.1938 0.9390 

68 TS4 5 1 2 0 M 0 2 0 15.54 0.00 0.0813 0.8867 

69 TSC 5 3 8 1 51.40 0 0 0 48.90 42.10 0.0315 0.8410 

70 TTP 5 0 1 1 49.40 0 3 0 27.31 0.00 0.1562 0.3796 

71 TYA 5 4 3 0 54.20 0 0 0 80.00 0.00 0.0045 1.1002 

72 VFC 8 7 15 1 44.20 0 1 0 51.81 0.00 0.0534 0.2980 

73 VIC 6 3 3 0 M 0 3 1 47.93 0.00 0.0770 0.9306 

74 VIP 7 4 10 0 50.70 0 0 0 56.80 51.00 0.0233 0.7524 

75 VIS 5 3 6 1 M 0 0 0 54.40 51.00 0.1505 1.1476 

76 
VN
M 

5 3 4 1 M 1 2 1 M M 0.2801 0.3059 

77 VNS 5 2 12 0 54.20 0 1 1 57.55 10.05 0.0821 1.0153 

78 VSC 9 4 3 1 M 0 1 0 35.01 28.20 0.2395 1.3724 

79 VTB 5 4 1 0 56.40 0 0 0 55.54 55.54 0.0872 0.3969 

80 VTO 7 2 8 0 M 0 0 0 55.19 51.92 0.0104 0.7964 



81 BVS 5 4 2 M M M M M M M 0.0982 1.3379 

82 CJC 5 4 11 0 M 0 1 0 71.60 51.00 0.0341 1.0372 

83 HCC 5 4 1 0 M 0 0 0 51.48 51.48 0.1292 1.1562 

84 
HN
M 

4 3 4 M M M M M M M 0.0603 1.0446 

85 HPC 5 4 1 0 54.20 0 1 0 46.58 0.00 0.0271 1.6257 

86 KLS 5 2 4 0 M 0 0 0 14.00 0.00 0.1503 1.0140 

87 L43 5 2 3 0 M 0 0 0 M M 0.0744 1.0386 

88 LUT 6 4 2 0 M 0 1 0 M M 0.0418 1.1953 

89 MEC 5 2 1 0 48.40 0 0 0 58.00 51.00 0.0376 1.0717 

90 
MK
V 

5 2 6 M M M M M M M 0.0762 0.9964 

91 
MM
C 

5 3 4 0 M 0 0 0 56.10 51.00 0.0957 2.2044 

92 PAN 5 3 6 0 M 1 2 0 23.60 0.00 0.1473 1.0399 

93 S91 5 2 4 0 M 0 0 0 55.50 55.50 0.0411 1.3363 

94 SCC 5 3 6 M M M M M M M 0.1320 1.0334 

95 SVI 7 3 14 M M M M M M M 0.1241 1.2936 

96 TDN 5 2 2 M M M M M M M 0.0589 0.9863 

97 THB 5 1 1 1 54.60 0 0 0 55.00 55.00 0.0550 1.0748 

98 VC2 5 2 1 0 50.80 0 1 0 50.98 50.98 0.0544 1.2726 

99 VFR 5 2 5 M M M M M M M 0.0309 1.0256 

100 VNC 5 3 5 0 51.30 0 0 M M M 0.1560 1.2934 

Note: M means Missing Value (Data not available until this moment)



 
University of Borås is a modern university in the city center. We give courses in business 
administration and informatics, library and information science, fashion and textiles, behavioral 
sciences and teacher education, engineering and health sciences. 
 
In the School of Business and Informatics (IDA), we have focused on the students' future 
needs. Therefore we have created programs in which employability is a key word. Subject 
integration and contextualization are other important concepts. The department has a closeness, 
both between students and teachers as well as between industry and education. 
 
Our courses in business administration give students the opportunity to learn more about 
different businesses and governments and how governance and organization of these activities 
take place. They may also learn about society development and organizations' adaptation to the 
outside world. They have the opportunity to improve their ability to analyze, develop and control 
activities, whether they want to engage in auditing, management or marketing.  
 
Among our IT courses, there's always something for those who want to design the future of IT-
based communications, analyze the needs and demands on organizations' information to design 
their content structures, integrating IT and business development, developing their ability to 
analyze and design business processes or focus on programming and development of good use of 
IT in enterprises and organizations. 
 
The research in the school is well recognized and oriented towards professionalism as well as 
design and development. The overall research profile is Business-IT-Services which combine 
knowledge and skills in informatics as well as in business administration. The research is 
profession-oriented, which is reflected in the research, in many cases conducted on action 
research-based grounds, with businesses and government organizations at local, national and 
international arenas. The research design and professional orientation is manifested also in 
InnovationLab, which is the department's and university's unit for research-supporting system 
development. 
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