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current wisdom provided by agency theory and suggests an alternative approach to the

governance of organisations.

A goal of this study was to contribute to the development of a theory of moderated-trust
governance in order to uncover and explain how the trust mechanism operates in the
corporate-governance domain. Scholars in the corporate-governance domain have typically
characterised its participants as having low trust, high distrust, and goal conflict (Bosse et
al., 2014; Hambrick & D’Aveni, 1992; Pretorius, 2013, 2015). This culture of low trust, high
distrust, and goal conflict should be familiar to proponents of the regnant agency theory,
which has dominated corporate-governance theory and practice for the past four decades
(S. Harvey et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Therefore, by specifying
the levels of trust and of distrust that generate mechanisms that cause effective board
performance, this study contributes to a more realistic view of trust and of distrust among

corporate-governance scholars.

Scholars who have used stewardship theory to counterbalance agency theory have
expressed considerable interest in the notion of trust within corporate governance (J. H.
Davis et al., 1997a; L. Donaldson & Davis, 1991). This also applies to scholars who have
been unconvinced that dominant agency theory offers universal explanatory power
(Bukspan, 2006; Cuevas-Rodriguez et al., 2012; Lan & Heracleous, 2010; Roberts et al.,
2005). Some scholars have expressed interest in investigating the negative effects of the
naive neglect of institution-based distrust mechanisms among stewardship theory
(Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007; Gargiulo & Ertug, 2006; McAllister, 1997). | distinguish
this study by contributing to such efforts through incorporating distrust alongside trust

(James, 2014; Kramer, 1999; Lumineau, 2017) within corporate-governance literature.

Finally, this study sought to contribute to a specific and emerging stream of literature on
trust: multi-disciplinary literature on how levels of trust (Colquitt et al., 2012; Fulmer &
Gelfand, 2012; Tomlinson et al., 2009) are influenced by distrust (Connelly et al., 2012;
Dimoka, 2010; Kujala, Lehtimaki, & Pucétaite, 2016; Lumineau, 2017). Within corporate-
governance literature, this study extends the concept of optimal trust (Gargiulo & Ertug,
2006) by specifying how two generative processes, respectful engagement and need for
certainty, illuminate its operation. In the study, | further suggest revising the name of this

construct from optimal trust to moderated-trust in order to establish its instrumental value to
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specific organisational goals such as task-performance among corporate-governance

actors.
Contributions to corporate-governance research methods

In this study, | make a threefold contribution to corporate-governance research. First, |
contribute to research on difficult-to-access participants. Second, | contribute to the use of
multiple case studies as a method within critical realism and within the corporate-
governance domain in order to reveal or clarify generative mechanisms that provide causal
explanations. Third, | contribute to studies that are concerned with causal mechanisms that
are revealed through investigating governance processes rather than with causal inferences
that are made from board composition strategies in relation to firm performance. | expand
on each of these contributions below.

Difficult-to-access corporate-governance participants

Because of difficulties gaining access to directors of companies as direct units of observation
(Crow & Lockhart, 2014; Leblanc & Schwartz, 2007; Lewellyn & Muller-Kahle, 2012a; van
Ees et al., 2009), corporate-governance scholars have resorted to studying distal proxy
variables of board demographics and archival financial-performance data (Crow et al., 2013;
Huse, 2005, 2007). Along this line of enquiry, there is a large body of literature that has
given rise to many insights that assist corporate-governance scholars, practitioners, and
policy-makers (Boyd et al., 2012; Dalily et al., 2003; Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007; Kim et
al., 2006; Kumar & Zattoni, 2014). By focussing on increasingly “narrower versions of
positivism together [with] relatively unscientific methods to develop causal and testable
theories” (Ghoshal, 2005, p. 86), this body of literature has attracted criticism for creating
incomplete theory that imperfectly describes what really happens in boardrooms.

There is a much smaller body of literature written by scholars who have been able to access
corporate-governance actors. This body of literature has investigated more proximal
process mechanisms and has contributed to scholarly interest in process studies among
corporate-governance participants (Bailey & Peck, 2013; A. P. Kakabadse et al., 2010;
Leblanc & Schwartz, 2007; Roberts et al., 2005; Westphal & Stern, 2006). This study

contributes to this relatively small but growing body of literature written by scholars who have
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accessed directors in order to explore board processes, advance corporate-governance

theory (Bansal, 2013), and develop better explanatory theories (Ghoshal, 2005).

This study contributes to scholarship concerned with accessing difficult-to-access corporate-
governance participants by suggesting specific strategies for researchers to gain credibility
and build rapport with such participants. In this way, it moves beyond extant literature on
difficult-to-access corporate-governance participants; such scholarship often lacks sufficient
focus on how to access these difficult-to-access participants (S. Harvey et al., 2017; Leblanc
& Schwartz, 2007; Lewellyn & Muller-Kahle, 2012; Roberts et al., 2005).

Multiple case studies in multiple countries

The multiple-case-study research design | used in this study allowed for elective data
collection methods that are aligned with other realist orientations such as positivism (Bansal,
2013) and post-positivism (Eisenhardt, 1989b; Yin, 2009) and with an idiosyncratic
interpretivist method (Danermark et al., 2001; Easton, 2010). This research design,
underpinned by a critical-realism perspective, illustrated disciplined flexibility in qualitative
research (Burden & Roodt, 2007; Vollstedt, 2015) that was concerned with a dualist

objective-subjective approach to research (Tsang & Kwan, 1999).

A critical-realist perspective calls for researchers to make the basis of their choices about
research design and strategies more explicit. In the current study, my decision to use the
case-study method was influenced by the complexity of the phenomenon (Easton, 2010):
trust and distrust (Lewicki et al., 1998; Schoorman et al., 2007). My decision to use multiple
exemplar cases (Eisenhardt, 1989b; Stake, 1995) was informed by the need to clarify the
established but underspecified generative mechanisms (Blom & Moren, 2011) of trust and
of distrust rather than the need to discover a new mechanism to explain a specific event.
The latter need is normally addressed through the single-case-study method within critical
realism (Ackroyd, 2010; Danermark et al., 2001). By applying a multiple-case-study method
within the corporate-governance domain, this study illustrated how to apply the process of
abduction to abstract concepts from empirical data in a rigorous and credible manner.
Therefore, this study contributes to corporate-governance scholarship on causal
relationships through illustrating how important it is to explicitly distinguish ontological and

epistemological assumptions when conducting research to discover or clarify the generative
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mechanisms that provide causal links between constructs (e.g., between trust, distrust, and

specific organisational outcomes).

Informed by a critical realism ontology that sought to capture the reality of relations as closely
as possible (Ackroyd, 2010; Danermark et al., 2001; Easton, 2010; Heugens & Otten, 2007),
the study aligned with scholars who treat trust and distrust as a separate but complementary
constructs (Dimoka, 2010; Lewicki et al., 1998; Mayo, 2015) as opposed to those who
characterise them as constructs that sit at opposite ends of a continuum (Schoorman et al.,
2007; Sitkin & Roth, 1993). In so doing, | highlight the different types and levels of trust and
of distrust that, when triggered, facilitate effective board processes—particularly within
distressed organisations. This spotlight on different types of trust and of distrust, following
a critical realist perspective, contributes to an understanding of trust and distrust not as
absolutes but as conditional complements. In so doing, | uncover the subtlety (Bijlsma-
Frankema & Costa, 2005) of the operationalisation of trust and of distrust beyond what has
been theorised to date (Lewicki et al., 1998).

Contributions to corporate-governance theory

As a concept, moderated trust contributes to specifying the boundaries of optimal trust
(Gargiulo & Ertug, 2006), which | discussed earlier. In using the concept of optimal trust,
scholars have sought to present a more realistic view of humanity by presenting both the
positive and negative dimensions of trust. Gargiulo and Ertug (2006) considered context
when they introduced the concept of optimal trust. While they acknowledged the importance
of context, they offered no indication that context alone achieved their objective of specifying
the concept of optimal trust. For that reason, | sought in this study to specify the generative
processes of trust and of distrust in order to illuminate the generative mechanism of optimal

trust and to introduce the theory of moderated-trust governance.

By developing a theory of moderated-trust governance, | responded to scholars’ invitations
to integrate institutional-based distrust mechanisms (agency theory) with interpersonal-
based trust mechanisms (stewardship theory) (Cuevas-Rodriguez et al., 2012) in order to
develop a theory of human interaction in the corporate-governance domain that is neither
over- nor under-socialised. |did this in order to contribute to scholarly attempts to strengthen
understandings of institutional trust (stakeholder view). This theory of moderated trust

governance is informed by a large body of trust literature (Maguire & Phillips, 2008) and a
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growing body of distrust literature (Lumineau, 2017) and engages with corporate-
governance literature in subtle ways (Bijlsma-Frankema & Costa, 2005; Cuevas-Rodriguez
et al.,, 2012). W.ith this study, my goal was to profoundly nudge corporate-governance
researchers towards a greater focus on internal processes (Heugens & Otten, 2007,
McNulty et al., 2005; van Ees et al., 2009).

The theory of moderated-trust governance contains factors that form part of its explanation.
In this chapter, | have indicated how such factors are related. The theory is based on a
multi-theoretical view, which has enriched the boundary specification of the factors.
Specifically, as | depict in Figure 15, the theory | propose integrates psychological and
sociological mechanisms “to justify the selection of factors and proposed causal
relationships” (Whetten, 1989, p. 491). Through the seven propositions | outlined earlier in
this chapter, the study provides the “why” to the logic of the theory. Finally, | have replaced
empirical data with logic and abstraction as the evaluative basis of the factors and causal
relationships in the theory. Therefore, moderated-trust governance theory, as | present it in
this chapter, resonates with the four-step theory development threshold set by Whetten
(1989).

Contribution to corporate-governance practice

The real world is complex. Events that occur in the real world are caused by a wide variety
of generative mechanisms that are triggered by corporate-governance participants. As
such, governance actors must be aware that they are active participants in their worlds; they
trigger generative mechanisms intentionally or otherwise. To achieve their ideal outcome
(an event), they need to be purposeful about the generative mechanisms on which they rely.
To do this, they need a deep understanding of the range of important generative
mechanisms available. Relational-based trust and institution-based distrust are only two of
such mechanisms. A governance actor’s possession of deep knowledge about specific
generative mechanisms is not sufficient. To fulfil the sufficiency rule, governance actors
must know when to trigger generative mechanisms. Therefore, this study contributes to
practice by highlighting the existence of generative mechanisms, noting what they are,
specifying what they can do (their powers and liabilities), suggesting how to use them (how
to trigger), recommending when to use them (context), and discussing why governance

actors might use them (insight and wisdom).
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7.6.2. Research limitations

I highlight four limitations of this study. First, according to literature, notions of trust vary by
culture (Dirks et al., 2009; Gunia et al., 2011; Huff & Kelley, 2003). While this study was
undertaken in multiple countries and multiple companies, neither national culture nor
organisational culture were the focal point of the study. No data were collected to reveal
how culture influences the generative processes and mechanisms that were empirically

covered in this study. Therefore, this study did not account for differences in culture.

Second, according to literature, there are different corporate-governance regimes across
the world. There is a respectable body of literature focussed on comparing corporate-
governance regimes (Aguilera & Cuervo-Cazurra, 2014; Aguilera & Jackson, 2003b, 2010).
This literature distinguishes between unitary and dualist boards as well as between boards
characterised by a separation between their CEOs and chairman and those that favour
CEO-chairman duality. While this study included case studies that represented unitary and
dualist boards, this difference was not the focus of the study. A greater emphasis on
structure and process could have enhanced this study. In addition, an inclusion of case
studies characterised by CEO-chairman duality could also have strengthened the

conceptualisation of the moderated-trust concept.

Third, according to literature, boards behave like teams (Tuggle et al., 2010), and team
diversity contributes to increased intergroup conflict (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Recently,
scholars have noted that, in addition to having intergroup conflict, diverse teams are
characterised by “decision diversion” (S. Harvey et al., 2017, p. 358), especially in the early
phase of their constitution. While this study’s unit of analysis was the board, its unit of
observation included the chairman, CEO, and CFO instead of the board as a whole. This
unit of observation constrained the ability of this study to investigate decision-making within

the board as a whole.

Fourth, the concept of generalising findings has different meanings within quantitative
studies and qualitative studies. In quantitative research, it refers to the generalisation of
naturally occurring (empirical) data that are regularly observed. However, within qualitative
research informed by critical realism, it refers to the generalisation of a specific mechanism

in relation to a specific event (or outcome) (Ackroyd, 2010; Danermark et al., 2001).
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Therefore, as novel as the findings of this study may be, they may only be generalised to a

limited extent.

7.6.1. Areas of future research

Through this study, | have derived propositions grounded in empirical data. These
propositions need to be validated and tested in order to improve their specificity and
operationalisation across a much larger population than what was implied by the nature of
the research (refer to the discussion on generalisation). Therefore, in relation to the output
of this research, further research is required to develop measurement instruments and to
test such instruments using quantitative methods. In addition, | highlight three additional

areas of future research below.

First, important corporate-governance theories of agency, stewardship, and stakeholders
were the focus of this study. Within these theories, scholars have investigated power as a
causal mechanism (D. R. Dalton & Dalton, 2011; T. Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Lewellyn
& Muller-Kahle, 2012; McClelland & Burnham, 2003; Roberts, 2001; Westphal & Zajac,
1995). This body of literature has made an important contribution to scholarly and
practitioner understandings of the concepts of trust and control (Baysinger & Hoskisson,
1990; Das & Teng, 1998a; Ferrin et al., 2007; Roberts, 2001b; Westphal & Zajac, 1995).
Given that events (outcomes) can be triggered by multiple generative mechanisms, |
encourage future studies at the intersection of trust, distrust, and power within and across

different theories such as ones about agency, stewardship, and stakeholders.

