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Abstract:

The study aims to investigate the effects of various board and firm features on firm
performance. Based on an agency theory perspective the study used a sample of 384
observations from the Egyptian Stock Market (EGX) from 2016-2018, the paper uses
statistical analyses to identify the characteristics which affect the firm performance by
independent variables. The study includes testing the hypothetical conditional

influence of seven variables on the firm performance.

The results of this study show that board size, CEO duality, firm size and financial
leverage have a significant positive effect on firm performance. In contrast, the other
variables; board independence, audit quality and firm industry, had an insignificant

association with firm performance.

The results of the study support that large companies which have large boards of
directors with low levels of leverage and CEO duality have better financial
performance than other firms. However, the impact of economic and political
characteristics on the firm performance is not investigated in this study therefore one

must be careful when generalizing the results.

The current study contributes to the accounting literature by adding some evidence on
the significant effects of some board and firm characteristics, namely role duality,

board size, firm size, and leverage on the financial performance of the firm.

Keywords: Board Characteristics, Firm Performance, Firm Characteristics, Egyptian
Stock Market (EGX).
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1. Introduction

The topic of studying the characteristics affecting the company’s financial
performance is of interest to many accounting researchers. The accounting literature
has presented many studies that dealt with different characteristics, on top of which
are governance characteristics. The financial scandals and crises everywhere in the
world and the failure of some global companies (i.e. Enron and WorldCom) have led
to the interest of many stakeholders, including shareholders, investors, creditors, and
financial analysts in the financial markets, to determine the causes of this failure and
to search for ways to avoid it in the future. Then, there is an interest in studying
governance techniques, such as the board of directors’ characteristics as well as firm
characteristics and their relationship with the firms’ financial performance. (Deakin
and Konzelmann, 2004; Du and Dai, 2005; Omran, 2009).

Moreover, the agency theory dominates the theoretical basis to explain the role
of the board within a company, as this perspective presents the idea of a conflict of
interest between the principals (owners of the company) and the agents (company’s
directors) as a result of the detachment of ownership from management in
contemporary societies (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). The board of directors is
considered a fundamental monitoring tool for managing the company and controlling
the problems which may happen between the agents and the principals (Fama and
Jensen, 1983; Shleifer and Vishny, 1986). The board of directors is determining the
general strategy of the corporation in a way that guarantees the protection of
shareholders’ interests (Keenan, 2004). Many authors indicated that the success or
failure of companies is relying on making managerial decisions by the firm’s board of
directors. Then, the final responsibility for these decisions and their effects on the
firm’s financial performance rests with the board of directors (Fama and Jensen, 1983).
The board of directors and the structure of the board are among the main themes in the
governance literature, as it is reflected in one of the inner governance techniques
(Donnelly and Kelly, 2005; Lefort and Urzu, 2008). Jensen (1993) identified that three
of the board characteristics can influence the monitoring process, they are board size,

board independence and role duality.
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Several studies indicated the effects of several board characteristics on
companies’ financial performance (Bonn et al. 2004; Dahya and McConnell 2005;
Hongxia and W.L., 2010; Desoky and Mousa, 2012; Ujunwa, 2012; Wahba, 2015;
Palaniappan, 2017; Alessandro and Rob, 2019). However, those studies have reported
inconsistent results regarding the effects of the various board characteristics. The
studies included characteristics such as board size, board gender, CEO duality and
board composition, and others on the firms’ financial performance. Hence, the current
study has the motivation to investigate the mixed effects of both board and firm
characteristics on the corporate financial performance relying on a sample of listed
companies on Egyptian Stock Exchange (EGX) covering the period from 2016-2018.

Egypt is selected as the focus of this study since the Egyptian stock market is
one of the oldest stock markets in the Arab region and the Middle East. Egypt is
considered an attractive country for investment, due to its enjoyment of many
components, as it is close to global markets in both Europe and the Middle East.

The current study has many contributions. First: It provides the accounting
literature with empirical evidence on the effects of both the board and firm
characteristics on the firms’ financial performance, which contributes to the
accounting literature associated with the emerging stock markets, this is essential in
light of the scarcity of research on these markets. Second: The findings of this study
would be valuable for investors, financial analysts, and regulators as it would allow
them to make better-informed decisions. Third: This study may contribute to
understanding other financial markets with similar characteristics to the Egyptian
financial market, such as other countries in the Middle East and emerging markets.

The structure of this study is as follows. Section 2 presents the agency theory
as the theoretical framework of the study and introduces the stewardship theory as an
alternative perspective. A background of the Egyptian Stock Market is provided in
section 3. Section 4 reviews previous related studies and explains the hypotheses of
the study. The methodology of the study is presented in section 5. Section 6 reports
the statistical analysis of the study. Finally, the conclusion of the study is summarised
in section 7.
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2. Theoretical Framework (Agency Theory):

The different influences of board and firm characteristics on corporate
performance discussed throughout the literature from different perspectives. The most
notable theoretical frameworks are agency theory, stewardship theory, pecking order
theory, stakeholder theory, signalling theory and resource dependence theory (Gaur et
al., 2015; Ibhagui and Olokoyo, 2018). However, the two prominent perspectives in
this regard are the agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) and stewardship theory
(Donaldson and Davis 1991).

The fundamental notion of the agency theory is that separation between the
stockholders (principal) and the directors (agents) will normally be associated with
agency costs. These agency costs rise due to the opportunistic behaviour by CEOs and
their likelihood for earning management's practices. These agency costs negatively
affect the firm performance. Therefore, supporters of agency theory argued that
enhancing the monitoring level over the CEOs practices will decrease the agency costs
and improve firm performance (Wahba, 2015).

From agency theory’s perception, the board of directors should play a
significant internal control role to identify the conflict of interest between principal
and agents to aim at congruence of interest (Ujunwa, 2012). Apparently, the agency
theory heavily relies on the board of directors' effectiveness and independence to solve
conflict problems and enhance the corporate governance’s level that lead to better
corporate performance (Gaur et al., 2015). Accordingly, the agency theory supports
the board and firm characteristics that enhance the board independence. Consequently,
agency theory assumes a positive association between corporate financial performance
and large board size, board gender diversity, CEO non-duality, non-executive
independent directors, board committees, audit quality, level of leverage, number of
board meetings...etc. This study investigated some of those characteristics and a
detailed discussion will be provided in the next section.
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By contrast, the stewardship theory supports the congruence of interests
between principal and agents which will not motivate managers to act against the
interests of the shareholders. It assumes that directors are trustworthy and steward the
shareholders' resources efficiently and effectively. From this viewpoint, managers are
very keen to bring success to their companies and avoid business failure because they
adopt a long-term business orientation. As a result, the managers are exerting their best
efforts to maximize the financial performance, to increase the firm value and to bring
higher returns to the shareholders (Mishra and Kapil, 2018; Vieira 2018).

The stewardship theory makes different assumptions to the agency theory
about the association between board characteristics and corporate financial
performance. The advocates of stewardship perspective argue that the full power and
control should be in the hands of managers. This power will facilitate and prompt the
responses to external events and leads to a smooth decision-making process.
Accordingly, the managers earned a good reputation in the market and improved their
personal market evaluation (Gaur et al., 2015; Wahba, 2015; Allam, 2018). In other
words, the stewardship theory assumes a positive association between corporate
performance and CEO duality, internal directors, small size board...etc.

