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Influence of Boards of Directors on Chinese Joint Venture Performance 

 

Abstract 

The efficacy of corporate governance practices are examined in the context of Boards that 
govern Chinese joint ventures. Results suggest that Board independence and diversity 
improve JV performance, while larger Boards reduce the dividends paid by JV. Findings are 
consistent with that adage that manageable-sized Boards should be preferred over larger ones 
that attempt to include the viewpoints of all possible affected constituents.  
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Influence of Boards of Directors on Chinese Joint Venture Performance 

INTRODUCTION 

JVs unite different parent companies. Often, however, JV partners have diverse and 

conflicting interests and objectives. Academic research and case studies are rife with 

illustrations of tensions and overt disagreements within JVs (Fey & Beamish, 1999; Habib, 

1987; Julian, 2008; Lin & Germain, 1998; Shenkar & Zeira, 1992). As legal entities, JVs have 

their own boards of directors composed of representatives of the parent companies and senior 

managers of the JV. These boards are often the arena where differences between JV partners 

surface and play out. As a consequence, the dynamics of JV boards are somewhat different 

from boards of directors of conventional firms. Conventionally, following agency theory 

(Jensen & Meckling, 1976), the board of directors is responsible for insuring that 

shareholders’ (principals’) interests take precedence over managers’ (agents’) interests due to 

divergence of their interests.  

JVs are not immune from principal-agent issues. In addition, JV boards must reconcile 

differences between principals – typically, two JV partners – in ways not captured by agency 

theory. Conflict resolution theory offers a venue for discussing the rationale and resolution of 

conflicts. From the conflict resolution perspective, the JV board becomes a conflict resolution 

mechanism through which JV sponsoring parents’ different views are communicated, these 

differences are resolved, and ideally their goals are transformed into one uniform strategy of 

the JV (Goodall & Warner, 2002; Janger, 1980; Leksell & Lindgren, 1982). In dealing with 

the conflicting desires of parent firms for cooperation and decision autonomy, an intermediate 

channel is necessary to make a balance between co-operative gains and losses (Fey & 

Beamish, 1999). Among a variety ways of resolving conflict, resource contribution can be a 

source of balancing the parent’s bargaining power. Resource contributions of the parent 

company can enhance its relative power vis-à-vis the counterparty (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 
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The improved capability of influencing the partner’s decision dimension can induce reaching 

a compromise and resolving conflict in the JV (Lin & Germain, 1998). 

JVs have been a popular organization form for foreign investment to enter and operate in 

China. Foreign companies often favor JVs due to regulatory entry barriers and a lack of local 

knowledge. However, managing JVs is not an easy task, which challenges both local and 

foreign partners (Harrigan, 1986; Kogut, 1989). The JV board’s successful functioning can be 

critical to JV success (Björkman, 1995; Goodall & Warner, 2002). Successful functioning 

requires the JV board to play effectively these roles, including setting up strategic goals, 

evaluating performance, approving major investment, determining the distribution of profit, 

appointing and remunerating key executive positions (Björkman, 1995; Child & Yan, 1999; 

Yan & Gray, 1994), solving critical problems (Leksell & Lindgren, 1982; Yan & Gray, 1994), 

and maintaining and developing relationships between the partners (Goodall & Warner, 2002; 

Janger, 1980). However, how can the board materialize these roles remains a challenge in 

practice. 

Previous studies on boards of directors of subsidiaries (in particular, JVs) lack a 

theoretical underpinning, making them more narrative than theoretically sound and testable. 

This study examines how the viewpoints of three theories – agency theory, conflict resolution 

theory, and resource dependence theory – apply to the context of JV boards of directors. As 

noted earlier, we maintain that agency perspective, conflict resolution perspective and 

resource dependence perspective are complementary to each other in explaining the 

composition of the JV board of directors. Theoretical discussions enable the research on the 

JV board of directors to be integrated into the mainstream studies of the board of directors in 

common corporations. The characteristics of the JV board, in particular due to the division of 

equity between JV partners, and its impact, need to be addressed. Using the qualitative and 

quantitative data from 38 Sino-foreign JVs in China, this study provides empirical evidence in 
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the composition of the board and its relationship to JV performance. 

In the JV setting, we divide directors into three categories: inside directors, outside 

directors, and independent directors. These different types of directors differ in their 

relationships with the JV. Inside directors refer to the directors who hold managerial positions 

in the JV. Outside directors refer to the directors who hold managerial positions either in the 

parent company or in another subsidiary of the parent company beyond the JV. For example, 

many multinational companies have established fully owned subsidiaries in countries close to 

their JV locations. Executives working in the fully owned subsidiary can serve as local 

presence of the foreign partner on the JV board. Independent directors refer to the directors 

from external organizations such as the local government and related organizations (e.g., 

supplier or buyer companies), including government officials, executives, and professionals 

(e.g., lawyers and bankers). 