Second, the concepts of trust and distrust could be investigated through other theories that
were not the focus of this study. In so doing, the concept of moderated trust and the theory
of moderated-trust governance could illuminate other generative processes in the corporate-
governance domain through a deeper reflection on institutional theory (Prado-Lorenzo &
Garcia-Sanchez, 2010; Scott, 1987, 2008). These additional lines of enquiry along an
institutional path could explain why certain triggers are activated and others are not in

different contexts.

Third, at a micro-level and possibly a more practical one, future emphasis could be placed
on the process of arriving at a contractual board charter in addition to its content. | suggest

scholars should focus on how boards of directors enforce the charters they have
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established. Different levels of trust within boards, and between boards and management,
will likely influence both the chartering process and the monitoring of charter implementation.
Accordingly, researchers could productively focus on internal governance mechanisms such
as trust, within and between governance actors, instead of primarily focussing on board
composition, which scholars have already researched extensively. While focus on
composition studies has vyielded unhelpful prescriptions, attention to the internal
mechanisms used by corporate-governance actors may lead to stronger insights about how
to sustainably govern organisations.

7.7. Concluding remarks

By focussing on usual contexts, this study makes a threefold contribution to literature on
corporate governance, trust, and distrust. First, it makes context explicit within corporate
governance. Second, it simultaneously examines psychological and sociological constructs
such as trust and distrust (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Lewicki et al., 1998; Lumineau, 2017)
within an important but under-explored corporate-governance context: organisational
distress. Third, by focussing on organisational distress, it highlights a context particularly

suited to illuminating the mechanism of distrust.

Task performance has previously been suggested as a more proximal outcome variable
than financial performance within studies on the processes of boards of directors (Capon et
al., 1990; Neal & Hesketh, 2001), and it has often been unsatisfactorily investigated by
corporate-governance scholars (Bhagat & Black, 2014; Daily et al., 2003; D. R. Dalton et
al., 1998; Shleifer & Vishny, 1997). The most important task of a board of directors is
collective decision-making. Therefore, | have suggested in this study that introducing the
concept of moderated trust into the corporate-governance domain should lead to improved
understanding about trust and distrust mechanisms. In turn, this enhanced understanding
should help boards of directors use these mechanisms at appropriate levels and should
contribute to effective, collective decision-making within the boardroom. The concept of
moderated trust in corporate-governance literature therefore contributes to opening new
pathways for integrating agency theory and stewardship theory. Doing so enables more
realistic depictions of how trust and distrust influence board task-performance among

directors in distressed organisations.

310



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

References

Abdi, M., & Aulakh, P. S. (2014). Locus of uncertainty and the relationship between
contractual and relational governance in cross-border tnterfirm relationships. Journal
of Management, (July 2014), 1-33. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314541152

Acar-Burkay, S., Fennis, B. M., & Warlop, L. (2014). Trusting others: the polarization effect
of need for closure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 107(4), 719-735.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037022

Ackroyd, S. (2010). Critical Realism, Organization Theory, Methodology, and the Emerging
Science of Reconfiguration. In P. Koslowski (Ed.), Elements of a Philosophy of
Management and Organization, Studies in Economic Ethics and Philosophy (pp. 47—
77). Berlin Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-11140-2

Adams, E. S. (2003). Corporate governance after Enron and Global Crossing: comparative
lessons for cross-national improvement. Indiana Law Journal, 78, 723—781.

Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2003a). The cross-national diversity of corporate
governance: dimensions and determinants. Academy of Management Review, 28(3),
447-465. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2003.10196772

Aguilera, R. V., Judge, W. Q., & Terjesen, S. A. (2018). Corporate governance deviance.
Academy of Management Review, 43(1), 87-109.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0394

Aguilera, R. V. (2005a). Corporate governance and director accountability: an institutional
comparative perspective. British Journal of Management, 16(SPEC. ISS.), S39=S53.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00446.x

Aguilera, R. V. (2005b). Corporate governance and director Accountability: an institutional
comparative perspective. British Journal of Management, 16, s39-s53.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00446.x

Aguilera, R. V, & Cuervo-Cazurra, A. (2004). Codes of good governance worldwide: what
is the trigger? Organization Studies, 25(3), 415-443.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840604040669

Aguilera, R. V, & Cuervo-Cazurra, A. (2014). Regulation and comparative corporate

311



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

governance. In M. Wright, D. S. Siegel, K. Keasy, & |. Filatotchev (Eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp. 23—-45). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Aguilera, R. V, Goyer, M., & De Castro, L. R. V. (2014). Regulation and comparative
corporate governance. In M. Wright, D. S. Siegel, K. Keasy, & I. Filatotchev (Eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp. 23—-45). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Aguilera, R. V, & Jackson, G. (2003b). The cross-national diversity of corporate
governance: dimensions and determinants. Academy of Management Review, 23(3),
447-465. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2003.10196772

Aguilera, R. V, & Jackson, G. (2010). Comparative and international corporate
governance. The Academy of Management Annals, 4(1), 485-556.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2010.495525

Ahrens, T., Filatotchev, I., & Thomsen, S. (2011). The research frontier in corporate
governance. Journal of Management and Governance, 15(3), 311-325.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-009-9115-8

Ajzen, 1., & Fishbein, M. (1977). A theoretical analysis and review of empirical research.
Psychological Bulletin, 84(5), 888—918.

Alden, L. E., Wiggins, J. S., & Pincus, A. L. (1990). Construction of circumplex scales for
the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems. Journal of Personality Assessment, 55(3—-4),
521-536. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5503&4 10

Andreasson, S. (2011). Understanding corporate governance reform in South Africa:
Anglo-American divergence, the King reports, and hybridization. Business & Society,
50(4), 647—673. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650309332205

Archer, M. S. (1995). Realist Social Theory: The Morphogenetic Approach. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Argenti, J. (1976). Corporate planning and Corporate Collapse. Long Range Planning.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-6301(76)90006-6

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. The
Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 20-39.

312



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn®
«Z

Audi, R. (2001). The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Ayotte, K. M., Hotchkiss, E. S., & Thorburn, K. S. (2014). Governance in financial distress
and bankruptcy. In M. Wright, D. S. Siegel, K. K, & I. Filatotchev (Eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp. 489-514). Oxford.

Bachmann, R. (2001). Trust, power and control in trans-organizational relations.
Organization Studies, 22(2), 337-365.

Bachmann, R. (2011). At the crossroads: Future directions in trust research. Journal of
Trust Research, 1(2), 203—-213. https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2011.603513

Bachmann, R., & Akbar, Z. (2008). Landmark papers on trust (the international library on
critical writing on business management) (Volume 1). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited.

Bachmann, R., & Zaheer, A. (2006). Handbook of Trust Research. Cheltenham, UK:
Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Baer, M. D., Matta, F. K., Kim, J. K., Welsh, D. T., & Garud, N. (2018). It’s not you, it's
them: Social influences on trust propensity and trust dynamics. Personnel
Psychology, 71(3), 423-455. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12265

Bailey, B. C., & Peck, S. I. (2013). Boardroom strategic decision-making style:
understanding the antecedents. Corporate Governance: An International Review,
21(2), 131-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12008

Baker, H. K., & Anderson, R. (2010). Corporate governance: a synthesis of theory.
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Balcaen, S., & Ooghe, H. (2006). 35 years of studies on business failure: an overview of
the classic statistical methodologies and their related problems. British Accounting
Review, 38(1), 63-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2005.09.001

Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human Agency through collective efficacy. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 9(3), 75—78. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8721.00064

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: an agentic perspective. Annual Review of

313



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Psychology, 52(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1

Bansal, P. (2013). Inducing frame-breaking insights through qualitative research.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(2), 127-130.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2012.00930.x

Bansal, P., & Corley, K. (2011). From the Editors the Coming of Age for Qualitative
Research. Academy of Management Journal, 54(2), 233—-237.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60262792

Bansal, P., Smith, W. K., & Vaara, E. (2018). From the editors. Academy of Management
Journal, 61(4), 1189-1195. Retrieved from
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-
19344366585&partnerID=40&md5=ad7702629a6ccc73d185ch04d57f2617

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2008). The Bass Handbook of Leadership. New York, NY: Free
Press, a division of Simon & Schuster, Inc.

Baysinger, B., & Hoskisson, R. E. (1990). The composition of boards of directors strategic
control: effects on corporate strategy. Academy of Management Review, 15(1), 72—
87.

Bebchuck, L. A., Grinstein, Y., & Peyer, U. (2010). Corporate governance and the timing of

option grants. India Corporate Governance Overview, (10).

Bebchuk, L. A., Grinstein, Y., & Peyer, U. (2010). Lucky CEOs and lucky directors. Journal
of Finance, 65(6), 2363—-2401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2010.01618.x

Beccerra, M., & Gupta, A. (1999). Trust within the organization: integrating the trust
literature with agency trust within the organization: integrating the trust literature with
agency theory and transaction costs economics. Public Administration Quarterly,
23(2), 177-203. https://doi.org/10.2307/40861779

Bednar, M. K. (2012). Watchdog or lapdog? A behavioral view of the media as a corporate
governance mechanism. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 131-150.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2009.0862

Berger, R. (2015). Now | see it, now | don’t: researcher’s position and reflexivity in
qualitative research. Qualitative Research, 15(2), 219-234.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794112468475

314



<
>
=
=
=

Berle, A. A., & Means, G. G. C. (2009). The modern corporation and private property.

Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Publishers.

Berle Jr., A. A. (1931). Corporate powers as powers in trust. Harvard Law Review, 44(7),
1049-1074.

Berrone, P., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2009). Environmental performance and executive
compensation: an integrated agency-institutional perspective. Academy of
Management Journal, 52(1), 103-126. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2009.36461950

Bezemer, P. J., Nicholson, G., & Pugliese, A. (2018). The influence of board chairs on
director engagement: A case-based exploration of boardroom decision-making.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 26(3), 219-234.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12234

Bhagat, S., & Black, B. (2014). The non-correlation between board independence and

long-term performance. Journal of Corporation Law, 27(2), 232.

Bhagat, S., & Bolton, B. (2008). Corporate governance and firm performance. Journal of
Corporate Finance, 14(3), 257-273. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.jcorpfin.2008.03.006

Bhagat, S., Bolton, B., & Romano, R. (2010a). The effect of corporate governance on
performance. In Corporate Governance: A Synthesis of Theory (pp. 97-122).
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Bhagat, S., Bolton, B., & Romano, R. (2010b). The effect of corporate governance on
performance. In H. K. Baker & R. Anderson (Eds.), Corporate Governance: A
Synthesis of Theory (pp. 97-122). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Bhaskar, R. (1978). A realist theory of science. Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Press.

Bijlsma-Frankema, K., & Costa, A. C. (2005). Understanding the trust-control nexus.
International Sociology, 20(3), 259-282. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580905055477

Bisman, J. (2010). Postpositivism and accounting research: a (personal) primer on critical

realism. Australian Accounting Business and Finance Journal, 4(4), 3-25.

Blair, M. M., & Stout, L. A. (2001). Trust, trustworthiness, and behavioural foundations of

corporate law. University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 149(6), 1735-1810.

Blanton, H., Axsom, D., McClive, K. P., & Price, S. (2001). Pessimistic bias in comparative

315



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

evaluations: a case of perceived vulnerability to the effects of negative life events.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(12), 1627—1636.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672012712006

Blom, B., & Moren, S. (2011). Analysis of Generative Mechanisms. Jounral of Critical
Research, 10(1), 60-79. https://doi.org/10.1558/jcr.v10i1.60

Boonzaier, B., Ficker, B., & Rust, B. (2001). A review of research on the Job
Characteristics Model and the attendant job diagnostic survey. South African Journal
of Business Management, 32(1), 11. Retrieved from
http://zuezproxy.zulib.de/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=tru
e&AuthType=ip,cookie,uid&db=buh&AN=5238223&lang=de&site=eds-live

Boss, R. W. (1978). Trust and managerial problem solving revisited. Group & Organization
Studies, 3(3), 331-342. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960117800300306

Bosse, D., Connelly, B. L., & Hoskisson, R. E. (2014). Corporate governance: ownership
interests, incentives, and conflicts. In The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Governance
(pp. 246-268). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bourgeois Ill, L. J. (1979). Toward a method o middle-range theorizing. The Academy of
Management Review, 4(3), 443-447.

Boyd, B. K., Franco Santos, M., & Shen, W. (2012). International developments in
executive compensation. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(6),
511-518. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2012.00934.x

Brandes, P., & Deb, P. (2014). Executive compensation and corporate governance: what
we “know” and where we are going? In W. M, S. D. S, K. K, & I. Filatotchev (Eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp. 222—246). Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Braun, S., Peus, C., Weisweiler, S., & Frey, D. (2013). Transformational leadership, job
satisfaction, and team performance: A. multilevel mediation model of trust.
Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 270-283. https://doi.org/DOI
10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.006

Brower, H. H., Lester, S. W., Korsgaard, M. A., & Dineen, B. R. (2008). A closer look at

trust between managers and subordinates: understanding the effects of both trusting

316



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

and being trusted on subordinate outcomes. Journal of Management, 35(2), 327-347.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307312511

Brown, S. L., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1997). The art of continuous change: linking complexity
theory and time-paced evolution in relentlessly shifting organizations. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 42(1), 1-34. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393807

Bryman, A. (2012a). Social research methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bryman, A. (2012b). Social Research Methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Buchanan, J., Chai, D. H., & Deakin, S. (2014). Agency theory in practice: a qualitative
study of hedge fund activism in Japan. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 22(4), 296—-311. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12047

Bukspan, E. (2006). The notion of trust as a comprehensive theory of contract and
corporate law: a new approach to the conception that the corporation is a nexus of
contract. Hastings Business Law Journal, 2, 229—-260.