The study in hand adopted the agency theory perspective and developed seven
hypotheses to study the relationship between board and firm characteristics and firm
performance. All details regarding the seven hypotheses in this study will be provided

in section four.
3. Background on the Egyptian Stock Exchange (EGX):

The current study uses a sample from Egyptian Stock Exchange (EGX). EGX
was founded in 1883 as the first stock market in the Middle East and North Africa
(MENA). It is strongly associated with other security markets in the region and
elsewhere (Billmeier and Massa, 2008; Diab et al., 2019). EGX has many
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developments during such a long period, but it started the dramatic changes in the early
1990s. Concurrently, the Egyptian government started shifting to a free economy and
started the privatization and deregulation that led the stock market to flourish.
Therefore, the Egyptian government established a major economic reform and
changed the regulatory framework with cooperation and support from international
institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank (WB). As
a result, in 2010 EGX was classified among best six emerging stock markets and the
World Federation Exchanges statistics reported 15% average gain achieved by EGX,
ahead of many other emerging stock markets (Desoky and Mousa, 2013; Ali et al.,
2020).

Currently, EGX30 is the main index for constituent companies. During 2009,
EGX70 and EGX100 are two other indexes established, respectively. EGX100 is more
comprehensive than the other two indexes because it is measuring the performance of
companies included in both EGX30 and EGX70. Thus, the companies included in
EGX100 are the companies that have been used as a sample for this study. The
companies' financial reports were the principal source of secondary data analysed in
this study which covered three years (2016-2018).

4. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development:

The hypotheses development will be presented in two main categories. The
first category developed three hypotheses present in the association between board
characteristics and corporate performance. Whereas the second category developed
four hypotheses focused on the relationship between firm characteristics and

performance.
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4.1 Board Characteristics and Firm Performance:
4.1.1 Board Size:

The nature of relationship between board size and firm performance is not
confirmed throughout the literature review. Many authors argued that there is a
negative association between board size and firm performance. For instance, Yermack
(1996) found that the small board size is associated with higher firm performance
measured by Return on Assets (ROA) and Return on Sales (ROS). Sun and Zhang
(2000) revealed the same negative relationship using Return on Equity (ROE), Tobin’s
Q value and Return on Assets (ROA). In the same vein, Kota and Tomar (2010)
concluded that a small size of board of directors is better in enhancing the corporate
performance. Kumar and Singh (2013) indicated a similar negative association
between firm performance and board size in Indian context. Conyon and Peck (1998)
found a negative association between ROE and the size of board of directors within

European companies.

The advocates attributed this negative association between board size and firm
performance to various reasons. For example, they argued that new ideas or opinions
are potentially not easily presented and discussed with an increasing number of
directors (Jensen, 1993; Einsenberg et al., 1998; de Andres et al., 2005). Also, Ahmed
et al., 2006 argued that larger board size is associated with loose control and
monitoring which negatively affect the firm performance. Other problems linked with
larger board size are addressed in several studies, such as suffering from more agency
costs (Lipton and Lorsch, 1992; Cheng, 2008); increasing problems of coordination
and communication (Bonn et al., 2004; Cheng, 2008); lag in information transfer and
in decision-making process (Goodstein et al., 1994; Yermack, 1996; Jusoh et al.,
2013;).
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On the contrary, other authors claimed that greater board size normally
promotes a different and wide range of opinions and views. In addition, large board
size makes benefits from external connections, building productive networks and leads
to a wide range of experiences and skills. Also, it secures and enlarges the resource
base used by the organizations (Peng and Luo, 2000; Kim, 2007; Lehn et al., 2009;
Rehman et al., 2012). Other supporters of a larger board size attributed this advantage
to enhanced control and monitoring that led to more rational decision-making process
(Alexander et al. 1993; Daily et al., 2003; Coles et al. 2008; Harford et al. 2008; Mishra
and Kapil 2018).

The above discussion suggested that the association between the board size and
firm performance remains inconclusive and there is no full agreement regarding the
optimal size of board of directors (Hongxia and W.L., 2010; Desoky and Mousa, 2012;
Ujunwa, 2012; Wahba, 2015; Palaniappan, 2017; Alessandro and Rob, 2019).
However, this study adopted the agency theory perspective which supports a positive
association between board size and corporate performance due to a decreasing of
agency costs. In light of the above discussion and the theoretical framework, the first
hypothesis is formulated as follow:

HI: There is a positive relationship between board size and firm performance.
4.1.2 Non-executive Independent Directors:

Board independence is considered by many authors as a crucial factor to protect
the shareholders' interest and resolving agency problems (Fama and Jensen, 1983;
Hongxia and W.L., 2010; Mousa and Desoky, 2012). The percentage of the non-
executive (external/independent) members is regularly used as a proxy of board
independence. Several studies tested the relationship between the board independence
and corporate performance, however, they revealed mixed results regarding such

association.
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Many empirical studies found a positive relationship between board
independence and corporate performance. Lefort and Urzua (2008) conducted their
investigation on a sample of Chilean firms and reported that the increasing number of
independent directors positively affected the company value. Correspondingly, Omran
(2009) provided similar findings that link the improvement of corporate value with the
higher number of non-executive members directors within a Egyptian context. Similar
results found by many other researchers. For example, Choi et al., (2007); Peng (2004)
within Korean and Chinese contexts respectively; Booth et al. (2002) using market
value and net income; Black et al., (2006) in Korean's context; Osma (2008) who
attributed the improvement in firm performance to the effective monitoring by non-
executive members to the opportunistic spending on Research and Development. Also,
Dehaene et al., (2001) demonstrated a significant positive association between board's
independence and performance in Belgium; the same positive association is shown in
Australia by Davidson et al., (2005) due to less likelihood to exercise earnings

management.

Conversely, the negative relationship between board independence and
corporate performance is revealed by lots of other studies. For example, Sylvie et al.,
(2012) applied their research in Canada and the results indicated a negative association
between board independence and corporate performance. Consistent with previous
findings, Davidson et al., (2005); Klein, (2002); Beasley, (1996), concluded a
significant negative association between board independence and corporate
performance. In the same vein, Sheikh et al. (2013) provided evidence of the adverse
association between the percentage of independent directors and return on assets as
well as earnings per share. The above results were agreed with the recent research
conducted by Waheed and Malik (2019) within Pakistani's context.
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Finally, some empirical research claimed that there is no significant
relationship between board independence and firm performance (Dalton et al. 1998;
Peng et al., 2003; Bonn et al. 2004; Dahya and McConnell 2005). Many studies
conducted using different measures to evaluate corporate performance such as Tobin’s
Q value, ROA, or ROE, similarly they did not find any significant association between
board independence and corporate performance (Sun and Zhang 2000; Gao and Ma
2002; Bai et al. 2004; Adams and Mehran, 2012). Based on the above argument and
the theoretical framework the second hypothesis is formulated as follow:

H2: There is a positive relationship between the percentage of non-executive
directors and firm performance.