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

Agency theory 

Agency theory explains/anchors the manager-owner relationship in modern corporations. 

It maintains that conflicts of interests arise when there is a division of ownership and control 

(Berle & Means, 1932). The manager (i.e., the agent) may choose a series of actions that do 

not enhance the interests of the owner (i.e., the principal) because of the existence of 

asymmetric information, divergence of risk tendency, and outcome uncertainty (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Jensen & Meckling, 1976). The central concern of agency theory is how to link the 

agent’s behavior with the principal’s goals. Agency arguments suggest that the board of 

directors has a monitoring function, or a “control” role, to protect the interests of shareholders 

(Boyd, 1990; Zara & Pearce, 1989). Effective monitoring can serve to improve performance 

by reducing agency costs (Fama, 1980). 
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In the agency view, boards of directors, the “goal keepers”, are deemed to be on the 

opposing but weaker position vis-à-vis the managers, the “damage causers”. Agency theorists 

argue that the board of directors requires certain structural considerations to make its 

monitoring role successful (Zahra & Pearce, 1989). One frequently discussed structural 

characteristic is board independence – the more independent the board is, the more incentives 

it has to monitor management (Barnhart, Marr & Rosenstein, 1994; Baysinger & Butler, 

1985). Independent outside directors can objectively and impartially evaluate and reward top 

managers (Conyon & Peck, 1998), correct inappropriate managerial behavior (Brickley & 

James, 1987), make firm strategic changes (Goodstein & Boeker, 1991), and monitor strategy 

implementation (Rindova, 1999) due to their independence. By conducting due monitoring, 

outside directors are expected to enhance firm performance. Baysinger & Butler (1985) found 

that a higher proportion of independent directors lead to higher returns on equity. Schellenger, 

Wood & Tashakori (1989) found a positive relationship between outsider-dominated boards 

and firm financial performance measured by risk-adjusted market return. Nevertheless, 

empirical outcomes are far from conclusive in assessing the relationship of board composition 

and firm performance. Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand & Johnson (1998) provided a meta-analysis of 

previous board composition-performance research and found that board composition had no 

impact on firm performance. 

Conflict resolution theory 

Besides conflict embedded in the manager-owner relationship as agency theory illustrates, 

another level of conflict is between the JV sponsoring partners, which has captured the 

attention of JV scholars (Hennart, 1988; Steensma, et al., 2008; Yan & Zeng, 1999). JV parent 

conflict may arise from their incompatible goals in the JV (Hennart, 1988). Also, JV parents 

encounter the cooperation-competition conflict in which they are interdependent in reaching 

their respective goals but are impelled to gain more benefits from the collaboration 
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relationship because certain resources are limited (Buckley & Casson, 2002; Child & 

Faulkner, 1998; Deutsch, 1949). Research on conflict has taken diverse views including a 

developmental process view (Pondy, 1967), a system dynamics view (Walton, 1966), and a 

cooperative-conflictual interaction view (Aldrich, 1976). Based on these views, researchers 

have discussed conflict in intra-organization and inter-organization settings (Evan & 

MacDougall, 1967; Walton & Dutton, 1969). 

Pondy’s (1967) five-stage model of conflict has received a wide acceptance and been 

used to analyze the development of parent conflict in the JV (Fey & Beamish, 1999). First, the 

JV parents’ differing interests and goals can be the source of conflict (i.e., latent conflict). 

Then, the parents would recognize the existence of their divergent goals (i.e., perceived 

conflict). After perceiving the conflict, JV parents may have a feeling of hostility, tension and 

stress (i.e., affective conflict). This can cause JV parents to have conflictual behavior when 

their disagreement is expressed (i.e., manifest conflict). Finally, conflict would either be 

suppressed or resolved (i.e., conflict aftermath). The emphasis of this research is on the latter 

three stages of conflict. 