Burden, J., & Roodt, G. (2007). Grounded Theory and Its Application in a Recent Study on
Organisational Redesign: Some Reflections and Guidelines. SA Journal of Human
Resource Management, 5(3), 11-18. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v5i3.147

Burke, C. S., Sims, D. E., Lazzara, E. H., & Salas, E. (2007). Trust in leadership: a multi-
level review and integration. Leadership Quarterly, 18(6), 606—632.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.006

Buyl, T., Boone, C., Hendriks, W., & Matthyssens, P. (2011). Top Management Team
Functional Diversity and Firm Performance: The Moderating Role of CEO
Characteristics. Journal of Management Studies, 48(1), 151-177.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00932.x

Bygstag, B., & Munkvold, B. E. (2011). In Search of Mechanisms. Conducting A Critical
Realist Data Analysis. In Thirty Second International Conference on Information

Systems, Shanghai (pp. 1-15).

Caldwell, C., & Karri, R. (2005). Organizational governance and ethical systems: a
covenantal approach to building trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 58(1), 249-259.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-1419-2

317



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Capon, N., Farley, J. U., & Hoenig, S. (1990). Determinants of financial performance: a
meta-analysis. Management Science, 36(10), 1143-1159. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2632657

Carmeli, A., Dutton, J. E., & Hardin, A. E. (2015). Respect as an engine for new ideas:
Linking respectful engagement, relational information processing and creativity
among employees and teams. Human Relations, 68(6), 1021-1047.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726714550256

Carter, D. A., Souza, F. D., Simkins, B. J., & Simpson, W. G. (2010). The gender and
ethnic diversity of US boards and board committees and firm. Corporate Governance:
An International Review, 18(5), 396—414. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8683.2010.00809.x

Carter, D. R., Dechurch, L. A., & Braun, M. T. (2015). Integrative Conceptual Review:
Social Network Approaches to Leadership : An Integrative Conceptual Review. The
Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(3), 597-622.

Cassim, F. H. I. (2014). Business rescue and compromises. In F. H. I. Cassim, M. F.
Cassim, R. Jooster, J. Shey, & J. Yeats (Eds.), Contemporary Company Law (pp.
882-912). Claremont: Juta & Co Ltd.

CCP Research Foundation. (2014). Conduct costs results. Retrieved from

http://conductcosts.ccpresearchfoundation.com/conduct-costs-results

Chadwick, I. C., & Raver, J. L. (2015). Motivating Organizations to Learn: Goal Orientation
and Its Influence on Organizational Learning. Journal of Management, 41(3), 957—
986. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312443558

Chancharat, N., Krishnamurti, C., & Tian, G. (2012). Board structure and survival of new
economy IPO firms. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(2), 144-163.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00906.x

Charan, R. (2005). Boards that deliver: advancing corporate governance from compliance

to competitive advantage. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Charan, R., Carey, D., & Useem, M. (2013). Boards that lead: when to take charge, when

to partner and whent to stay out of the way. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Chattopadhyay, P. (2003). Can dissimilarity lead to positive outcomes? The influence of

318



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

open versus closed minds y. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24(3), 295-312.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.188

Cheffins, B. R. (2014). The history of corporate governance. In M. Wright, D. S. Siegel, K.
Keasy, & I. Filatotchev (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp.
46-64). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chen, C. C., Chen, X., & Meindl, J. R. (1998). How can cooperation be fostered ? The
cultural effects of individualism-collectivism. Academy of Management Review, 23(2),
285-304.

Child, J., & Mdllering, G. (2003). Contextual confidence and active trust development in
the chinese business environment. Organization Science, 14(1), 69-80.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.69.12813

Chitayat, G. (1985). Working relationships between the Chairman of the boards of
directors and the CEO. Management International Review, 25(3), 65-70.

Chizema, A., Liu, X. L., Lu, J., & Gao, L. (2015). Politically connected boards and top
executive pay in chinese listed firms. Strategic Management Journal, 36(6), 890—906.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2253

Choo, F., & Tan, K. (2007). An “American Dream” theory of corporate executive fraud.
Accounting Forum, 31(2), 203-215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.12.004

Christians, C. G. (2005). Ethics and politics in qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S.
Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research. London: Sage

Publications.

Chun, J. S., Shin, Y., Choi, J. N., & Kim, M. S. (2011). How does corporate ethics
contribute to firm ethical financial performance? The Mediating role of collective
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Management, 39(4), 853—-877. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419662

Clacher, 1., Hillier, D., & McColgan, P. (2010). Agency theory: incomplete contracting and
ownership structure. In H. K. Baker & R. Anderson (Eds.), Corporate Governance: A
Synthesis of Theory, Research, and Practice (pp. 141-156). Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sonns.

Clases, C., Bachmann, R., & Wehner, T. (2003). Studying trust in virtual organizations.

319



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

International Studies of Management & Organization, 33(3), 7-27.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2003.11043687

Collier, A. W. (1994). Critical realiasm: An introduction to Roy Bhaskar’s Philosophy. New
York, NY: Verso.

Collins, D. W., Gong, G., & Li, H. (2009). Corporate governance and backdating of
executive stock options. Contemporary Accounting Research, 26(2), 403-445.
https://doi.org/10.1506/car.26.2.4

Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., Piccolo, R. F., Zapata, C. P., & Rich, B. L. (2012). Explaining
the justice—performance relationship: trust as exchange deepener or trust as
uncertainty reducer? Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025208

Colquitt, J. A., & Rodell, J. B. (2011). Justice, trust, and trustworthiness: a longitudinal
analysis integrating three theoretical perspectives. Academy of Management Journal,
54(6), 1183-1206. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2007.0572

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust
propensity: a meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and job
performance. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 909-927.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909

Connelly, B. L., Certo, S. T., Ireland, R. D., & Reutzel, C. R. (2011). Signaling theory: A
review and assessment. Journal of Management, 37(1), 39-67.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419

Connelly, B. L., Toyah, M., & Devers, C. E. (2012). Under a cloud of suspicion: trust,
distrust, and their interaction effect in interorganizational contracting. Strategic
Management Journal, 33, 820—833. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;

Corbetta, G., & Salvato, C. (2004). Self-serving or self actualizing? Models of man and
agency costs in different types of family firms: a commentary on “comparing the
agency costs of family and non-family firms: conceptual issues and exploratory

evidence.” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 28(4), 355-363.

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded Theory Research: Procedures, Canons and
Evaluative Criteria. Qualitative Sociology, 13(1), 3—-21.

320



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Costa, A. C., & Anderson, N. (2011). Measuring trust in teams: Development and
validation of a multifaceted measure of formative and reflective indicators of team
trust. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 20(1), 119-154.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320903272083

Couch, L. L., & Jones, W. H. (1997). Measuring levels of trust. Journal of Research in
Personality, 31(3), 319-336. https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2186

Crane, B. (2018). Revisiting Who, When, and Why Stakeholders Matter: Trust and
Stakeholder Connectedness. Business and Society.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318756983

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method

approaches. Londong: Sage Publications.

Crow, P., & Lockhart, J. (2014). The Crucial Importance of Access to the Advancement of
Governance Research. Proceedings of the European Conference on Management,
Leadership & Governance, 34—40. Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=99239831&site=eho

st-live

Crow, P., Lockhart, J., & Lewis, K. (2013). The Relationship Between Governance and
Performance: Literature Review Reveals new Insights. European Conference on

Management, Leadership & Governance, 35-42.

Cuevas-Rodriguez, G., Gomez-Mejia, L. R., & Wiseman, R. M. (2012). Has agency theory
run its course? Making the theory more flexible to inform the management of reward
systems. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(6), 526—-546.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12004

Daily, C. M., Dalton, D. R., & Cannella Jr., A. A. (2003). Corporate governance: decades of
dialogue and data. Academy of Management Journal, 28(3), 371-382.

Dalton, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (2005). Boards of directors: utilizing empirical evidence in
developing practical prescriptions. British Journal of Management, 16(SPEC. ISS.),
S91-97. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00450.x

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Ellstrand, A. E., & Johnson, J. L. (1998). Meta-analytic reviews

of board composition, leadership structure, and financial performance. Strategic

321



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Management Journal, 19, 269-290.

Dalton, D. R., & Dalton, C. M. (2011). Integration of micro and macro studies in
governance research: CEO duality, board composition, and financial performance.
Journal of Management, 37(2), 404—411. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310373399

Danermark, B., Ekstrom, M., Karlsom, J. C., & Bashkar, R. (2001). Explaining Society: An
Introduction to Critical Realism in Social Sciences. Routledge.

Das, T. K., & Teng, B.-S. (1998a). Between trust and control: developing confidence in
alliances. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491-512.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926623

Das, T. K., & Teng, B.-S. (1998hb). Between trust and control: Developing confidence in
alliances. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491-512.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926623

Das, T. K., & Teng, B.-S. (2004). The risk-based view of trust: a conceptual framework.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 19(1), 85-116.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.0000040274.23551.1b

Davis, G. F. (1991). Agents without Principles? The Spread of the Poison Pill through the
Network Intercorporate. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(4), 583—613.

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

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Donaldson, L. (1997a). Davis, Schoorman, and
Donaldson reply: the distinctiveness of agency theory and stewardship. The Academy
of Management, 22(3), 611-613.

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

De Jong, B. A., & Dirks, K. T. (2012). Beyond shared perceptions of trust and monitoring in
teams: Implications of asymmetry and dissensus. Journal of Applied Psychology,
97(2), 391-406. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026483

De Jong, B. A., Dirks, K. T., & Gillespie, N. (2016). “Trust and Team Performance: A Meta-

322



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Analysis of Main Effects, Contingencies, and Qualifiers.” Journal of Applied
Psychology, 101(8), 1134-1150. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000110

De Jong, B. A., Dirks, K. T., & Jansen, D. C. (2016). Trust and Team Effectiveness: A
Meta-Analysis of Critical Contingencies and Mediating Mechanisms. Academy of
Management Annual Meeting, (November).

De Jong, B. A., & Elfring, T. O. M. (2010). How Does Trust Affect the Performance of
Ongoing Teams ? the Mediating Role of Reflexivity , Monitoring , and Effort How
Does Trust Affect the Performance of Ongoing Teams ? the Mediating Role of
Reflexivity , Monitoring , and Effort. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 535—
549.

De Maere, J., Jorissen, A., & Uhlaner, L. M. (2014). Board capital and the downward
spiral: antecedents of bankruptcy in a sample of unlisted firms. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 22(5), 387—407.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12078

De Meo, P., Ferrara, E., Rosaci, D., & Sarné, G. M. L. (2015). Trust and compactness in
social network groups. IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 45(2), 205-216.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TCYB.2014.2323892

Deakin, S. (2006). Learning about contracts: trust, cooperation, and contract law. In R.
Bachmann & A. Zaheer (Eds.), Handbook of Trust Research (pp. 218-234).
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Delbridge, R., & Edwards, T. (2013). Inhabiting Institutions: Critical Realist Refinements to
Understanding Institutional Complexity and Change. Organization Studies,
0170840613483805-. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613483805

Demb, A., & Neubauer, F. F. (1992). The corporate board: confronting the paradoxes.
Long Range Planning, 25(3), 9-20.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2003). The landscape of qualitative research: theories and

issues. (N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln, Eds.). London: Sage Publications.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). The Sage handbook of qualitative research. (N. K.

Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln, Eds.). London: Sage Publications.

Deutsch, M. (1958). Trust and suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(4), 265-279.

323



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

https://doi.org/10.1177/002200275800200401

Deutsch, M. (1962). 'Cooperation and trust: some theoretical notes". In M. R. Jones (Ed.),
Nebraska Symposium on Motivation (pp. 275-319). Lincoln, NE: University of
Nabraska Press.

Diamond, G., & Price, G. (2012). The political economy and corporate governancein South
Africa. South African Journal of Business Management, 43(1), 57—67.

Dickson-Swift, V., James, E. L., Kippen, S., & Liamputtong, P. (2009). Researching
sensitive topics: Qualitative research as emotion work. Qualitative Research, 9(1),
61-79. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794108098031

Dietz, G., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2006). Measuring trust inside organisations. Personnel
Review, 35(5), 557-588. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480610682299

Dillon, R. S. (2007). Respect : A philosophical perspective. Gruppe. Interaktion.
Organisation. Zeitschrift Fir Angewandte Organisationspsychologie, 38(2), 201-212.

Dimoka, A. (2010). What does the brain tell us about trust and distrust? Evidence from a
functional neuroimaging study. MIS Quarterly, 34(2), 373-396. https://doi.org/Article

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: meta-analytic findings and
implications for research and practice. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4),
611-628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611

Dirks, K. T., Lewicki, R. I., & Zaheer, A. (2009a). Repairing relationships within and
between organizations: Building a conceptual foundation. Academy of Management
Review, 34(1), 68-84. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2009.35713285

Dirks, K. T., Lewicki, R. J., & Zaheer, A. (2009b). Introduction to special forum: repairing
relationships within and between organizations: building a conceptual foundation.

Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 34(1), 68—84.