4.1.3 CEO Role Duality:

CEO role duality means that a single person takes responsibility for both
positions; board's chairman and CEO (Krause et al., 2014). Many authors claimed that
the percentage of external members of board of directors along with the non-role
duality express the board independence (Dalton et al. 1999; Dalton and Dalton 2010).
The agency theory argued that CEO role duality gives the CEO more ability to
dominate the board of directors and allow him/her to exercise more pressure during
the decision-making process. In addition, CEO duality will restrict the monitoring and
control function by the board over CEO and the executive management (Donaldson
and Davis 1991; Jensen, 1993; Allam, 2018). Moreover, CEO duality encourages the
manipulation of financial statements and enhances the chances for earnings
management's practices (Efendi et al., 2007; Masulis et al., 2007). On the contrary, the
separation between the chairman and the CEO (i.e. CEO non-duality) is critical to
sustain the board independence and constrains the CEO’s power and authority leading
to more effective monitoring and control (Dalton and Dalton, 2010; Van Essen et al.
2013). Therefore, most of the agency theory advocates argued that the CEO role
duality is linked with lower firm performance due to maximizing the CEO's interest
on the harm of the shareholders' interests (Jensen, 1993; Judge et al. 2003; Ehikioya,
2009).
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On the contrary, the stewardship theory’s supporters argued that CEO role
duality is an advantage for the organizations. They claimed that a single leader should
be more knowledgeable of the operating environment and organization's strategy
which helps in creating a unified and a strong control system in the organizations. They
assumed that there is no conflict of interest associated with CEO duality when the
organization has a solid strategic plan. CEO duality offers faster and more flexible
responses to the accelerated external and internal events. This enables the CEO to
utilize a strong leadership style that improves the decision-making process.
Furthermore, stewardship theory is against increasing the number of outside directors
as they do not have sufficient knowledge about the organization which leads to weaken
the board of directors and generate less rational decisions (Davis 1991; Brickley and
Zimmerman 2010; Donaldson and Elsayed, 2010; Rashid, 2016).

The empirical results regarding the association between CEO duality and firm
performance are inconclusive. Some researchers found that CEO role duality enhance
corporate performance (i.e. Donaldson and Davis 1991; Dehaene et al. 2001; Sanda et
al. 2005). Many other studies showed that CEO non-duality positively influences
corporate performance (Rhoades et al., 2001). In Russian, Judge et al. (2003) and in
Nigeria Ehikioya (2009) revealed negative effects of CEO role duality on corporate
performance. Likewise, Chen et al. (2005) reported negative association between CEO
duality and firm value. These results agreed with the results reported by Mousa and
Desoky (2012) within Bahraini context.

Finally, researchers such as Chaganti et al. (1985) as well as Rechner and
Dalton (1989) reported no association between CEO role duality and financial
performance. Similarly, the results revealed by Dalton et al. (1998) did not support the
claim that there is a significant association between CEO duality and corporate
performance. In Egyptian context, Omran (2009) reported no association between
CEO non-duality and corporate value. In the same line, many other studies found
insignificant effects of CEO non-duality on corporate performance (i.e. Baliga et al.
1996; Brickley et al. 1997). Based on the previous argument and the theoretical
framework the next hypothesis for this study is formulated as follow:

H3: There is a significant relationship between role duality and firm performance.
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4.2 Firm Characteristics and Firm Performance:
4.2.1 Firm Size:

The literature examined the association between firm size and corporate
performance. Firm size is assumed to be the most appropriate variable to investigate
the effect of size on corporate performance (Banz, 1981). The type of relationship
between firm size and corporate performance is not confirmed throughout the
literature. For instance, Mishra and Kapil (2018) reported a negative association
between firm size and corporate performance. They justified these results indicating
that newer firms using more advanced technology, up to a specific optimal size,
improves corporate performance. Likewise, Allam (2018) claimed the same negative
relationship due to increasing agency costs that constrain the ability to generate profits.
In the same vein, Himmelberg et al., (1999) highlighted that large size companies
benefit from market power and economics of scale, albeit they suffer from huge agency
costs and massive monitoring that negatively affect the financial performance.

Conversely, Lee (2009) claimed that firm size has a significant role in
justifying profitability. For instance, Vijayakumar and Tamizhselvan (2010) revealed
a significant positive association between corporate performance and firm size in
India. Also, Vieira (2018) concluded a strong influence of firm size on corporate
performance especially in Portuguese's family organizations. This positive relationship
demonstrated within various contexts such as, Jonsson (2007) in Iceland, Ozgulbas et
al. (2006) in Turkey among other studies. It is worth to be mentioned that other
researchers found no significant association between firm performance and firm size.
(Kalkan et al., 2011) measured firm size in terms of employment and did not prove
significant relationship between size of corporation and corporate performance. In the
same vein, Niresh and Velnampy (2014) using a sample of 15 manufacturing firms in
Sri Lanka between 2008-2012, they did not prove indicative association between
corporate performance and firm size.
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In conclusion, the association between corporate performance and firm size
indicated mixed and inconclusive results. Even the contradictory results regarding the
nature of this association reported in the same study. For instance, Velnampy and
Nimalathasan (2010) applied their study on two principle banks in Sri Lanka and they
found positive correlation for one bank and no correlation with the other one. Lastly,
in Vietnam, Banchuenvijit (2012) found a negative relationship between corporate
performance and firm size using total assets as a measurement of firm size, on the
contrary he found a significant positive association between corporate performance
and firm size when using total sales as measurement. In the light of the previous
discussion the fourth hypothesis for this study is formulated as follow:

H4: There is a significant relationship between firm size and firm performance.
4.2.2 Audit Quality:

Audit quality one of the characteristics has been studied throughout accounting
literature to investigate its effect on corporate performance. In Malaysia, Sayyar et al.
(2015) used two proxies for audit quality, namely, audit fees and audit firm rotation to
investigate the relationship with firm performance. They reported positive
relationships between audit quality proxies and ROA, while the audit fee was
correlated positively with Tobin’s Q, but no correlation was found between audit firm
rotation and Tobin's Q. Likewise, Sulong et al. (2013) reported the same positive
association between audit fees (i.e. audit quality) and corporate performance.

Moreover, in the Omani context, Al-Matari et al. (2017) tested the effect of
audit quality on the correlation between firm performance and ownership structure.
The study did not demonstrate such a relationship and it implemented the Big Four
audit firms as an indicator to evaluate audit quality. Jusoh and Che-Ahmad (2014)
investigated the influence of audit quality on firm performance using Big Four audit
firms to assess the audit quality. They reported a positive correlation between audit
quality and both the corporate performance and market value. They emphasized that
the high audit quality offered by the Big Four audit firms enhanced the credibility of
financial disclosure as well as decreasing agency costs which positively affect the

company's overall performance. Similarly, Rahman et al. (2019) demonstrated a
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significant positive association between audit quality (based on the Big Four) and firm
performance in their study that was conducted in Bangladesh.

Although most of the researchers who investigated the association between
audit quality and firm performance reported positive association, some other studies
found no association or negative relationship. For instance, In Egypt, Elewa and El-
Haddad (2019) adopted two variables for audit quality; audit experience and auditor
independence, the first measured by Big Four and the latter measured by auditor
rotation. The authors did not prove significant relationships between auditor
experience or auditor independence with firm performance. Consequently, they
concluded that there is no effect of audit quality on corporate performance. The authors
argued that the Big Four audit firms and auditors’ rotation might be not the best proxies
to assess audit quality. Similarly, the overall findings reported by Singer and Zhang
(2018) suggested an insignificant effect of audit quality on financial performance.
These results raised questions regarding the assumed superior audit quality of the Big
Four Auditing companies. Based on the previous debate and the theoretical framework
the fifth for this study hypothesis is formulated as follow:

HS: There is a significant relationship between audit quality and firm
performance.