Conflicts in the JV are frequently studied because conflicts and their resolution affect JV 

performance (Dymsza, 1988; Lin & Germain, 1998). Conflict resolution literature discusses 

obstacles to conflict resolution (Arrow, et al., 1995), determinants of the positive and negative 

outcomes of conflict (Deutsch, 1973), and constructive management of conflicts (Deutsch & 

Coleman, 2000). Conflict resolution involves multi-dimensional strategies, comprising 

problem solving, compromising, forcing one’s position, and legalistic strategy (Frazier & 

Summers, 1984; Friedmann & Beguin, 1971; Pruitt, 1981; Thomas, 1976). Following this 

procedure, JV board becomes a conflict resolution mechanism through which the JV parents’ 

mutual views can be shared and discussed, pressure can be imposed, and agreement and 

compromise can be reached (Leksell & Lindgren, 1982). Regarding board structure, 
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independent directors may play an impartial role in making JV decisions for achieving the 

best interest of the JV, which helps to unify the goals of the parents. When the independent 

director’s neutral position is ascertained, decisions made with their involvement can be taken 

as fair decisions and accepted by both parents with little suspicion of intent (Daily, Johnson, 

Ellstrand & Dalton, 1998). 

In summary, despite mixed empirical evidence and a lack of consequential support for the 

agency rationale, agency theory continues to be the major theoretical perspective in board 

research (e.g., Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). Agency theory provides a theoretically convincing 

argument that reveals the manager-owner conflict (Eisenhardt, 1989). By recognizing the 

imperfection of governance structures, it opens the discussion of how the board of directors 

can function to protect shareholders’ interests (Zahra & Pearce, 1989). Agency theory also 

fills in the vacancy for a straightforward, empirically testable theory on the board of directors 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). Conflict resolution theory, on the other hand, fills in the theoretical gap in 

our understanding of JV parent-versus-parent conflicts. Conflict resolution theory addresses 

the attention of how JV partners can use the board of directors to deal with conflicts and to 

achieve mutually consented goals. These two theories provide complementary rationale to 

explain the JV board structure, which will be discussed in detail in the following subsection. 

Taken as an exploratory study in an almost vacant research area, we put forward some 

tentative hypotheses for a testing purpose. 

Agency theory, conflict resolution theory, and JV boards 

The JV context we consider is that two or more parent companies pool resources in an 

independent entity and share their JV’s equity ownership. In view of agency theory, JV boards 

of directors are formed to monitor JV performance (Goodall & Warner, 2002) so as to protect 

the parent company’s interests from managerial encroachment; otherwise, JV managers would 

maximize their own utility through the JV, incurring loss of wealth to the parent company. On 
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the other hand, JV parent goal conflict is not a negligible issue because it is the source of JV 

strategic and operational conflicts, which may eventually lead to JV failure (Geringer & 

Hebert, 1989; Steensma et al., 2008). Thus, it is in the parent’s interests to assign outside 

directors and independent directors, rather than inside directors, to discipline managerial 

behavior and partner behavior of the JV. 

Agency theory and conflict resolution theory together provide arguments for how the JV 

board with inside directors is unable to improve JV performance. In contrast to non-JV boards, 

JV boards are challenged by three major issues which make them difficult to reveal the JV top 

management behavior and evaluate its performance. First, as noted by conflict theory, the JV 

directors may be appointed by partner companies that have different and even conflicting 

goals (Shenkar & Zeira, 1992). For example, whereas the local parent may prioritize on the 

development of new products, the foreign parent may prioritize on obtaining local market 

knowledge by selling established products. Goal conflicts may drive the board of directors 

representing different partners to make incongruent strategic decisions for the JV. Non-unified 

strategies can leave the JV top managers room to pursue their own interests, blaming bad 

outcomes on unclear strategy. Second, JV top management performance may be measured 

against different criteria defined by different parent companies (O’Donnell, 2000). For 

instance, the local parent company may take the introduction of new products as an important 

performance measure for the top manager, while the foreign parent company may take the 

increase of market size as a key performance indicator. Uncoordinated performance criteria 

may again give managers leeway to reduce effort. Third, there is a high level of outcome 

uncertainty for JV performance due to higher risks in partnership than sole ownership 

(Hennart & Reddy, 1997), and host country environmental differences (O’Donnell, 2000). 

Thus, international JVs experience a larger fluctuation in performance outcomes. High 

uncertainty in terms of performance causes some companies not to employ any performance 
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measure for their JV top managers (Frayne & Geringer, 1994; O’Donnell, 2000). These issues 

aggravate the agency problem, making the alignment of managers’ interests and 

shareholders/parents’ interests difficult. 

The board of directors with outside and independent directors can mitigate the agency 

problem and parent conflicts in the JV. Outside and independent directors in the JV can better 

protect the interest of the parent company, whereas inside directors cannot monitor managerial 

behavior without bias. Outside directors from the partner company can evaluate JV top 

managers in line with the parent company’s goals. Independent directors can take both 

parents’ goals into consideration, and make decisions that are seen impartial and acceptable to 

both sides. So, JV parent conflict may be reduced through the participation of independent 

directors. Thus, we have the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1. A higher degree of JV board independence will improve JV performance. 