Donaldson, L., & Davis, J. H. (1991). Stewardship Theory or Agency Theory: Australian
Journal of Management, 16(June 1991), 49-66.
https://doi.org/10.1177/031289629101600103

Donaldson, T. (2012). The epistemic fault line in corporate governance. Academy of
Management Review, 37(2), 256—-271. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0407

324



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. (1995). The stakeholder theory of the corporation:
concepts, evidence, and implications. Academy of Management Review, 20(1), 65—
91. https://doi.org/10.2307/258887

Donovan, J. J. (2009). Work Motivation. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. Sinangil, & C.
Viswesvaran (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial, Work & Organizational Psychology (pp.
53-76). London: Sage Publications.

Easton, G. (2010). Critical realism in case study research. Industrial Marketing
Management, 39(1), 118-128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.06.004

Eddleston, K. A., & Kellermanns, F. W. (2007). Destructive and productive family
relationships: a stewardship theory perspective. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(4),
545-565. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2006.06.004

Eddleston, K. A., Kellermanns, F. W., & Zellweger, T. M. (2012). Exploring the
entrepreneurial behavior of family firms: does the stewardship perspective explain
differences? Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 36(2), 347-367.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00402.x

Edelman, R., & Boyd, B. (2015). 2015 Edelman trust barometer: executive summary.
Retrieved July 13, 2015, from http://www.edelman.com/2015-edelman-trust-

barometer-2/trust-and-innovation-edelman-trust-barometer/executive-summary/

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989a). Agency theory: an assessment and review. Academy of
Management Review, 14(1), 57-74. https://doi.org/10.2307/258191

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989b). Building Theories from Case Study Research. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1989.4308385

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1991). Better Stories and Better Constructs: the Case for Rigor and
Comparative Logic. Academy of Management Review, 16(3), 620-627.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1991.4279496

Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2, 335-362.

Emirbayer, M., & Mische, A. (2013). What is agency? American Journal of Sociology,
103(4), 962-1023. https://doi.org/10.1086/231294

Faleye, O., Hoitash, R., & Hoitash, U. (2011). The costs of intense board monitoring.

325



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Journal of Financial Economics, 101(1), 160-181.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2011.02.010

Fama, E. F. (1980). Agency problems and the theory of the firm agency problems and the
theory of the firm. The Journal of Political Economy, 88(2), 288—-307. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1837929

Fama, E. F. (2011). My life in finance. Annual Review of Financial Economics, 3(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-102710-144858

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983a). Agency problems and residual claims. The Journal
of Law and Economics, 26(2), 327—-349. https://doi.org/10.1086/467038

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983b). Separation of ownership and control. Chicago
Journals, 26(2), 301-325.

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983c). Separation of ownership and control. The Journal of
Law and Economics, 26(2), 301-325.

Ferguson, A. J., & Peterson, R. S. (2015). Sinking slowly: Diversity in propensity to trust
predicts downward trust spirals in small groups. Journal of Applied Psychology,
100(4), 1012-1024. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000007

Ferrin, D. L., Bligh, M. C., & Kohles, J. C. (2007). Can | trust you to trust me? A theory of
trust, monitoring, and cooperation in interpersonal and intergroup relationships. Group
Organization Management, 32(4), 465-499.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601106293960

Ferris, D. L., Lian, H., Brown, D. J., & Morrison, R. (2014). Ostracism, self-esteem, and job
performance: When do we self-verify and when do we self-enhance? Academy of
Management Journal, 58(1), 279—-297. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0347

Finkelstein, S. (1992). Power in Top Management Teams : Dimensions , Measurement ,.
Academy of Management Journal, 35(3), 505-538. https://doi.org/10.2307/256485

Fisher, R. J. (1993). Social desirability bias and the viability of indirect questioning. Journal
of Consumer Research, 20(2), 303-315.

Fleeson, W., & Leicht, C. (2006). On delineating and integrating the study of variability and

stability in personality psychology: interpersonal trust as illustration. Journal of

326



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Research in Personality, 40(1), 5-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2005.08.004

Fortune, A., & Mitchell, W. (2012a). Unpacking firm exit at the firm and industry levels: the
adaptation and selection of firm capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 33(7),
794-819. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.972

Fortune, A., & Mitchell, W. (2012b). Unpacking firm exit at the firm and industry levels: The
adaptation and selection of firm capabilities. Strategic Management Journal.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.972

Francis, J. J., Johnston, M., Robertson, C., Glidewell, L., Entwistle, V., Eccles, M. P., &
Grimshaw, J. M. (2010). What is an adequate sample size? Operationalising data
saturation for theory-based interview studies. Psychology & Health, 25(10), 1229—
1245. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440903194015

Freeman, E. R., & Philips, R. A. (2002). Stakeholder Theory: a Libertarian Defense.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 12(3), 331-349. https://doi.org/10.2307/3858020

Freeman, R. E., Wicks, A. C., & Parmar, B. (2004). Stakeholder theory and “the corporate
objective revisited.” Organization Science, 15(3), 364—369.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0066

Friedman, M. (2007). The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. Berlin:

Heidelberg: Springer.

Friese, S. (2014). Qualitative Data Analysis with Atlast.ti (2nd ed.). London: Sage

Publications.

Frimer, J. A., Walker, L. J., Dunlop, W. L., Lee, B. H., & Riches, A. (2011). The integration
of agency and communion in moral personality: evidence of enlightened self-interest.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 149-163.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023780

Fulmer, C. A, & Gelfand, M. J. (2012). At what level (and in whom) we trust: trust across
multiple organizational levels. Journal of Management, 38(4), 1167-1230.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312439327

Gao, J., & Bansal, P. (2013). Instrumental and integrative logics in business sustainability.
Journal of Business Ethics, 112(February 2012), 241-255.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1245-2

327



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Garg, S. (2013). Venture boards: distinctive monitoring and implications for firm
performance. Academy of Management Review, 38(1), 90-108.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0193

Garg, S. (2014). Microfoundations of board monitoring: the case of entrepreneurial firms.
Academy of Management Review, 39(1), 114-117.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0190

Gargiulo, M., & Ertug, G. (2006). The darkside of trust. In R. Bachmann & A. Zaheer
(Eds.), Handbook of Trust Research (pp. 165-186). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited.

Geletkanycz, M. A., & Sanders, W. G. (2012). New directions on compensation and upper
echelons. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(6), 519-525.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12005

Gergen, K. J. (2009). An invitation to Social Construction. London: Sage.

Ghoshal, S. (2005). Bad management theories are good management destroying
practices. Academy of Management Journal, 4(1), 75-91.

Ghoshal, S., & Bartlett, C. A. (1994). Linking organizational context and managerial action:
the dimensions of quality of management. Strategic Management Journal,
15(Summer), 91-112.

Gibbert, M., & Ruigrok, W. (2010). The “what” and “how” of case study rigor: three
strategies based on published work. Organizational Research Methods, 13(4), 710—
737.

Gibson, C. B., & Birkinshaw, J. (2004). The antecedents, consequences, and mediating
role of organizational ambidexterity. The Academy of Management Journal, 47(2),
209-226.

Giddens, A. (1996). Sociology (Second). Cambridge: Polity Press.

Gillespie, N., & Dietz, G. (2009). Trust repair after an organization-level failure. Academy
of Management Review, 34(1), 127-145.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2009.35713319

Gindis, D. (2013). A timely rhetoric and a rallying label: how the nexus of contracts theory

328



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

of the firm helped tame the critics of the giant corporation.

Gittell, J. H. (2006). Relational coordination: Coordinating work through relationships of
shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect. Relational Perspectives in
Organizational Studies: A Research Companion, (January), 74-94.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781950548.00011

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (2008). The discovery of grounded theory. London: Aldine

Transaction.

Gordon, N. J. (2008). What Enron means for management and control of the modern
business corporation: some reflections. In T. Clarke (Ed.), Theories of Corporate
Governance: The Philosophical Foundations of Corporate Governance (pp. 322—
331). New York, NY: Routledge.

Graebner, M. E. (2009). Caveat venditor: trust asymmetries in acquisitions of
entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management Journal, 52(3), 435-472.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2009.41330413

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: the problem of
embeddedness. American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510.

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology,
78(6), 1360.

Griffin, A. (2015). Volkswagen scandal: there is a way out of the crisis and it starts now.
Retrieved October 19, 2015, from
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/comment/11893883/Volkswagen-scandal-There-

is-a-way-out-of-the-crisis-and-it-starts-now. html

Grundei, J. (2008). Are managers agents or stewards of their principals? Logic, critique,
and reconciliation of two conflicting theories of corporate governance. Journal Fur
Betriebswirtschaft, 58(3), 141-166. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-008-0038-2

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). Paradigm, controversies, contradictions, and
emerging confluences. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage Handbook of

Qualitative Research (pp. 191-216). London: Sage Publications.

Gulati, R. (1995). Does familiarity breed trust? the implications of repeated ties for

contractual choice in alliances. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 85-112.

329



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

https://doi.org/10.2307/256729

Gulati, R., & Nickerson, J. A. (2008). Interorganizational trust , governance choice, and

exchange performance. Organization Science, 19(5), 688—708.

Gulati, R., Wohlgezogen, F., & Zhelyazkov, P. (2012). The two facets of collaboration:
cooperation and coordination in strategic alliances. The Academy of Management
Annals, 6(1), 531-583. https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2012.691646

Gunia, B. C., Brett, J. M., Nandkeolyar, A. K., & Kamdar, D. (2011). Paying a price:
culture, trust, and negotiation consequences. The Journal of Applied Psychology,
96(4), 774-789. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021986

Gurtman, M. B. (1992). Trust, distrust, and interpersonal problems: a circumplex analysis.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62(6), 989—-1002.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.6.989

Haas, B. W. Ishak, A, $ Filkon C. derson I.W. &. (2015). The tendency to trust is reflected
in the human brain structure. Neuroimaging, (175-181).

Hafsie, T., & Turgut, G. (2013). Boardroom diversity and its effect on social Performance:
conceptualization and empirical evidence. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(3), 463—
479. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1272-z

Hambirick, D. C. (2007). Editor’s forum upper echelons theory: an update. Academy of
Management Review, 32(2), 334-343.

Hambrick, D. C., & D’Aveni, R. A. (1992). Top team deterioration as part of the downward
spiral of large corporate bankruptcies. Management Science, 38(10), 1445—-1466.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.38.10.1445

Hanna, E. (2018). The emotional labour of researching sensitive topics online:
considerations and implications. Qualitative Research, 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794118781735

Harvey, J. H., & Weary Gifford. (1984). Current issues in attribution theory and research.
Annual Review of Psychology, 35(1), 427-4509.

Harvey, S., Currall, S. C., & Hammer, T. H. (2017). Decision Diversion in Diverse Teams:

Findings from Inside a Corporate Boardroom. Academy of Management Discoveries,

330



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

3(4), 425-427. https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2017.0064

Haunschild, P. R., & Beckman, C. M. (1998). When do interlocks matter?: Alternate
sources of information and interlock influence. Administrative Science Quarterly,
43(4), 815-844.

Haxhi, I., van Ees, H., & Sorge, A. (2013). A political perspective on business elites and
institutional embeddedness in the UK Code-issuing process. Corporate Governance:
An International Review, 21(6), 535-546. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12036

Hayward, M. L. A., & Hambrick, D. C. (1997). Explaining the Premiums Paid for Large
Acquisitions: Evidence of CEO Hubris. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 103—
127. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393810

Heath, J. (2009). The uses and abuses of agency theory. Business Ethics Quarterly, 19(4),
497-528. Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=44676060&site=bsi-

live

Hendry, J. (2005). Beyond self-interest: agency theory and the board in a satisficing world.
British Journal of Management, 16(SPEC. ISS.). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8551.2005.00447.x

Hernandez, M. (2012). Toward an understanding of the psychology of stewardship.
Academy of Management Review, 37(2), 172-193.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0363

Heugens, P. P. M. A. R., & Otten, J. A. (2007). Beyond the dichotomous worlds
hypothesis: Towards a plurality of corporate governance logics. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 15(6), 1288—1300.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00647.x

Hill, A. (2015). VW’s need for a crisis panel exposes the board’s failings. Retrieved
September 28, 2015, from http://www.ft.com/intl/lcms/s/0/2793718e-62bf-11e5-a28b-
50226830d644.html#axzz3n41F7LFg

Hill, C., & Jones, T. (1992). Stakeholder-agency theory. Journal of Management Studies.
Retrieved from http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-
6486.1992.tb00657.x/abstract

331



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Hill, C. W. L., & Jones, T. M. (1992). Stakeholder-agency theory. Journal of Management
Studies, 29(2), 131-154. Retrieved from Hill1992

Hillman, A. J., & Dalziel, T. (2003). Boards of directors and firm performance: integrating
Agency and Resource Dependence perspectives. Academy of Management Review,
28(3), 383-396.

Hillman, A. J., Shropshire, C., & Cannella, A. A. J. (2007). Organizational predictors of
women on corporate boards. Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 941-952.

Hofstee, E. (2011). Constructing a good dissertation: A practical guide to finishing a
Masters, MBA or Phd on Schedule. Sandton: EPE.

Hooghiemstra, R., & Manen, J. Van. (2004). The independence paradox: (im) possibilities
facing non-executive directors in The Netherlands. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 12(3), 314-324.