4.2.3 Financial Leverage:

Many authors argued that higher debt might improve a firms’ financial
performance. They claimed that the high level of monitoring exercised by debts'
holders over managers’ activities will reduce agency costs (i.e. Jensen and Meckling,
1976; Claessens et al., 2000; Sanda et al., 2005; Sulong et al., 2013). Thus, they
expected a significant positive association between financial leverage and corporate
performance. Several studies have examined the association between financial
leverage and firm performance. In Nigeria, Sanda et al. (2005) indicated the positive
relationship between a higher level of debt (debt/ equity) and overall firm performance.
Sulong et al. (2013) used total liabilities over total assets to present the level of
financial leverage. The findings suggested a significant positive association between
leverage and corporate performance.
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On the contrary, some studies did not confirm such a significant positive
association between leverage and corporate performance. For instance, Fooladi and
Shukor (2012) and Ali et al. (2020) indicated a negative association between leverage
and corporate performance. Ibhagui and Olokoyo (2018) pointed out how the firm size
affects the association between leverage and firm performance. They argued that there
is a strong negative association between leverage and corporate performance in small
size firms. However, this negative relationship diminishes as a firm grows. On the
contrary, Ruland and Zhou (2005) found that the leverage improves firm performance
particularly in small size corporations with increasing agency costs. Also, Ghosh
(2008) reported a negative association between leverage and corporate performance
for a sample of Indian companies. He claimed that the negative impact is higher in
companies with an increasing level of foreign debts. Based on the previous argument
and the theoretical framework the sixth hypothesis is formulated as follow:

H6: There is a significant relationship between financial leverage and firm
performance.

4.2.4 Type of Industry:

The corporate performance is varying according to the industry type. The
determinants of corporate performance in manufacturing companies have been
investigated by many researchers. For instance, Palaniappan (2017) conducted his
research based on a sample of 275 manufacturing firms in India. Rahman et al. (2019)
used a sample form industrial companies that listed in Dhaka Stock Exchange
(Bangladesh). Niresh and Velnampy (2014) used a sample of 15 manufacturing firms
in Colombo Stock Exchange (Sri Lanka) for 5 years 2008-2012. Koumanakos (2008)
implemented his research on a sample of 1358 Greek manufacturing firms across
different industries over the 2000-2002 period.
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On the other hand, the service companies were the focus of many other studies.
Capar and Kotabe (2003) implemented a sample consisting of 81 major German
service firms. Ho et al. (2020) conducted a recent research based on a sample of e-
ticketing service companies in Taiwan from 2013-2018. Also, several studies adopted
a comparative study between industrial and service companies, for example, Raymond
et al. (2014) used a mixed sample of 347 companies, 93 French and 254 Canadian, 286
of which were in the industrial sector and 61 belonged to the service sector. Similarly,
Ghosh (2011) compared the performance of 44 service firms (banks) with their
counterpart 50 manufacturing firms (pharmaceutical) in India. Based on the previous
discussion the seventh hypothesis for this study is formulated as follow:

H7: There is a significant relationship between the type of industry and firm
performance.

5. Research Methodology:
5.1 The Sample and Data Collection:

The initial sample of this research consisted of the companies listed on
Egyptian Stock Market (EGX) using EGX100. The final sample of this research is 384
firm-year observations after excluding banks and financial services firms. The sample
covered the period from 2016-2018. It consists of four types of industries (industrial,
service & others, real estates, and investment firms). Distribution for these industries
is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: The Final Sample of the Study Classified by Firm Industry*

Type of industry | Frequency Percent
Industrial 189 49.2
Service & others 87 22.7
Real Estates 57 14.8
Investment 51 13.3
Total 384 100.0

(*) The period of the study from 2016-2018.
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5.2 Measurement of Study Variables:
5.2.1 Dependent Variable (Firm Performance):

The dependent variable of the current study is firm performance. Literature
shows that many financial and market measurements used to evaluate corporate
performance. The most notable measures used throughout accounting literature are,
Return on Assets (ROA), Return on Investment (ROI), Return on Equity (ROE), profit
margin, Return on Sales (ROS), Earnings Per Share (EPS), and Tobin’s Q (Yermack,
1996; Sun and Zhang, 2000; Gao and Ma, 2002; Choi et al., 2007; Adams and Mehran,
2012; Mousa and Desoky, 2012; Rahman et al., 2019; Ali et al., 2020). ROA is
considered the most dominant measure used in accounting literature among the above
financial measurements. Accordingly, this research adopted Return on Assets (ROA)
as a proxy to evaluate the corporate performance. ROA is the ratio of income divided
by total assets. The higher ROA ratio indicates better and more efficient firm

performance.
5.2.2 Independent Variables:

The current study used two groups of independent variables, namely, board
characteristics with three variables (board size, non-executive directors and CEO
duality), and firm characteristics with four variables (firm size, audit quality, financial
leverage and type of industry). The definitions of independent variables are shown in
Table 2.
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Table 2: Variables of the Study

Independent Variables Symbol Measurement

Panel A: Board Characteristics

1- Board size BSIZE Number of the Board of Directors.

2- Non-executive directors BINDEP % of Non-executive directors to total
board members.

3- CEO duality RDUAL A dummy variable: (0) if the CEO is the
same as the board chair; and (1)
otherwise.

Panel B: Firm Characteristics

1- Firm size FSIZE Firm market capitalization.

2- Audit quality QAUDIT A dummy variable takes (1) if the firm is
audited by the Big-4 and (0) otherwise.

3- Financial leverage FLEVER Total liabilities/total assets

4- Firm industry FINDUS A dummy variable: (1) if the firm is

industrial; 2 if the firm is service; 3 if the
firm is real estates and 4 if the firm is
investment.

5. 3 Data Analysis:

Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, and regression analysis were carried
out. Ordinary Least Square — (OLS) model was used for seven independent variables
(BSIZE, BINDEP, RDUAL, QAUDIT, FLEVER, FINDUS and FSIZE). The regression

equations used as follows:
Y (FROA) = By + B1 BSIZE + > BINDEP + 3 RDUAL + S+ FSIZE + 5 QAUDIT +
BsFLEVER + B7FINDUS + ¢

Where B0 is constant and € is the error term.
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6. Findings of the Study:
6.1 Descriptive Statistics:

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for variables of the current study.
FROA, as an accounting measure for firm performance, the mean percentage is
0.0277057 % with STD 0.13019467. FROA has maximum value 0.51 while, -0.855
is the minimum value. Regarding board characteristics variables, as first group of
independent variables, the mean of BSIZE is 8§ members. The smallest size of the
board is 2 members, and 19 directors represent the largest size of the board in the
study sample. The mean of BINDEP is nearly 52% this reflects a lack of board
independence in some firms (minimum 0%) in other words, all directors are executive
members in contrast, in other firms, all board members are non-executives (maximum
100%). Concerning RDUAL variable, 65.9% of firms in the study sample has one
person works as CEO as well as the chairman of the board while, 34.1% of firms have
a separation between the two positions. Concerning, firm characteristics variables, the
mean of FSIZE is 3654951539 while, 15435000 and 118780361524 are the minimum
and maximum of the market value of the companies in the sample, respectively.
FLEVER has a mean of 0.4918930. Concerning QAUDIT variable, there are 294
firms have been appointed non-big audit firms representing (76.6%) and 90 firms
appointed one of the big 4 audit firms (23.4%).

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of the Study

N Minimum Maximum Mean STD

FROA 384 -0.85500 0.51000 0.0277057 0.13019467
BSIZE 384 2 19 8.00 2.871
BINDEP 384 0.00 100.00 51.9880 30.36698
FSIZE 384 15435000 118780361524 3654951539 9719338064
(EGP’ 000)
FLEVER 384 0.00100 4.68700 0.4918930 0.37416061
Dummy 0 1
variables
RDUAL 384 253 (65.9) 131 (34.1)
QAUDIT 384 294 (76.6%) 90 (23.4%)

(*) Details on FINDUS variable sees Table 1. Standard Deviation (STD).

Egyptian pound (EGP).
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6.2 Univariate Analysis:

Pearson correlation was conducted to reflect the associations or correlations
among continuous variables of the study, rather than dummy variables, as well as the
direction of these associations. Table 4 presents the results of Pearson matrix. FROA,
the dependent variable of the study, has a number of significant correlations with
independent variables, namely BSIZE, FLEVER and FSIZE at the significant level
1%. FROA has a positive association with both BSIZE and FSIZE in contrast, it has a
negative correlation with FLEVER. In addition, FROA has non-significant correlation
with BINDEP and FINDUS. Moreover, BSIZE has a significant positive correlation
at the level of 1% with BINDEP while it has a significant positive correlation at the
level of 5% with FSIZE. Finally, BINDEP has a significant positive association at the
level of 5% with FLEVER and FSIZE.

Table 4: The Correlation Analysis of the Study

FROA BSIZE BINDEP FSIZE FLEVER FINDUS

FROA 1
BSIZE 0.169 1
BINDEP -0.026 0.185™ 1

FSIZE 0.150"  0.122"  0.103" 1
FLEVER -0.480" -0.083 0.125°  0.053 1
FINDUS  0.054 0.050 -0.050 -0.059 -0.059 1

1- ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level & * Correlation is significant at the
0.05 level.

2- Pearson correlation was performed for all non-dummy variables.

3- All coefficients are based on 384 observations (from 2016 to 2018).

248
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

6.3 The Multivariate Analysis:

Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression has been conducted in the current
study to test the hypotheses of the study. Table 5 provides the results of regression
analysis of the study.

Table 5: The Regression Analysis of the Study

Standardized
Coefficients (Beta) t Sig.
(Constant) 0.046 2.011 0.045
BSIZE 0.107 2.361 0.019
BINDEP 0.002 0.034 0.973
RDUAL 0.094 2.130 0.034
FSIZE 0.168 3.733 0.000
QAUDIT 0.007 0.152 0.879
FLEVER -0.474 -10.538 0.000
FINDUS 0.027 0.606 0.545
R? 0.282
adjusted R? 0.269
F 21.063
(p-value) 0.000

Model (FROA) is statistically significant with p-value (0.000) to explain the
dependent variable of the study, measured by ROA, with F-value of 21.063 and R? of
0.282 in addition, an adjusted R? of 0.269 that can explain 27% of the variance in
corporate performance. Statistically significant results regarding the BSIZE, RDUAL,
FSIZE and FLEVER variables were found. As shown in Table 5, BSIZE has a
significant positive effect on FROA (with the coefficient of 0.107 which is statistically
significant at 5%). This result is agreeing with the idea that the larger the size of the
company’s board, the more it will have a positive impact on the firm's financial
performance. As the increase in the members of the board gives the opportunity to
contain the board of directors on a greater diversity of experiences and skills within
the Board. Such result is consistent with the results of prior studies (Alexander et al.
1993; Daily et al., 2003; Coles et al. 2008; Harford et al. 2008; Mishra and Kapil 2018)
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which found a positive relationship between BSIZE and FROA. Further, our results
support the agency theory’s perspective. Consequently, H1 in the current study is
accepted.

Furthermore, RDUAL has a significant positive association with FROA (with
the coefficient of 0.094 which is statistically significant at 5%). This result supports
stewardship theory which supports the idea that the individual leader of the company
helps to standardize leadership style and create an effective management system. On
the contrary, the positive effect of RDUAL on a company's financial performance
contradicts the agency theory. The result of RDUAL is consistent with Donaldson and
Davis, 1991; Brickley and Zimmerman, 2010; Elsayed, 2010 and Rashid, 2016.
However, it is contradictory to Jensen, 1993; Judge et al. 2003; Ehikioya, 2009; Dalton
and Dalton, 2010 and Van Essen et al. 2013. In the light of the above argument, H3 is
accepted.

FSIZE has a positive coefficient of 0.168, which is statistically significant at 1%,
reflecting a significant positive effect on FROA. This supports the acceptance of H4.
Our result is conflicting with Mishra and Kapil (2018) and Allam (2018) who reported
a negative association between FSIZE and financial performance of the firm.
Conversely, our result is consistent with Ozgulbas et al., 2006, Jonsson, 2007);
Vijayakumar and Tamizhselvan, 2010 and Vieira, 2018 who concluded a significant
positive correlation between corporate performance and FSIZE. The results for the
FLEVER variable suggest a significant negative effect on FROA which supports the
acceptance of H6. Our finding related to FLEVER is in line with the findings of
previous research such as Fooladi and Shukor, 2012; Ibhagui and Olokoyo, 2018 and
Ali et al.,, 2020 who also found negative correlation between FLEVER and firm
performance. In addition, this result is agreed with the agency view. Conversely, such
results are not consistent with Sanda et al., 2005 and Sulong et al., 2013 who reported
a positive correlation between FLEVER and firm performance.
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Furthermore, other variables in the Model have non-significant associations
with FROA. For example, BINDEP has non-significant positive association with
FROA thus, H2 is rejected. Such result is inconsistent with prior research such as
Klein, (2002), Davidson et al., (2005), Sylvie et al., (2012), Sheikh et al. (2013) and
Waheed and Malik (2019) who found a negative correlation between BINDEP and
FROA. This result is conflicting with the agency view which expects a significant
positive effect of BINDEP on financial performance of the firm. QAUDIT has non-
significant positive association with FROA thus, HS5 is rejected. This finding is in line
with the results of Singer and Zhang (2018) and Elewa and El-Haddad (2019) who
also found non-significant association with FROA. FINDUS has non-significant
positive association with FROA thus, H7 is rejected. This finding indicates that there
is no influence of FINDUS on FROA which is not consistent with previous studies
which reported different results among different industries such as Niresh and
Velnampy (2014), Koumanakos (2008), Palaniappan (2017) and Rahman et al. (2019).

7. Conclusions:

The current study examined the effect of both board and firm characteristics using a
sample of 384 firm-year observations from the Egyptian Stock Market (EGX), an
emerging market covering the period from 2016-2018. The findings of the study
revealed that board size, CEO duality and firm size have a significant positive effect
on corporate performance measured by Return on Assets (ROA). On the contrary,
financial leverage has a significant negative correlation with corporate performance.
These results support H1, H3, H4 and H6 thus, these hypotheses are accepted. In
contrast, board independence, audit quality and firm industry seem to have an
insignificant association with firm performance therefore, H2, H5 and H7 were
rejected. The current research contributes to the literature by adding empirical
evidence on the effect of some board and firm characteristics namely role duality,
board size, firm size, and leverage on the financial performance of the firm. From a
theoretical perspective, the positive effect of role duality on corporate performance
supports the stewardship view, while the positive effect of board size supports the
agency theory view.
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The current research has some limitations, e.g. the sample, and the study
period, as the study relied on EGX100 index companies on the Egyptian Stock
Exchange (EGX) for a period of three years only. Therefore, one must be cautious of
this when considering the results of the study. In addition, there are some
characteristics that are not included in the study, such as the impact of economic and

political characteristics on the company’s financial performance.