Hoskisson, R. E., Arthurs, J., & White, R. E. (2014). Multiple agency theory: an emerging
perspective on corporate governance. In M. Wright, D. S. Siegel, K. Keasy, & I.
Filatotchev (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Governance (pp. 673—702).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hosmer, L. T. (1995). Trust: the connecting link between organizational theory and
philosophical ethics. Academy of Management Review, 20(2), 379-403.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1995.9507312923

Huff, L., & Kelley, L. (2003). Levels of Organizational Trust in Individualist Versus
Collectivist Societies: A Seven-Nation Study. Organization Science, 14(1), 81-90.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.81.12807

Huse, M. (2005). Accountability and creating accountability: a framework for exploring
behavioural perspectives of corporate governance. British Journal of Management,
16(SPEC. ISS.), S65-S79. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00448.x

Huse, M. (2007). Boards, governance and value creation: the human side of corporate

governance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

James, H. S. (2014). You can have your trust and calculativeness, too: uncertainty,
trustworthiness and the Williamson thesis. Journal of Trust Research, 4(1), 57-65.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2014.891321

332



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Janiwicz, M., & Noorderhaven, N. (2006). Levels of inter-organizational trust:
conceptualization and measurement. In R. Bachmann & A. Zaheer (Eds.), Handbook
of Trust Research (pp. 264—279). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Jensen, M. C. (1986). Agency costs of free cash flow, corporate finance, and takeovers.
American Economic Review, 76(2), 323—-329. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1818789

Jensen, M. C. (2004). The agency costs of overvalued equity and the current state of
corporate finance. European Financial Management, 10(4), 549-565.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1354-7798.2004.00265.x

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

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1977). Between freedom and democracy. The Banker,
(620), 39-49. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.391200

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (2002). Corporate governance and “economic
democracy”: an attack on freedom. SSRN Electronic Journal, 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.321521

Jensen, M. C., & Murphy, K. J. (1990). Performance pay and top-management incentives.
Journal of Political Economy, 98(2), 225—-264. https://doi.org/10.1086/261677

Jensen, M. C., & Walkling, R. (2010). Pioneers in finance, part 1. Journal of Applied
Finance, 2, 7-14. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssni.94043

Jing, Y., & Bond, M. H. (2014). Sources for trusting most people: how national goals for
socializing children promote the contributions made by trust of the in-group and the
out-group to non-specific trust. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 46(2), 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114557488

Johansen, T. R., & Pettersson, K. (2013). The impact of board interlocks on auditor choice
and audit fees. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(3), 287-310.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12013

Kaczmarek, S., Kimino, S., & Pye, A. (2012a). Antecedents of board Composition: the

Role of nomination committees. Corporate Governance: An International Review,

333



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

20(5), 474-489. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2012.00913.x

Kaczmarek, S., Kimino, S., & Pye, A. (2012b). Board task-related faultlines and firm
performance: a decade of evidence. Corporate Governance: An International Review,
20(4), 337-351. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00895.x

Kahneman, D., Wakker, P. P., & Sarin, R. (1997). Back to Bentham? Explorations of
experienced utility, in memory of Amos Tversky. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
112(2), 375-405.

Kakabadse, A. P., Kakabadse, N. K., & Barratt, R. (2006). Chairman and chief executive
officer (CEO): that sacred and secret relationship. Journal of Management
Development, 25(2), 134-150. https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710610645126

Kakabadse, A. P., Kakabadse, N. K., & Knyght, R. (2010). The chemistry factor in the
chairman/CEO relationship. European Management Journal, 28(4), 285—-296.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2010.05.001

Kakabadse, N. K., & Kakabadse, A. P. (2007). Chairman of the Board: Demographics
Effects on Role Pursuit. Journal of Management Development, 26(2), 169-192.

Kanth, R. (2002). AGAINST EUROCENTRED EPISTEMOLOGIES A critique of science ,
realism andeconomics. In S. Fleetwood (Ed.), Critical realism in economics (pp. 187—
209). Routledge.

Kelley, H. H., & Michela, J. L. (1980). Attribution theory and research. Annual Review of
Psychology, 31(1), 457-501.

Kim, H. E., Morse, A., & Zingales, L. (2006). What has mattered to economics since 1970.
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 20(4), 189-202.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.20.4.189

Kohlberg, L. (1978). Revisions in the theory and practice of moral development. New

directions for child and adolescent development, 1978(2), 83-87.

Kong, D. T., Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2014). Interpersonal trust within negotiations:
meta-analytic evidence, critical contingencies, and directions for future research.
Academy of Management Journal, 57(5), 1235-1255.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2012.0461

334



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Korsgaard, A. M., Brodt, S. E., & Whitener, E. M. (2002). Trust in the face of conflict: the
role of managerial trustworthy behavior and organizational context. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 87(2), 312—-319. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.312

Korsgaard, A. M., Brower, H. H., & Lester, S. W. (2015). It isn ’ t always mutual: a critical
review of dyadic trust. Journal of Management, 41(1), 47-70.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314547521

Kramer, R. M. (1999). Trust and distrust in organizations: emerging perspectives, enduring
guestions. Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 569-598.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.50.1.569

Krugman, P. (2009). How did economists get it so wrong? New York Times, 1-13.
Retrieved from
http://www.ie.ufrj.br/hpp/intranet/pdfs/krugman_september_6 2009 howdideconomist
sdidsowrong.pdf

Kujala, J., Lehtimaki, H., & Pucétaité, R. (2016). Trust and Distrust Constructing Unity and
Fragmentation of Organisational Culture. Journal of Business Ethics, 139(4).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2915-7

Kumar, P., & Zattoni, A. (2014). Corporate governance, board of directors, and the firm: a
maturing field. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 22(5), 365-366.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12082

Laitinen, E. K. (2011). Effect of reorganization actions on the financial performance of
small entrepreneurial distressed firms. Journal of Accounting & Organizational
Change (Vol. 7). https://doi.org/10.1108/18325911111125540

Lan, L. L., & Heracleous, L. (2010). Rethinking agency theory: the view from law. Academy
of Management Review, 35(2), 294-314.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2010.48463335

Langfred, C. W. (2004). Too much of a good thing? Negative effectso fo high trust and
individual autonomy in self managing teams. Academy of Management Journal,
47(3), 385-399. https://doi.org/10.2307/20159588

Larcker, D. F., & Tayan, B. (2013). Trust: the unwritten contract in corporate governance.

Rock Center for Corporate Governance at ..., Rock Cente(Stanford Colser Look

335



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Series-CGRP34), 1-6. Retrieved from
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2306150

Lau, D. C., & Liden, R. C. (2008). Antecedents of coworker trust: leaders’ blessings. The
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1130-1138. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.93.5.1130

Le Breton-Miller, I., Miller, D., & Lester, R. H. (2011). Stewardship or agency? A social
embeddedness reconciliation of conduct and performance in public family
businesses. Organization Science, 22(3), 704—721.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0541

Leblanc, R. (2005). Assessing board leadership. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 13(5), 654-666. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2005.00457 .x

Leblanc, R., & Schwartz, M. S. (2007). The black box of board process: gaining access to
a difficult subject. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 15(5), 843—-851.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00617.x

Lévi-Strauss, C. (1962). The Savage Mind. University of Chicago Press.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01248674

Lewellyn, K. B., & Muller-Kahle, M. I. (2012a). CEO power and risk taking: evidence from
the subprime lending industry. Corporate Governance, 20(3), 289-307.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00903.x

Lewellyn, K. B., & Muller-Kahle, M. I. (2012b). CEO power and risk taking: evidence from
the Subprime lending industry. Corporate Governance: An International Review,
20(3), 289—-307. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00903.x

Lewicki, R. J., & Brinsfield, C. (2012). Measuring trust beliefs and behaviours. In F. Lyon,
G. Mollering, & M. N. K. Saunders (Eds.), Hand of Research Methods on Trust (pp.
29-39). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. B. (1996). Developing and maintaining trust in work

relationships. In M. Kramer & T. R. Tylers (Eds), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of

theory and research (ppl114 139). London: Sage Publications.
http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781452243610

336



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Lewicki, R. J., McAllister, D. J., & Bies, R. J. (1998). Trust and distrust: new relatioship and
realities. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 438-458.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926620

Lewicki, R. J., Tomlinson, E. C., & Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of interpersonal trust
development: theoretical approaches, empirical evidence, and future directions.
Journal of Management, 32(6), 991-1022.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306294405

Li, P. P. (2014). A tentative typology of context for trust research and beyond. Journal of
Trust Research, 4(2), 83-89. https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2014.966489

Lin, C. P., & Chuang, C. M. (2011). Principal-principal conflicts and IPO pricing in an
emerging economy. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 19(6), 585-600.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00870.x

Lorsch, J. W., & Khurana, R. (2012). The pay problem: time for a new paradigm shift for
executive compensation. In J. W. Lorsch (Ed.), The Future of Boards: Meeting
Goverance Challenges of the Twenty-First Centry. (pp. 77-96). Boston: Harvard

Business Press.

Lorsch, J. W., & Mclver, E. (2008). Pawns and potentates: the reality of America’s
corporate boards. In T. Clarke (Ed.), The Theories of Corporate Governance:
Philosophical Foundations of Corporate Governance (pp. 108—-114). New York, NY:
Routledge.

Loubser, A. (2007). Business rescue in South Africa: a procedure in search of a home.

Comparative and International Law Journal of Southern Africa, 40(1), 152-171.

Lount, R. B. (2010). The impact of positive mood on trust in interpersonal and intergroup
interactions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(3), 420-433.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017344

Lumineau, F. (2015). How contracts influence trust and distrust. Journal of Management,
in press(October). https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314556656

Luo, Y., & Salterio, S. E. (2014). Governance quality in a “comply or explain” governance
disclosure regime. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 22(6), 460-481.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12072

337



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Lynall, M. D., Golden, B. R., & Hillman, A. J. (2003). Board composition from adolescence
to maturity: a multitheoretic view. The Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 416—
431.

Maak, T., & Pless, N. M. (2006). Responsible leadership in a stakeholder society - A
relational perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 66(1), 99-115.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9047-z

Mace, M. L. (1979). Directors: myth and reality - ten years later. Rutgers Law Review,
1(32), 293-308.

Machold, S., & Farquhar, S. (2013). Board task evolution: a longitudinal field study in the
UK. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(2), 147-164.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12017

Maguire, S., & Phillips, N. (2008). “Citibankers” at Citigroup: a study of the loss of
institutional trust after a merger. Journal of Management Studies, 45(2), 372—-401.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00760.x

Main, B. G. M., & Gregory-Smith, . (2018). Symbolic Management and the Glass CIiff:
Evidence from the Boardroom Careers of Female and Male Directors. British Journal
of Management, 29(1), 136-155. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12208

Maitlis, S. (2004). Taking it from the top: how the CEOs influence (and fail to influence)
their boards. Organization Studies, 25(8), 1275-131.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840604046318

Martynov, A. (2009). Agents or stewards? Linking managerial behavior and moral
development. Journal of Business Ethics, 90(2), 239-249.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0039-7

Masulis, R. W., & Mobbs, S. (2011). Are all inside directors the same? Evidence from the
external directorship market. Journal of Finance, LXVI(3), 823-872.

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995a). An integrative model of
organizational trust. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709-734.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1995.9508080335

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995b). Model of trust. Management,
20(3), 709-734. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1995.9508080335

338



<
>
=
=
=

Mayer, R. C., & Gavin, M. B. (2005). Trust in management and performance: who minds
the shop while the employees watch the boss? Academy of Management Journal,
48(5), 874-888. Retrieved from 10.5465/AMJ.2005.18803928

Mayo, R. (2015). Cognition is a matter of trust: Distrust tunes cognitive processes.
European Review of Social Psychology, 26(1), 283-327.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2015.1117249

McAllister. (1997). The second face of trust: Reflections on the dark side of interpersonal
trust in organizations. Research on Negotiation in Organizations, 6, 87-111.

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal
cooperation in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 24-59.
https://doi.org/10.2307/256727

McClelland, D. C., & Burnham, D. H. (2003). Power is the great motivator. Harvard
Business Review, January, 117-126.

McEvily, B., Perrone, V., & Zaheer, A. (2003a). Introduction to the special issue on trust in
an organizational context. Organization Science, 14(1), 1-4.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.1.12812

McEvily, B., Perrone, V., & Zaheer, A. (2003b). Trust as an organizing principle.
Organization Science, 14(1), 91-103. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.91.12814

McEvily, B., Radzevick, J. R., & Weber, R. A. (2012). Whom do you distrust and how much
does it cost? An experiment on the measurement of trust. Games and Economic
Behavior, 74(1), 285-298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2011.06.011

McEvily, B., Weber, R. A., Bicchieri, C., & Ho, V. T. (2006). Can groups be trusted? An
experimental stude of trust in collective entities. In R. Bachmann & A. Zaheer (Eds.),
Handbook of Trust Research (pp. 52—67). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited.

McEvily, B., & Zaheer, A. (2006). Does trust still matter? Research on the role of trust in
inter-organizational exchange. In R. Bachmann & A. Zaheer (Eds.), Handbook of
Trust Research (pp. 280-302). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Mcintyre, M. L., Murphy, S. A., & Mitchell, P. (2007). The top team: examining board

composition and firm performance. Corporate Governance: THe International Journal

339



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

of Business in Society, 7(5), 547-561. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710827149

McKelvey, B. (2004). Toward a complexity science of entrepreneurship. Journal of
Business Venturing, 19(3), 313—-341. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00034-X

Mcknight, D. H., Cummings, L. L., & Chervany, N. L. (1998). Trust formation in new
organizational relationships. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 473-490.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926622

McKnight, D. H., Cummings, L. L., & Chervany, N. L. (1998). Initial trust formation in new

organisational relationship. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 473—-490.