The descriptive analysis of this research highlights a discrepancy between
some board characteristics (i.e. board size and CEO duality) and the Egyptian capital
market law. From a practical perspective, Egyptian policy makers should review the
companies’ compliance with capital market law and the market code of conduct. From
a research point of view, the above discrepancy shows a gap that needs to be
investigated in future Egyptian security market research which is out of the scope of
the current research. Also, Future studies might investigate the effect of other features
of the board of directors on the firm performance, such as the diversity of gender in
the board and the effect of the experience and scientific qualification of the board

members on the company's performance.

252
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Reference:

Adams, R. B., & Mehran, H. (2012). Bank board structure and performance: Evidence
for large bank holding companies. Journal of Financial Intermediation, 21(2),
243-267.

Ahmed, K., Hossain, M., & Adams, M. B. (2006). The effects of board composition
and board size on the informativeness of annual accounting earnings. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 14(5), 418—431.

Al-Matari, E. M., Al-Matari, Y. A., & Mohammed, S. A. S. (2017). Ownership
structure, audit quality and firm performance moderating and direct-effect
models: An empirical study. Corporate Board Role Duties and Composition,
13(1), 28-35.

Alessandro, M., & Rob, M. (2019). The board of directors and firm performance:
empirical evidence from listed companies. Corporate Governance: The
International Journal of Business in Society, 19(3), 508-551.

Alexander, J. A., Fennell, M. L., & Halpern, M. T. (1993). Leadership Instability in
Hospitals: The Influence of Board-CEO Relations and Organizational Growth
and Decline. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(1), 74-99.

Ali, S., Yassin, M., & AbuRaya, R. (2020). The Impact of Firm Characteristics on
Corporate Financial Performance in Emerging Markets: Evidence from Egypt.
International Journal of Customer Relationship Marketing and Management,
11(4).

Allam, B. S. (2018). The impact of board characteristics and ownership identity on
agency costs and firm performance: UK evidence. In Corporate Governance: The
International Journal of Business in Society (Vol. 18, Issue 6).

Bai, C.-E., Liu, Q., Lu, J., Song, F. M., & Zhang, J. (2004). Corporate governance and
market valuation in China. Journal of Comparative Economics, 32(4), 599-616.

Baliga, B. R. A. M., Moyer, R. C., & Rao, R. S. (1996). CEO duality and firm

253
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

performance: What’s the fuss? Strategic Management Journal, 17(1), 41-53.

Banchuenvijit, W. (2012). Determinants of Firm Performance of Vietnam Listed
Companies. Academic and Business Research Institute.

Banz, R. W. (1981). The relationship between return and market value of common
stocks. Journal of Financial Economics, 9(1), 3—18.

Beasley, M. S. (1996). An Empirical Analysis of the Relation between the Board of
Director Composition and Financial Statement Fraud. The Accounting Review,
71(4), 443-465.

Billmeier, A., & Massa, 1. (2008). Go long or short in pyramids? News from the
Egyptian stock market. International Review of Financial Analysis, 17(5), 949—
970.

Black, B. S., Jang, H., & Kim, W. (2006). Does Corporate Governance Predict Firms’
Market Values? Evidence from Korea. The Journal of Law, Economics, and
Organization, 22(2), 366—413.

Bonn, 1., Yoshikawa, T., & Phan, P. H. (2004). Effects of Board Structure on Firm
Performance: A Comparison Between Japan and Australia. Asian Business &
Management, 3(1), 105-125.

Booth, J. R., Cornett, M. M., & Tehranian, H. (2002). Boards of directors, ownership,
and regulation. Journal of Banking & Finance, 26(10), 1973—-1996.

Brickley, J. A., Coles, J. L., & Jarrell, G. (1997). Leadership structure: Separating the
CEO and Chairman of the Board. Journal of Corporate Finance, 3(3), 189-220.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0929119996000132

Brickley, J. A., & Zimmerman, J. L. (2010). Corporate governance myths: Comments
on Armstrong, Guay, and Weber. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 50(2),
235-245.

Capar, N., & Kotabe, M. (2003). The relationship between international diversification

and performance in service firms. Journal of International Business Studies,

254
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

34(4), 345-355.

Chaganti, R. S., Mahajan, V., & Sharma, S. (1985). Corporate board size, composition
and corporate failures in retailing industry. Journal of Management Studies,
22(4),400-417.

Chen, Z., Cheung, Y.-L., Stouraitis, A., & Wong, A. W. S. (2005). Ownership
concentration, firm performance, and dividend policy in Hong Kong. Pacific-
Basin Finance Journal, 13(4), 431-449.

Cheng, S. (2008). Board size and the variability of corporate performance. Journal of
Financial Economics, 87(1), 157-176.

Choti, J. J., Park, S. W., & Yoo, S. S. (2007). The Value of Outside Directors: Evidence
from Corporate Governance Reform in Korea. Journal of Financial and
Quantitative Analysis, 42(4), 941-962.

Claessens, S., Djankov, S., & Lang, L. H. P. (2000). The separation of ownership and
control in East Asian Corporations. Journal of Financial Economics, 58(1), 81—
112.

Coles, J. L., Daniel, N. D., & Naveen, L. (2008). Boards: Does one size fit all? Journal
of Financial Economics, 87(2), 329-356.

Dahya, J., & McConnell, J. J. (2005). Outside directors and corporate board decisions.
Journal of Corporate Finance, 11(1), 37-60.

Daily, C. M., Dalton, D. R., & Cannella, A. A. (2003). Corporate Governance:
Decades of Dialogue and Data. Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 371—
382.

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

Dalton, D. R., Daily, C. M., Johnson, J. L., & Ellstrand, A. E. (1999). Number of

Directors and Financial Performance: A Meta-Analysis. Academy of

255
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Management Journal, 42(6), 674—686.

Dalton, D. R., & Dalton, C. M. (2010). Integration of Micro and Macro Studies in
Governance Research: CEO Duality, Board Composition, and Financial
Performance. Journal of Management, 37(2), 404—411.

Davidson, R., Goodwin-Stewart, J., & Kent, P. (2005). Internal governance structures
and earnings management. Accounting & Finance, 45(2), 241-267.

Dehaene, A., De Vuyst, V., & Ooghe, H. (2001). Corporate Performance and Board
Structure in Belgian Companies. Long Range Planning, 34(3), 383-398.

Deakin, S., & Konzelmann S. (2004). Learning from Enron. Corporate Governance,
12(2), 134-142.

Desoky, A. M., & Mousa, G. A. (2012). Corporate Governance Practices:
Transparency and Disclosure —Evidence from Bucharest Stock Exchange. Journal
of Accounting, Finance and Economics, 2(1), 49-72.

Desoky, A. M., & Mousa, G. A. (2013). An empirical investigation of the influence of
ownership concentration and identity on firm performance of Egyptian listed
companies. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 3(2), 164—188.