McNulty, T., Florackis, C., & Ormrod, P. (2013). Boards of directors and financial risk
during the credit crisis. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(1), 58—
78. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12007

McNulty, T., Roberts, J., & Stiles, P. (2005). Undertaking governance reform and research:
further reflections on the Higgs review. British Journal of Management, 16(SPEC.
ISS.), S99-S107. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00451.x

McPherson, M., Smith-lovin, L., & Brashears, M. E. (2006). Social isolation in america:
changes in core discussion networks over two decades. American Sociological
Review, 73(6), 353-375. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240807300610

McPherson, M., Smith-lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: homophily in
social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(2001), 415-444.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415

Melkumov, D., Breit, E., & Khoreva, V. (2015). Directors’ social identifications and board
tasks: Evidence from Finland. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23(1),
42-59. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12088

Mellahi, K. (2005). The dynamics of boards of directors in failing organizations. Long
Range Planning, 38(3 SPEC. ISS.), 261-279.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.Irp.2005.04.001

Menz, M. (2012). Functional top management team members: A review, synthesis, and
research agenda. Journal of Management, 38(1), 45-80.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311421830

340



<
>
=
=
=

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis. Thousand Oaks:

California: Sage Publications.

Miller, D., & Le Breton-Miller, I. (2006). Family governance and Firm performance. Familiy
Business Review, 19(1), 73—-87. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2006.00063.x

Miller, D., Le Breton-Miller, I., & Scholnick, B. (2008). Stewardship vs. stagnation: an
empirical comparison of small family and non-family businesses. Journal of
Management Studies, 45(1), 51-78. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-
6486.2007.00718.x

Miller, D., & Sardais, C. (2011). Angel agents: agency theory reconsidered. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 25(2), 6—-13.

Miller, K. D., & Tsang, E. W. K. (2011). Testing management theories: critical realist
philosophy and research methods. Strategic Management Journal, 32, 139-158.

Minichilli, A., Zattoni, A., Nielsen, S., & Huse, M. (2012). Board task performance: an
exploration of micro- and macro-level determinants of board effectiveness. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 33(2), 193-215. https://doi.org/10.1002/job

Minichilli, A., Zattoni, A., & Zona, F. (2009). Making boards effective: an empirical
examination of board task performance. British Journal of Management, 20(1), 55-74.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00591.x

Mir, R., & Watson, A. (2001a). Critical realism and constructivism in strategy research

toward a synthesis. Strategic Management Journal, 22(12), 1169-1173.

Mir, R., & Watson, A. (2001b). Strategic management and philosophy of science: the case
for a constructivist methodology. Strategic Management Journal, 20(19), 941-953.

Mishra, A. K. (1996). Organizational responses to crisis: the centrality of trust. In R. M.
Kramer & T. R. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: frontiers of theory and research
(pp. 261-287). Londong: Sage Publications.

Mizruchi, M. S. (2004). Berle and Means revisited: the governance and power of large U.S.

corporations. Theory and Society, 33(5), 579-617.

Mollering, G. (2014). Trust, calculativeness, and relationships: a special issue 20 years
after Williamson (1993a). Journal of Trust Research, 4(1), 1-24.

341



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Mollering, G. (2005). The Trust/Control Duality: An Integrative Perspective on Positive
Expectations of Others. International Sociology, 20(3), 283—-305.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580905055478

Monks, R. A. G., & Minow, N. (2012). Corporate governance (5th ed.). Chichester, UK:
John Wiley & Sons.

Morais, F., Kakabadse, A., & Kakabadse, N. (2018). The chairperson and CEO roles
interaction and responses to strategic tensions. Corporate Governance (Bingley),
18(1), 143-164. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-05-2017-0092

Muth, M. M., & Donaldson, L. (1998). Stewardship theory and board structure: a
contingency approach. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 6(1), 5-28.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00076

Nadler, D. (2008). The role of boards in crises. In D. A. Nadler, B. A. Behan, & Nadler M B
(Eds.), Building better boards: a blueprint for effective governance. (pp. 191-221).
Sao Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Neal, A., & Hesketh, B. (2001). Productivity in organizations. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones,
H. K. Sinangil, & C. Viswesvaran (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial, Work &
Organizational Psychology (pp. 7-24). London: Sage Publications.

Nederhof, A. J. (1985). Methods of coping with social desirability bias: a review. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 15(3), 263-280.

Ng, T. W. H., Sorensen, K. L., & Eby, L. T. (2006). Locus of control at work: a meta-
analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(8), 1057-1087.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.416

Nielsen, S., & Huse, M. (2010). The contribution of women on boards of directors: going
beyond the surface. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(2), 136—-148.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00784.x

Nini, G., & Smith, D. C. (2012). Creditor control rights, corporate governance, and firm
Value. Review of Financial Studies, 25(6), 1713-1761.
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhs007

Nooteboom, B. (2006). Forms,sources and processes of trust. (R. Bachmann & A. Zaheer,
Eds.). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

342



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Ntim, C. G., & Soobaroyen, T. (2013). Corporate governance and performance in socially
responsible corporations: new empirical insights from a neo- institutional framework.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(5), 468—494.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12026

Oliver, C. (2012). Critical realist grounded theory: A new approach for social work
research. British Journal of Social Work, 42(2), 371-387.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcr064

Ortiz-de-Mandojana, N., Aragon-Correa, J. A., Delgado-Ceballos, J., & Ferron-Vilchez, V.
(2012). The Effect of Director Interlocks on Firms * Adoption of Proactive
Environmental Strategies. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 20(2),
164-178. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00893.x

Osborne, J., Simon, S., & Collins, S. (2003). Attitudes towards science: a review of the
literature and its implications. International Journal of Science Education, 25(9),
1049-1079. https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069032000032199

Pastoriza, D., & Arino, M. A. (n.d.). When agents become stewards: introducing learning in
the stewardship heory. 1st IESE Conference, “Humanizing the Firm and Management
Profession”, Barcelona, IESE Business School, 1-16. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1295320

Patterson, D. (2009). Truth-Definitions and Definitional Truth. Midwest Studies in
Philosophy: Truth and Its Deformities, 32, 313—-328.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444307276.ch16

Pearson, C. M., & Clair, J. A. (1998). Reframing crisis management. Academy of
Management Review, 23(1), 59-76.

Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Xin, K. R. (1999). Exploring the Black Box: an analysis
of work group diversity, conflict, and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly,
44(1), 1-28.

Perretti, F., & Negro, G. (2006). Filing Empty Searts: How Status and Organizational
Hierarchies Affect Exploration Versus Exploitation In Team Design. Academy of
Management Journal, 49(4), 759-777.

Pfeffer, J. (1972). Size and composition of corporate boards of directors. Administrative

343



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Science Quarterly, 17(2), 218-228.

Pfeffer, J., & Fong, C. T. (2005). Building organization theory from first principles: the self-
enhancement motive and understanding power and influence. Organization Science,
16(4), 372-388. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0132

Phillips, R., Freeman, R. E., Wicks, A. C., & Edward, R. (2003). What Stakeholder Theory
Is Not. Business Ethics Quarterly, 13(4), 479-502. https://doi.org/10.2307/3857968

Pirson, M., & Malhotra, D. (2011). Foundations of Organizational Trust: What Matters to
Different Stakeholders? Organization Science, 22(4), 1087-1104.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0581

Pirson, M., Martin, K., & Parmar, B. (2017). Formation of Stakeholder Trust in Business
and the Role of Personal Values. Journal of Business Ethics, 145(1), 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2839-2

Platt, H., & Platt, M. (2012). Corporate board attributes and bankruptcy. Journal of
Business Research, 65(8), 1139-1143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.08.003

Poppo, L, Zhou, K. Z. & Li, J. J. (2016). When can you trust? Calculative trust, relational

trust and supplier performance. Strategic Management Journal, 37(4), 724-741.
Potter, G. (2008). Induction and ontology. Journal of Critical Realism, 7(1), 83—106.

Prado-Lorenzo, J.-M., & Garcia-Sanchez, I.-M. (2010). The role of the board of directors in
disseminating relevant information on grennhouse gases. Journal of Business Ethics,
97(3), 391-424. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0515-0

Premuroso, R. F., & Bhattacharya, S. (2007). Is there a relationship between firm
performance, corporate governance, and a firm’s decision to form a technology

committee? Corporate Governance: An International Review, 15(6), 1260-1276.

Pretorius, M. (2013). Tasks and activities of the business rescue practitioner : a strategy as

practice approach. South African Business Review, 17(3), 1-26.

Pretorius, M. (2014). A competency framework for the business rescue practitioner
profession. https://doi.org/10.4102/ac.v14i2.227

Pretorius, M. (2015). Business rescue status quo report: final report. Pretoria: Business

Enterprises.

344



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

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

Pugliese, A., Minichilli, A., & Zattoni, A. (2014). Integrating agency and resource
dependence theory: firm profitability, industry regulation, and board task performance.
Journal of Business Research, 67(6), 1189-1200.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.05.003

Puranam, P., & Vanneste, B. S. (2009). Trust and governance: untangling a tangled web.
Academy of Management Review, 34(1), 11-31.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2009.35713271

Pye, A., & Pettigrew, A. (2005). Studying board context, process and dynamics: some
challenges for the future. British Journal of Management, 16(SPEC. ISS.), S27-S38.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00445.x

Raelin, J. D., & Bondy, K. (2013). Putting the good back in good corporate governance:
the presence and problems of double-layered agency theory. Corporate Governance:
An International Review, 21(5), 420-435. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12038

Ragin, C. C., & Becker, H. S. (2005). What is a case? Exploring the foundations of social

inquiry. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Randall, D. M., & Fernandes, M. F. (1991). The social desirability response bias in ethics
research. Journal of Business Ethics, 10(11), 805-817.

Reis, T. E., Bersoff, D. M., Adkins, S., Armstrong, C., & Bruening, J. (2018). 2018 Edelman
Trust Barometer Global Report. Edelman Trust Barometer. Retrieved from
https://pt.slideshare.net/Edelmaninsights/2018-edelman-trust-barometer-brasil-report

Renders, A., & Gaeremynck, A. (2012). Corporate governance, principal-principal agency
conflicts, and firm value in European listed companies. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 20(2), 125-143. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8683.2011.00900.x

Rindova, V. (2008). Editor's comments: publishing theory when you are new to the game.
Academy of Management Review, 33(2), 300—303.

345



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2008.31193160

Ring, P. S. (1996). Fragile and resilient trust and their roles in economic exchange.
Business & Society, 35(2), 148-175. https://doi.org/10.1177/000765039603500202

Roberts, J. (2001a). Trust and control in Anglo-American systems of corporate
governance: the individualizing and socializing effects of processes of accountability.
Human Relations, 54(12), 1547-1572. https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267015412001

Roberts, J. (2001b). Trust and Control in Anglo-American Systems of Corporate
Governance: The Individualizing and Socializing Effects of Processes of
Accountability. Human Relations, 54(12), 1547-1572.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267015412001

Roberts, J., McNulty, T., & Stiles, P. (2005). Beyond agency conceptions of the work of the
non-executive director: creating accountability in the boardroom. British Journal of
Management, 16(s1), S5-S26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00444.x

Rokach, A. (2014). Leadership and loneliness. International Journal of Leadership and
Change, 2(1), 48-58.

Ross, C. E., Mirowsky, J., & Pribesh, S. (2001). Powerlessness and the amplification of
threat: neighborhood disadvantage, disorder, and mistrust. American Sociological
Review, 66(4), 568-591. https://doi.org/10.2307/3088923

Rost, K., & Osterloh, M. (2010). Opening the black box of upper echelons: drivers of poor
information processing during the financial crisis. Corporate Governance : An
International Review, 18(3), 212-233.

Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological Contracts in Organizations: Understanding Written

and Unwritten Contracts. London: Sage Publications.

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998a). Not so different after
all: a cross discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393-404.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926617

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998b). Not so different after
all: across discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393—-404.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926617

346



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2005). Qualitative interviewing: the art of hearing data.

London: Sage Publications.

Ruigrok, W., Peck, S., Tacheva, S., Greve, P., & Hu, Y. (2006). The determinants and
effects of board nomination committees. Journal of Management Governance, 10(2),
119-148. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-006-0001-3

San Martin-Rodriguez, L., Beaulieu, M. D., D’Amour, D., & Ferrada-Videla, M. (2005). The
determinants of successful collaboration: A review of theoretical and empirical
studies. Journal of Interprofessional Care, 19(SUPPL. 1), 132-147.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820500082677

Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S. K., & Peng, A. C. (2011). Cognition-based and affect-based
trust as mediators of leader behavior influences on team performance. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 96(4), 863—871. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022625

Schnackenberg, A. K., & Tomlinson, E. C. (2014). Organizational transparency: a new
perspective on managing trust in organization-stakeholder relationships. Journal of
Management, XX(X), 1-27. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314525202

Schockley-Zalabak, P., Ellis, K., & Winograd, G. (2000). Organizational trust: what it
means, why it matters. Organization Development Journal, 18(4), 35—-48.

Schoorman, D. F., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (2007). An integrative model of
organization trust: past, present, and future. Academy of Management Review, 32(2),
344-354.

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (2007). An integration model of
organizational trust. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 344-354.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24348410

Schumpe, B. M., Brizi, A., Giacomantonio, M., Panno, A., Kopetz, C., Kosta, M., &
Mannetti, L. (2017). Need for Cognitive Closure decreases risk taking and motivates
discounting of delayed rewards. Personality and Individual Differences, 107, 66—71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.11.039

Scott, W. R. (1987). The Adolescence of Theory Institutional. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 32(4), 493-511.

Scott, W. R. (2008). Approaching adulthood: The maturing of institutional theory. Theory

347



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

and Society, 37(5), 427-442. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-008-9067-z

Serva, M. A, Fuller, M. A., & Mayer, R. C. (2005). The reciprocal nature of trust: a
longitudinal study of interacting teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26(6),
625-648. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.331

Shah, S. K., & Corley, K. G. (2006). Building better theory by bridging the quantitative-
qualitative divide. Journal of Management Studies, 43(8), 1821-1835.

Shapiro, S. P. (2005). Agency theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 31(1), 263-284.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.s0c.31.041304.122159

Sharpe, N. F. (2008). Rethinking board function in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis.
Journal of Business & Technology Law, 5(1), 10-37.

Shazi, R., Gillespie, N., & Steen, J. (2015). Trust as a predictor of innovation network ties
in project teams. International Journal of Project Management, 33(1), 81-91.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2014.06.001

Sheppard, B. H., & Sherman, D. M. (1998). The grammers of trust: A model and general
implications. Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 23(3),
422-437. https://doi.org/10.2307/259287

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1997). A Survey of corporate governance. The Journal of
Finance, LII(2), 737-783.

Shropshire, C. (2010). The role of the interlocking director and board recptivity in the
diffusion of practices. Academy of Management Review, 35(2), 246-264.

Sitkin, S. B., & Roth, N. L. (1993). Explaining the limited effectiveness of legalistic
“remedies” for trust/distrust. Organization Science, 4(3), 367-392.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.4.3.367

Skinner, D., Dietz, G., & Weibel, A. (2013). The dark side of trust: When trust becomes a
“poisoned chalice.” Organization, 21(2), 206—224.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412473866

Smith, M., & Graves, C. (2005). Corporate turnaround and financial distress. Managerial
Auditing Journal, 20(3), 304-320. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900510585627

Spira, L. F., & Bender, R. (2004). Compare and Contrast: perspectives on board

348



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

committees. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 12(4), 489-499.
Stake, R. E. (1995). The Art of Case Study Research. London: Sage Publications.

Stallen, M., & Sanfey, A. G. (2015). Cooperation in the brain: Neuroscientific contributions
to theory and policy. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 3, 117-121.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.03.003

Steel, P., & Konig, C. J. (2006). Integrating theories of motivation. Academy of
Management Review, 31(4), 889-913.

Stevens, J. R., Cushman, F. A., & Hauser, M. D. (2005). Evolving the psychological
mechanisms for cooperation. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics,
36(1), 499-518. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.36.113004.083814

Stewart, K. J. (2003). Trust transfer on the world wide web. Organization Science, 14(1),
5-17. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.5.12810

Sundaramurthy, C., & Lewis, M. (2003a). Control and collaboration: paradoxes of
governance. Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 397—-415.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2003.10196737

Sundaramurthy, C., & Lewis, M. (2003b). Control and collaboration: paradoxes of

governance. Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 397-415.

Sutton, R. |, & Staw, B. M. (1995). What Theory is Not. Administrative Science Quarterly,
40(3), 371-384. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/2393788

Tajfel, H., & Turner, C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. Austin &
S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations. (pp. 33-47).
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Tihanyi, L., Graffin, S., & George, G. (2015). From the editors: rethinking governance in

management research. Academy of Management Journal, 1015(1), 1-9.
Tirole, J. (2001). Corporate Governance. Econometrica, 69(1), 1-35.

Tomlinson, E. C., Dineen, B. R., & Lewicki, R. J. (2009). Trust congruence among
integrative negotiators as a predictor of joint-behavioral outcomes. International
Journal of Conflict Management, 20(2), 173-187.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060910949621

349



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Tomlinson, E. C., & Mayer, R. C. (2009). The role of causal attribution dimensions in trust
repair. Academy of Management Review, 34(1), 85-104.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2009.35713291

Trevino, L. K. (1986). Ethical decision making in organizations: a person-situation
interactionist model. Academy of Management Review, 11(3), 601-617.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1986.4306235

Tsang, E. W., & Kwan, K. M. (1999). Replication and theory development in organizational
science: a critical realist perspective. Academy of Management Review, 24(4), 759—
780.

Tsoukas, H. (1989). The validity of idiographic research explanations. Academy of
Management Review, 34(1), 85-104.

Tsoukas, H., & Knudsen, C. (2005). Introduction: the need for meta-theoretical reflection in
organization theory. In H. Tsoukas & C. Knudse (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of
Organization Theory: Meta-Theoretical Perspectives (pp. 1-38). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Tuggle, C. S., Schnatterly, K., & Johnson, R. a. (2010). Attention patterns in the
boardroom: How board composition and processes affect discussion of
entrepreneurial issues. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 550-571.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468687

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

Valliere, D., & Gegenhuber, T. (2014). Entrepreneurial remixing: Bricolage and
postmodern resources. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation,
15(1), 5-15. https://doi.org/10.5367/ijei.2014.0141

van der Werff, L., & Buckley, F. (2014). Getting to know you: a longitudinal examination of
trust cues and trust development during socialization. Journal of Management, (July
2014), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314543475

Van Ees, H., Gabrielsson, J., & Huse, M. (2009). Toward a behavioral theory of boards

and corporate governance. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 17(3),

350



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

307-319. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00741.x

van Essen, M., Otten, J., & Carberry, E. J. (2012). Assessing managerial power theory: a
meta-analytic approach to understanding the determinants of CEO compensation.
Journal of Management, XX(X), 1-40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311429378

van Knippenberg, D., & Mell, J. N. (2016). Past, present, and potential future of team
diversity research: From compositional diversity to emergent diversity. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 136, 135-145.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2016.05.007

Verhallen, T. M. M., & Pieters, R. G. M. (1984). Attitude theory and behavioral costs.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 5(3), 223-249. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-
4870(84)90024-2

Verschuren, P. (2003). Case study as a research strategy: Some ambiguities and
opportunities. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 6(2), 121-139.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645570110106154

Viswesvaran, C. (2009). Assessment of individual job performance: a review of the past
century and a look ahead. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. Sinangil, & C.
Viswesvaran (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial, Work & Organizational Psychology (pp.
110-126). London: Sage Publications.

Vollstedt, M. (2015). To See the Wood for the Trees: The Development of Theory from
Empirical Interview Using Grounded Theory. In A. Bikner-Ahsbahs, C. Knipping, & N.
Presmeg (Eds.), Approaches to Qualitative Research in Mathematics Education (pp.
23-48). Bremen. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-9181-6

Wasserman, N. (2006a). Stewards, agents, and the founder discount: executive
compensation in new ventures. Academy of Management Journal, 49(5), 960-976.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2006.22798177

Wasserman, N. (2006b). Stewards, agents, and the founder discount: Executive
compensation in new ventures. Academy of Management Journal, 49(5), 960-976.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2006.22798177

Watson, M. L. (2005). Can there be just one trust ? A cross-disciplinary identification of

trust definitions and measurement. Ketchum Excellence in Public Relations Research

351



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Award, 10, 2009. Retrieved from www.instituteforpr.com

Weick, K. E. (1989). Theory construction as disciplined imagination. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 516-531. https://doi.org/10.2307/258556

Weick, K. E. (1993). The Collapse of Sensemaking in Organizations: The Mann Gulch
Disaster. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(4), 628.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393339

Weinstein, O. (2012). Firm, property and governance: from Berle and Means to the agency
theory, and beyond. Accounting, Economics, and Law, 2(2), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1515/2152-2820.1061

Welch, C., Piekkari, R., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Paavilainen-Mantymaki, E. (2011). Theorising
from case studies: Towards a pluralist future for international business research.
Journal of International Business Studies, 42(5), 740-762.
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.55

Werder, A., & Zajac, E. J. (2008). New directions in corporate governance research.
Organization Science, 19(3), 381-385. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0361

Wertheim, P., Neill, J. D., & Clements, C. E. (2016). Director Tenure and Leadership
Effectiveness over Internal Controls. Journal of Leadership, Accountability and Ethics,
13(2), 61-73. Retrieved from http://sfx.usask.ca/usask?url_ver=239.88-
2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/ffmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aabig|
obal&atitle=Director+Tenure+and+Leadership+Effectiveness+over+internal+Controls
&title=Journal+of+Leadership%2C+Accountability+and+Eth

Westphal, J. D., & Graebner, M. E. (2010). a Matter of Appearances: How Corporate
Leaders Manage the Impressions of Financial Analysts About the Conduct of Their
Boards. Academy of Management Journal, 53(1), 15-44.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2010.48036721

Westphal, J. D., & Gulati, R. (1999). Cooperative or controlling? The effects of CEO-board
relations and the content of interlocks on the formation of joint ventures.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(3), 473-506. https://doi.org/10.2307/2666959

Westphal, J. D., & Milton, L. P. (2000). How experience and network ties affect the

influence of demographic minorities on corporate boards. Administrative Science

352



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Quarterly, 45(2), 366—398.

Westphal, J. D., & Stern, I. (2006). The other pathway to the boardroom: interpersonal
influence behavior as a substitute for elite credentials and majority status in obtaining

board appointments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(2), 169-204.

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (1995). Who Shall Govern ? CEO / Board Power ,
Demographic Similarity , and New Director Selection Author ( s ): James D . Westphal
and Edward J . Zajac Published by : Sage Publications , Inc . on behalf of the
Johnson Graduate School of Management , Cornell Univ. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 40(1), 60-83.

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (1998). The Symbolic Management of Stockholders:
Corporate Governance Reforms and Shareholder Reactions. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 43(1), 127. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393593

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

Whetten, D. A. (1989). What Constitutes a Theoretical Contribution? Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 490-495. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1989.4308371

Whitener, E. M., Brodt, S. E., Korsgaard, M. A., & Werner, J. M. (1998). Managers as
initiators of trust: An exchange relationship framework for understanding managerial
trustworthy behavior. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 513-530.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926624

Williams, J. J., & Seaman, A. E. (2010). Corporate Governance And Mindfulness : The
Journal of Applied Business Research, 26(5), 1-18.

Williamson, O. E. (1981). The economics of organization: the transaction cost approach.
Chicago Journals, 87(3), 548-577.

Williamson, O. E. (1993). Calculativeness, trust, and economic organization. Journal of
Law and Economics, 36(1), 453-486.

Withers, M. C., Hillman, A. J., & Cannella, A. A. (2012). A multidisciplinary review of the

director selection literature. Journal of Management, 38(1), 243-277.

353



TEIT VAN PRETO
ITY OF PRETO
ITHI YA PRETO

mn
«Z

Wright, P., Mukheriji, A., & Kroll, M. J. (2001). A reexamination of agency theory
assumptions: extensions and extrapolations. Journal of Socio-Economics, 30(5),
413-429. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(01)00102-0

Wright, S. (2012). Is it lonely at the top? An empirical study of managers and
nonmanagers loneliness in organizations. Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and
Applied, 146(1-2), 47-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2011.585187

Yakovleva, M., Reilly, R. R., & Werko, R. (2010). Why do we trust? Moving beyond
individual to dyadic perceptions. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1), 79-91.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017102

Yeh, Y., Chung, H., & Liu, C. (2011). Committee independence and financial institution
performance during the 2007 — 08 credit crunch: evidence from a multi-country study.
Corporate Governance: An International Review, 19(5), 437-458.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2011.00884.x

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. (L. Bickman & D. J. Rog,
Eds.), Essential guide to qualitative methods in organizational research (Vol. 5). Sage
Publications. https://doi.org/10.1097/FCH.0b013e31822dda%¢e

Zak, P. J., & Knack, S. (2001). Trust and growth. Economic Journal, 111(470), 295-321.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0297.00609

Zand, D. E. (1972). Trust and managerial problem solving. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 17(2), 229-239.

Zattoni, A., & Cuomo, F. (2010). How independent, competent and incentivized should
non-executive directors be? An empirical investigation of good governance codes.
British Journal of Management, 21(1), 63-79. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8551.2009.00669.x

Zorn, D. M. (2004). Here a Chief, There a Chief: The Rise of the CFO in the Amercican
CFO. American Sociological Review, 69(3), 365—-364.

Zucker, L. G. (1986). Productiom of trust: institutional sources of economic structure. In B.
Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (pp. 53-111).
Greemwhich, CT: JAI Press.

354



Table 14

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(o<

Appendix 1: Methodology

Interpretive Frameworks and Philosophical Beliefs

Ontological
Beliefs (The
Nature of
Reality)

Epistemological
Beliefs (How Reality
is Known)

Axiological
Beliefs (The Role
of Values)

Methodological Beliefs
(Approaches to Inquiry)

Post-Positivism

A single reality

exists beyond
ourselves, “out
there.” Research
may not be able
to understand it

orgettoit

because of lack

of absolutes.

Reality can only be
approximated. But it is
constructed through
research and
statistics. Interaction
with research subjects
is kept at a minimum.
Validity comes from
peers and not from
participants.

Research biases
not to be controlled
and not to be
expressed in the
study.

Use of scientific method
and writing. Object of
research is to create new
knowledge. Method is
important. Deductive
methods are important,
such as testing of
theories, specifying
important variables,
making comparisons
among groups.

Social
Constructionism

Multiple realities
are constructed
through our lived
experiences and
interactions with
others.

Reality is co-
constructed between
researchers and the

researched and
shaped by individual
experiences.

Individual values
are honoured and
are negotiated
among individuals.

More of a literary style of
writing used. Use of an
inductive method of
emergent ideas (through
consensus) obtained
through methods such as
interviewing, observing,
and analysis of texts.