Diab, A. A., Aboud, A., & Hamdy, A. (2019). The impact of related party transactions
on firm value: Evidence from a developing country. Journal of Financial
Reporting and Accounting, 17(3), 571-588.

Donaldson, L., & Davis, J. H. (1991). Stewardship Theory or Agency Theory: CEO
Governance and Shareholder Returns. Australian Journal of Management, 16(1),
49-64.

Donnelly, R., & Kelly, P, (2005). Ownership and board structures in Irish plcs.
European Management Journal, 23(6), 730-740.

Du, J., & Dai, Y, (2005). Ultimate corporate ownership structures and capital
structures: Evidence from East Asian economies. Corporate Governance, 13(1),
60-71.

256
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Efendi, J., Srivastava, A., & Swanson, E. P. (2007). Why do corporate managers
misstate financial statements? The role of option compensation and other factors.
Journal of Financial Economics, 85(3), 667—708.

Ehikioya, B. (2009). Corporate governance structure and firm performance in
developing economies: evidence from Nigeria. Corporate Governance: The
International Journal of Business in Society, 9(3), 231-243.

Elewa, M. M., & El-Haddad, R. (2019). The Effect of Audit Quality on Firm
Performance: A Panel Data Approach. International Journal of Accounting and
Financial Reporting, 9(1), 229-244.

Elsayed, K. (2010). A Multi-theory Perspective of Board Leadership Structure: What
Does the Egyptian Corporate Governance Context Tell Us? British Journal of
Management, 21(1), 80-99.

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Agency Problems and Residual Claims. The
Journal of Law and Economics, 26(2), 327-349.

Fooladi, M., & Shukor, Z. A. (2012). Board of Directors, Audit Quality and firm
performance: Evidence from Malaysia. National Research & Innovation
Conference for Graduate Students in Social Sciences, 87-96.

Gao, M. H., & Ma, S. L. (2002). Empirical analysis on independent director system
and corporate performance. Nankai Economy Research, 2, 64—68.

Gaur, S. S., Bathula, H., Singh, D., Gaur, S. S., Bathula, H., & Singh, D. (2015).
Ownership concentration, board characteristics and firm performance: A
contingency framework. Management Decision, 53(5), 911-931.

Ghosh, S. (2008). Leverage, foreign borrowing, and corporate performance: firm-level
evidence for India. Applied Economics Letters, 15(8), 607-616.

Ghosh, T. (2011). Impact of Order of Entry on Firm Performance Comparison between
Service and Manufacturing Firms in an Indian Context. Romanian Journal of
Marketing, 6(4), 9-22.

257
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Goodstein, J., Gautam, K., & Boeker, W. (1994). The effects of board size and
diversity on strategic change. Strategic Management Journal, 15(3), 241-250.

Harford, J., Mansi, S. A., & Maxwell, W. F. (2008). Corporate governance and firm
cash holdings in the US. Journal of Financial Economics, 87(3), 535-555.

Himmelberg, C. P., Hubbard, R. G., & Palia, D. (1999). Understanding the
determinants of managerial ownership and the link between ownership and
performance. Journal of Financial Economics, 53(3), 353—-384.

Ho, M. H.-W., Chung, H. F. L., Kingshott, R., & Chiu, C.-C. (2020). Customer
engagement, consumption and firm performance in a multi-actor service eco-
system: The moderating role of resource integration. Journal of Business
Research, In press.

Hongxia, L., & W.L., F. M. (2010). Board characteristics of medium and large Chinese
companies. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in
Society, 10(2), 163-175.

Ibhagui, O. W., & Olokoyo, F. O. (2018). Leverage and firm performance: New
evidence on the role of firm size. The North American Journal of Economics and
Finance, 45, 57-82.

Jensen, M. C. (1993). The Modern Industrial Revolution, Exit, and the Failure of
Internal Control Systems. The Journal of Finance, 48(3), 831-880.

Jensen, W., & Meckling, M. C. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior,
agency costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(2), 305—
360.

Jonsson, B. (2007). Does the size matter? The relationship between size and
profitability of Icelandic firms. Bifrost Journal of Social Science, 1, 43-55.
Judge, W. Q., Naoumova, ., & Koutzevol, N. (2003). Corporate governance and firm
performance in Russia: an empirical study. Journal of World Business, 38(4),

385-396.

258
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Jusoh, M. A., Ahmad, A., & Omar, B. (2013). Managerial Ownership, Audit Quality
and Firm Performance in Malaysia. International Journal of Arts and Commerce,
2(10), 45-58.

Jusoh, M. A., & Che-Ahmad, A. (2014). Equity Ownership, Audit Quality and Firm
Performance in Malaysia using Generalized Least Square Estimations Technique.
Journal of Emerging Issues in Economics, Finance and Banking (JEIEFB), 3(1),
976-991.

Kalkan, A., Erdil, O., & Cetinkaya, O. (2011). The relationships between firm size,
prospector strategy, architecture of information technology and firm
performance. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 24, 854—869.

Keenan, J. (2004). Corporate governance in UK/USA boardrooms. Corporate
Governance — An International Review, 12(2), 172-176.

Kim, Y. (2007). The Proportion and Social Capital of Outside Directors and Their
Impacts on Firm Value: evidence from Korea. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 15(6), 1168—1176.

Klein, A. (2002). Audit committee, board of director characteristics, and earnings
management. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 33(3), 375—400.

Kota, H. B., & Tomar, S. (2010). Corporate governance practices in Indian firms.
Journal of Management & Organization, 16(2), 266—279.

Koumanakos, D. P. (2008). The effect of inventory management on firm performance.
International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 57(5), 355—
360.

Krause, R., Semadeni, M., & Cannella, A. A. (2014). CEO Duality: A Review and
Research Agenda. Journal of Management, 40(1), 256-286.

Lee, J. (2009). Does Size Matter in Firm Performance? Evidence from US Public
Firms. International Journal of the Economics of Business, 16(2), 189-203.

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

259
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

concentration: Evidence from Chile. Journal of Business Research, 61(6), 615—
622.

Lehn, K. M., Patro, S., & Zhao, M. (2009). Determinants of the Size and Composition
of US Corporate Boards: 1935-2000. Financial Management, 38(4), 747-780.

Lipton, M., & Lorsch, J. W. (1992). A Modest Proposal for Improved Corporate
Governance. The Business Lawyer, 48(1), 59-77.

Masulis, R. W., Wang, C., & Xie, F. E. 1. (2007). Corporate Governance and Acquirer
Returns. The Journal of Finance, 62(4), 1851-1889.

Mishra, R. K., & Kapil, S. (2018). Effect of board characteristics on firm value:
evidence from India. South Asian Journal of Business Studies, 7(1), 41-72.
Mousa, G. A., & Desoky, A. M. (2012). The association between internal governance
mechanisms and corporate value: Evidence from Bahrain. Asian Academy of

Management Journal of Accounting and Finance, 8(Supp.), 67-92.

Niresh, J. A., & Velnampy, T. (2014). Firm Size and Profitability: A Study of Listed
Manufacturing Firms ed Manufacturing Firms in Sri Lanka. International Journal
of Business and Management, 9(4), 57-64.

Omran, M. (2009). Post-privatization corporate governance and firm performance:
The role of private ownership concentration, identity and board composition.
Journal of Comparative Economics, 37(4), 658—673.

Osma, B. G. (2008). Board Independence and Real Earnings Management: The Case
of R&D Expenditure. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 16(2),
116-131.

Ozgulbas, N., Koyuncugil, A. S., & Yilmaz, F. (2006). Identifying the Effect of Firm
Size on Financial Performance of SMEs. The Business Review, 6(1), 162-167.

Palaniappan, G. (2017). Determinants of corporate financial performance relating to
board characteristics of corporate governance in Indian manufacturing industry:

An empirical study. European Journal of Management and Business Economics,

260
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

26(1), 67-85.

Peng, M. W. (2004). Outside directors and firm performance during institutional
transitions. Strategic Management Journal, 25(5), 453—-471.

Peng, M. W., Buck, T., & Filatotchev, 1. (2003). Do outside directors and new
managers help improve firm performance? An exploratory study in Russian
privatization. Journal of World Business, 38(4), 348-360.

Peng, M. W., & Luo, Y. (2000). Managerial Ties and Firm Performance in a Transition
Economy: The Nature of a Micro-Macro Link. Academy of Management Journal,
43(3), 486-501.

Rahman, M. M., Meah, M. R., & Chaudhory, N. U. (2019). The impact of audit
characteristics on firm performance: An empirical study from an emerging
economy. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 6(1), 59—69.

Rashid, A. (2016). Managerial Ownership and Agency Cost: Evidence from
Bangladesh. Journal of Business Ethics, 137(3), 609-621.

Raymond, L., St-Pierre, J., Uwizeyemungu, S., & Le Dinh, T. (2014).
Internationalization capabilities of SMEs: A comparative study of the
manufacturing and industrial service sectors. Journal of International
Entrepreneurship, 12(3), 230-253.

Rechner, P. L., & Dalton, D. R. (1989). The Impact of CEO as Board Chairperson on
Corporate Performance: Evidence vs. Rhetoric. Academy of Management
Perspectives, 3(2), 141-143.

Rehman, R., Hasan, M., Mangla, I. U., & Sultana, N. (2012). Economic Reforms,
Corporate Governance and Dividend Policy in Sectoral Economic Growth in
Pakistan. The Pakistan Development Review, 51(4), 133—-145.

Rhoades, D. L., Rechner, P. L., & Sundaramurthy, C. (2001). A Meta-analysis of
Board Leadership Structure and Financial Performance: are “two heads better

than one”? Corporate Governance: An International Review, 9(4), 311-319.

261
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Ruland, W., & Zhou, P. (2005). Debt, Diversification, and Valuation. Review of
Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 25(3), 277-291.

Sanda, A., Mikailu, A. S., & Garba, T. (2005). Corporate governance mechanisms and
firm financial performance in Nigeria. African Economic Research Consortium.

Sayyar, H., Basiruddin, R., Rasid, S. Z. A., & Elhabib, M. A. (2015). The Impact of
Audit Quality on Firm Performance: Evidence from Malaysia. Journal of
Advanced Review on Scientific Research, 10(1), 1-19.

Sheikh, N. A., Wang, Z., & Khan, S. (2013). The impact of internal attributes of
corporate governance on firm performance: Evidence from Pakistan. In
International Journal of Commerce and Management (Vol. 23, Issue 1, pp. 38—
55).

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. (1986). Large shareholders and corporate control. Journal
of Political Economy, 94, 461-88.

Singer, Z., & Zhang, J. (2018). Auditor Tenure and the Timeliness of Misstatement
Discovery. The Accounting Review, 93(2), 315-338.

Sulong, Z., Gardner, J. C., Hussin, A. H., Sanusi, Z. M., & Mcgowan, C. B. (2013).
Managerial ownership, leverage and audit quality impact on firm performance:
evidence from the Malaysian ace market. Accounting & Taxation, 5(1), 59-70.

Sun, Y. X., & Zhang, R. (2000). Board size, corporate governance and performance.
Enterprise Economy, 10, 13—15.

Sylvie, B., Claude, F., & Réal, L. (2012). Corporate governance mechanisms,
accounting results and stock valuation in Canada. International Journal of
Managerial Finance, 8(4), 332-343.

Ujunwa, A. (2012). Board characteristics and the financial performance of Nigerian
quoted firms. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in
Society, 12(5), 656-674.

Van Essen, M., Engelen, P.-J., & Carney, M. (2013). Does “Good” Corporate

262
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Governance Help in a Crisis? The Impact of Country- and Firm-Level
Governance Mechanisms in the FEuropean Financial Crisis. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 21(3), 201-224.

Velnampy, T., & Nimalathasan, B. (2010). Firm Size on Profitability: A Comparative
Study of Bank of Ceylon and Commercial Bank of Ceylon Ltd in Srilanka. Global
Journal of Management and Business Research, 10(2), 96—100.

Vieira, E. S. (2018). Board of directors’ characteristics and performance in family
firms and under the crisis. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of
Business in Society, 18(1), 119-142.

Vijayakumar, A., & Tamizhselvan, P. (2010). Corporate size and profitability: An
empirical analysis. Journal for Bloomers of Research, 3(1), 44-53.

Wahba, H. (2015). The joint effect of board characteristics on financial performance:
Empirical evidence from Egypt. Review of Accounting and Finance, 14(1), 20—
40.

Waheed, A., & Malik, Q. A. (2019). Board characteristics, ownership concentration
and firms’ performance: A contingent theoretical based approach. South Asian
Journal of Business Studies, 8(2), 146—165.

Yermack, D. (1996). Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of

directors. Journal of Financial Economics, 40(2), 185-211.

263
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



Scientific Journal for Financial and Commercial Studies and Researches

Dr. Mohamed Zaki Yassin

Sl p1a) o A8 Jid) pailad g8 1aY) Gulae paibad 80 day
(Mls gl a4y jlas glata )
Oy dana 3
yaa - Uails daala 5 el 44
Caoaal) Aslan — ¢ aal) daals — Sl 3 18] 408
Q\Sﬂ\ ;\Ji&sz\s‘}uﬂ\ L)ALA;}SJ\J:}“LMM\ u.a.‘ll...a;l\ UAQS);\SEC\;J‘;J a.u\JJM 8l
w@)@\@)}.\”w‘é&m YAL uaa_\:\cfubﬂ\ Caaddlniul cd&}\hﬁﬁjwe\m“b&w\
(:\ﬂﬁi.d\ ua;\...a;l\) Gopud) ldiial) Ol yuiall J.:\ st Ayilasy) GOl ebil.u\ P Y OYALY VT ?L‘:
8}\3@)3)&)&\*}@@\&)\JJJQ.)_A\}JJ’\_,BJ\J:}“Lﬂ&*&%dih\)ﬂ\@mﬁ

83 g 5 5 1aY) Galae AL 5 AY) Ol el (Jiial) L5 AS il elal o g 58 ) Ll L )
QEJ&X\&\J‘&A#}L‘-\SJ‘L@J@A s&h@\&y}&u\ﬂ\w

Sl @il (e diniie il sive ae 5Sl 5 1aY) ullae 3 B Sl S AN o Al ol Rl 4o
Ol Gy Ayl ) G Gl s s AY) S N (e Juall e elaly a2l s N Al 533
Ul apeni vie Haall A 55 Cangy GlAT (S Ll glal e Al 5 LalaBY) (ailiadll

31aY) Gulae paibiad Gand ddgll SV e A0 sy aalaall S8 sl Aul 5ol 38 Cagal

Sl L) el

264
Vol.2, No.1, Part 1., Jan. 2021