Transformative

Participation
between
researcher and
communities/
individuals being

Co-created findings
with multiple ways of

Respect for
indigenous values;
values need to be

Use of collaborative
processes of research;
political participation

Postmodern studied. Often a knowing. problematized and encouraged.; q_ue;tlor!lng
o . of methods; highlighting
subjective- interrogated. :
N . issues and concerns.
objective reality
emerges.
Reality is known Values are
h hy . discussed because The research process
o . through using many of the way that involves both quantitative
Reality is what is | tools of research that knowledoe reflects and qualitative
Pragmatism useful, practical, | reflect both deductive 9

and “works”

(objective) evidence
and inductive
(subjective evidence).

both the
researchers’ and
the participants’

views.

approaches to data
collection and analysis.
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Ontological
Beliefs (The
Nature of
Reality)

Epistemological
Beliefs (How Reality
is Known)

Axiological
Beliefs (The Role
of Values)

Methodological Beliefs
(Approaches to Inquiry)

Critical Race,
Feminist, Queer,
Disabilities

Reality is based
on power and
identity studies.
Privilege or
oppression
based on race,
ethnicity, class,
gender, mental
abilities, sexual
preferences.

Reality is known
through the study of
social structures,
freedom and
oppression, power
and control. Reality
can change through
research.

Diversity of values
is emphasised
within the
standpoint of
various
communities.

Start with the
assumptions of power
and identity struggles,
document them, and call
for action and change.

Note. Creswell, 2013, pp.36 — 37
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Appendix 2: Master Consent Forms
Master Letter to the Chairman
Dear Mr Chairman:

I am writing to you as the chairman of the board of directors of XYZ Limited. | am
conducting research on corporate governance. The focus of my study is to establish
relationship determinants between various people associated with the governance of
the company. The interview is expected to last about two hours and will help in the
understanding of how South African corporate-governance practitioners view the role
of board dynamics.

The interview process will involve an interview with board members, the executive
management team, and professional advisers. Separate letters of informed consent
will be sought from each of the parties listed and each of the individuals to be
interviewed. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without
penalty. Of course, all data will be kept confidential. If you have any concerns, please

contact me or my supervisor. Our details are provided below.

Researcher: Morris Mthombeni Research Supervisor: Dr. Len Konar
Email: mthombenim@agibs.co.za Email: lenkon@icon.co.za
Phone: (082) 440 5552 Phone: (011) 384 8000
Signature of participant: Date:

Signature of researcher: Date:
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Master Letter to the CEO
Dear Mr. CEO:

| am writing to you as the CEO of XYZ Limited. | am conducting research on corporate
governance. The focus of my study is to establish relationship determinants between
various people associated with the governance of the company. The interview is
expected to last about two hours and will help in the understanding of how South

African corporate-governance practitioners view the role of board dynamics.

The interview process will involve an interview with board members, the executive
management team, and professional advisers. Separate letters of informed consent
will be sought from each of the parties listed and each of the individuals to be
interviewed. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without
penalty. Of course, all data will be kept confidential. If you have any concerns, please
contact me or my supervisor. Our details are provided below.

Researcher: Morris Mthombeni Research Supervisor: Dr. Len
Konar

Email: mthombenim@gibs.co.za Email: lenkon@icon.co.za

Phone: (082) 440 55520 Phone: (011) 384 8000

Signature of participant: Date:

Signature of researcher: Date:
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Master Letter to the Business Rescue Practitioner
Dear Mr. Business Rescue Practitioner:

| am writing to you as the BR Practitioner of XYZ Limited. | am conducting research
on corporate governance. The focus of my study is to establish relationship
determinants of various people associated with the governance of the company. The
interview is expected to last about two hours and will help in the understanding of how

South African corporate-governance practitioners view the role of board dynamics.

The interview process will involve an interview with board members, the executive
management team, and professional advisers. Separate letters of informed consent
will be sought from each of the parties listed and each of the individuals to be
interviewed. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without
penalty. Of course, all data will be kept confidential. If you have any concerns, please

contact me or my supervisor. Our details are provided below.

Researcher: Morris Mthombeni Research Supervisor: Dr. Len
Konar

Email: mthombenim@gibs.co.za Email: lenkon@icon.co.za

Phone: (082) 440 5552 Phone: (011) 384 8000

Signature of participant: Date:

Signature of researcher: Date:
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Master Letter to a Director
Dear Mr(s). Director:

| am writing to you as a director of XYZ Limited. |1 am conducting research on corporate
governance. The focus of my study is to establish relationship determinants of various
people associated with the governance of the company. The interview is expected to
last about two hours and will help in the understanding of how South African corporate-

governance practitioners view the role of board dynamics.

The interview process will involve an interview with board members, the executive
management team, and professional advisers. Separate letters of informed consent
will be sought from each of the parties listed and each of the individuals to be
interviewed. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without
penalty. Of course, all data will be kept confidential. If you have any concerns, please

contact me or my supervisor. Our details are provided below.

Researcher: Morris Mthombeni Research Supervisor: Dr. Len
Konar

Email: mthombenim@gibs.co.za Email: lenkon@icon.co.za

Phone: (082) 440 5552 Phone: (011) 384 8000

Signature of participant: Date:

Signature of researcher: Date:
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Appendix 3: Research Protocol Instrument

throughout the document).

SECTION ‘ TITLE CROSS-REFERENCE
A. Case Introduction and Protocol

1. Primary Research Questions and Secondary Research Questions
(derived from literature in trust, distrust, and corporate-governance Chapters 1 and 3
fields).

2. Theoretical concepts and frameworks (optimal trust; moderated trust; Chapters 2 and 3
agency theory; stewardship theory; and stakeholder theory). P

3. Research paradigm and design (explain relevance of critical realism

Chapter 4

B. Guiding Research Questions

(Questions 1 and 2 below are the same on purpose, differences are in the follow-up nudging questions.
Question 3 only used when respondents voluntarily used the term “trust,” and only after such had

happened)

Ask respondents to describe the nature of relationships among members
of the board, between the board chairman and the CEO, and between the
board and management. Explain how this influences the type and nature
of the work of the board. Indicate whether the board is effective and
provide reasons for your opinion.

Note: In the interview, use agency theory based examples to probe the
explanations and justifications provided by the respondent.

Chapter 3

Ask respondents to describe the nature of relationships among members
of the board, between the board chairman and the CEO, and between the
board and management. Explain how this influences the type and nature
of the work of the board. Indicate whether the board is effective and
provide reasons for your opinion.

Note: In the interview, for this question, use stewardship theory based

examples to probe the explanations and justifications provided by the
respondent.

Chapter 3

Ask respondents to describe how different levels of trust and distrust
between the board and CEO influence the selection, and performance, of
appropriate board tasks like control, monitoring, and advice?

Note: In the interview, for this question, use stakeholder theory based
examples to probe the explanations and justifications provided by the
respondent.

Chapter 3

4a.

Ask respondents to describe specifically how high-trust or high-distrust
influences the selection and performance of board tasks?

Note: In the interview, for this question, use examples of optimal trust to
nudge the conversation towards deeper reflections, but do not use
academic terms such as mechanisms and constructs. Only use after trust
has been raised by respondents.

Chapter 3

4b.

Ask respondents to indicate how important certainty of outcomes and
information or facts are to them (the interviewee), their Chairman (if not
interviewing the chairman), their CEO (if not interviewing the CEO), and
their board as whole. Explain how the answers above influence the tasks

that the Chairman, CEO, and the board respectively tend to focus on.

Chapter 3

361




&
&
UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

SECTION ‘ TITLE CROSS-REFERENCE
Note: In the interview, for this question, use examples of need for certainty
to nudge the conversation towards deeper reflections, but do not use
academic terms such as mechanisms and constructs.
C. Data Collection and Analysis Procedure
1. Names (_)f case S|t'es' an_d case mformantg (in multiple companies and Chapters 5, 6, & 7
companies—all within financial services industry).
2. Expected preparation (review of archival documents as well as
. Chapter 4
development and deployment of access strategies).
3. Data collection approach (traditions of grounded theory used to collect
. . Chapter 4
empirical data for each case site).
4. Data collection procedure—commence with biographical questions prior
to launching into guiding research questions indicated in Part B of this Chapters 4 & 5
protocol.
4, Datg analysis gggrqach followmg mterpreﬂwst approaches of critical Chapters 5, 6, & 7
realism, especially iterative abductive method.
5. Data analysis procedure—computer-assisted coding (Atlas.ti) using
. . - . : ; Chapters 5& 6
transcribed interview data and archival data assisted by memoing.
D. Rival Explanations
1. Use critical realist analysis methods (especially abduction) to investigate
. . X . Chapters 5& 6
rival explanations supported by pattern matching technique.
2. Use concepts with most effective powers and liabilities from a critical
realist perspective to develop corporate-governance theory that explicitly Chapters 3& 7
and simultaneously engages trust and distrust.
E. Results and Findings Outline
1. Background of company (mclydmg country, size, and type of financial Chapters 5, 6, & 7
services company).
2. Nature of organisational distress (financial or non-financial). Chapter 5
3. Board structure (dual or unitary). Chapter 5
4, Role of the board (passive, active, engaged). Chapters 5,6, & 7
5. Description of board relationships. Chapter 5
6. Themes-based analysis (informed by within- and cross-case categories
underpinned by codes grounded in empirical observations by research Chapters 5& 6
participants).
7. Concept-based analysis and presentation of results (based on critical
. . X : Chapter 7
realist analysis methods, especially adbuction).
8. Overall structure of results and findings (within-case analysis, cross-case

analysis, findings, propositions, theory development, contributions,
limitations, and areas of future studies). Consider review of results and
findings.

Chapters 5,6, & 7

Note. Protocol structure informed by Yin (2009), content based on literature and field studies by

author.
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Appendix 4: Within-Case Analysis Extracts

Fynbos Dimensions of Trust

Respect

Truth

Honesty

“And then trust which | guess is the most important one of the three, is really to say
other than for the fact that | respect you as a person | actually trust you to do your
part and you can trust me to do my part. And like | say, if these things don’t work

well then—it’s the beginning of the end.

Respect | don’t think | need to explain, but essentially it means that we need to
have respect for one another in executing that; you can't like treat people or rather
mistreat people, and then expect them to deliver on a strategy, even though it's a
combined strategy. Because will just get irritated with you . . . ” (D 42: Fynbos
CFO).

Integrity

There is no quote for this dimension, but it is informed by overall engagement with

all interviewees during each separate interview.

Evidence

“Interesting observations at that stage was that the board often in that context
made decisions that weren’t necessarily the recommendation of the actuaries, and
the business. Even though they had more than 80 qualified actuaries in various
projects; the guys would crunch the numbers, and it struck me as very interesting
that often the board took other factors into consideration in their decision making—
which was a big frustration for the actuarial fraternity internally. But that got me
thinking about how people make decisions and why other factors are considered in

decision making, in a board context” (D 22: Fynbos, CEO).

Competence

“And then the board, the Fynbos board . . . we have been blessed in each of these
areas, with competent people, and so the board feels supported, they feel they can
rely on people to do a proper job; they don’t have to feel anxious about what is
happening. And also they can trust the information that they are getting. If you

think you are getting bad information, it is not good” (D 35: Fynbos, Chairman).

Experience

“Sure. So, let me perhaps start off making it a bit more personal: | trusted the
board. Why? Because | had no reason to not trust them. | mean the board had
never promised me anything that they didn’t deliver on. The board had never sort
of made a commitment in any way or form that they didn’t deliver on” (D 42:
Fynbos CFO).

Note. Source: Interviews with Chairman, CEO, and CFO of Fynbos.
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Board mandate

“don’t know, | don’t know, and the board was driving a growth agenda
so . .. and the board never changed that. They did right towards the
end you know, but the growth agenda was there, the board then
changed the . . . and that growth agenda which the former CEO made
way for the most recent CEO as a different sort of leadership skills. And
during this process | don't think that change was that well

communicated | guess. But ja ... ” (D 40: Protea, CFO).

CEO mandate

“With hindsight the CEO was appointed at exactly the wrong time

because . . . he was brought in to grow the business at a time when the
business should have been battening down its hatches and you want to
manage this thing as tight as you can, like you would have wanted to . .

. on top of things operationally on a daily basis” (D 40: Protea, CFO).

Operational

challenges

“So, because you’re in a daily stress environment; whereas with a
growth outlook, with a long-term strategic outlook, which is how, the
CEO would operate—that’s exactly the wrong sort of skills set for what
you actually need. So, you either have to support him, if somebody
could do that, or you are going to have a problem. | think that timing
was unfortunate” (D 40: Protea, CFO).

Note. Interview with Protea CFO.
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Table 17

Protea Rapport

SITEIT VAN PRETOR
TY OF PRETOR
ITHI YA PRETOR

(e

Contrasting rapport

“If you had looked at our previous chairman you could immediately see there was
a rapport between the CEO and the previous chairman, whereas | don’t think
there was a natural rapport [between the CEO and current Chairman]—and that
just makes it a little bit more difficult to operate. But they did . . . | mean they
spent a lot of time together, but | think in the end they disagreed on how things
were. Because at the end of the day whatever | tell you is not important, it’s
really what happened between CEO and the Chairman” (D 40: Protea, CFO).

Values underpin

“Look rapport . . . in many ways it goes back to your values of a relationship, you
tend to have a better rapport with people that you can relate to better. / don’t
know if the two are related but they seem to be. And naturally you oscillate
towards those people. Naturally they understand you better over time and before
you know it, it becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy you know. You communicate
better, you are able to engage in much more meaningful and deeper issues

without even thinking about it” (D 29: Protea, CEO).

High-level
engagement

“So, rapport for me is just means a high level of engagement that can happen
fairly quickly because people have got a better understanding of one another. For
example, if | have a lot of people on a board that have worked well with me or |
worked with before. They will know which questions to ask very quickly to derive

comfort and that is not less supervision or less control” (D 29: Protea, CEO).

Note. Source: Interviews with Protea CFO and CEO.
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