Resource dependence theory 

In contrast to agency theory that views the board of directors as a monitoring body, 

resource dependence perspective views the board as a provider of resources (Hillman & 

Dalziel, 2003). Resource dependence theory is rooted in the assumption that differentiation 

and specialization of the organization drive its pursuit of resources from other organizations 

since self-sufficiency is not possible (Aldrich, 1976). Seeking resources from the external 

environment is indispensable for an organization’s survival and growth (Starbuck, 1965). 

Organizations may pursue external resources using a variety of strategies. These strategies can 

be either equity-based (e.g., a merger and acquisition or a JV), or non-equity based (such as 

through directors of the board) (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Boards of directors can be a good 

source of resources that cannot otherwise be obtained (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Boards of 

directors reduce the commitment of resources as mergers and JVs do – thus, are less costly 
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and more flexible in acquiring key resources for the organization (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

A board composed of members who can bring different and complementary resources can 

facilitate the organization to “internalize” resource dependence (Pfeffer, 1972). 

Boards of directors can bring a variety of resources through a set of activities, including 

bringing in information, skills and access to key constituents (Gales & Kesner, 1994), 

providing prestige and legitimacy (Pfeffer, 1972; Selznick, 1949), participating in the strategic 

decision process (Judge & Zeithaml, 1992), and linking the firm with important external 

entities and stakeholders (Hillman, Cannella & Paetzold, 2000). In a theoretical discussion of 

board functions, Hillman & Dalziel (2003) defined the resources brought by the board of 

directors as “board capital”, which consists of human capital (i.e., experience, expertise, and 

reputation) and relational capital (i.e., network of ties to other organizations). They claimed 

that board capital facilitates the provision of resources, which, in turn, promotes firm 

performance. 

Resource dependence theory and JV board 

Formation of the JV is based on equity contributions of JV sponsoring parents, which are 

determined by their contributed resources. Normally, the larger the value of contributed 

resources, the higher the equity share owned by a particular partner (Schaan, 1983). 

Contribution of resources can be either monetary, or non-monetary (e.g., rights for using land), 

and either explicit (e.g., equipment) or implicit (e.g., technical know-how). The initial 

contribution of resources determines the parent’s capability to influence JV decisions such as 

appointing managers and directors on the board (Child & Yan, 1999; Tretiak & Holzmann, 

1993). However, the influence in JVs is an on-going process rather than a one-shot action. 

That is, JV parents need to provide continuous contributions to the JV to exercise influence on 

it (Blodgett, 1991). Participation in the board of directors enables the parent to provide advice, 

expertise, and information for JV decisions (Björkman, 1995). The JV board functions as an 



11 
 

interaction, coordination, and negotiation platform between the parents and the JV to bring in 

key resources. Goodall & Warner (2002) found that the JV board provides a series of 

resources, such as participating in formulating the strategic plans, advising the JV’s 

management, facilitating the establishment of relationships with external parties, advising the 

parent’s management on their JV involvement, and providing knowledge of local conditions 

in a sample of 36 Sino-foreign JVs. Resource contributions can change the bargaining power 

of the partner, which increases its capability in influencing the other party’s decision variables 

(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). When potential conflicts exist, the party with stronger bargaining 

power can leverage its capability towards its preferences, thus reducing the intensity of 

conflicts (Lin & Germain, 1998). 

Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) suggested that boards of directors can provide four types of 

resources/benefits: (1) advice and counsel, (2) legitimacy, (3) information channels between 

the firm and external entities, and (4) support from external entities. In the following 

subsection, we will illustrate how these resources are related to different types of board of 

directors of the JV. 

Inside directors 

Inside directors usually serve as executives or take other key positions in the JV. Parent 

companies are keen on appointing key positions with their own people (Killing, 1983; Schaan, 

1983). Inside directors may have worked in the parent company prior to joining the JV; other 

inside directors are hired externally. For those directors with work experience in the parent 

company, their linkage with the parent enables them to bring valuable resources (e.g., 

expertise and information) to the JV, and provides channels of communication between the JV 

and the parent. For those directors hired externally, they may bring resources beyond what can 

be provided by the parent. Their industrial knowledge and market expertise can provide the 

JV with valuable resources to enhance JV competitiveness. 
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Outside directors 

As outside (or parent) directors take executive positions in parent-related companies, they 

can have extensive knowledge of the parent (and/or subsidiary) organization and are 

responsible for linking the parent (and/or other subsidiaries) with the JV. They are the key 

group for formulating and monitoring the JV strategic decisions, appointing and rewarding JV 

key personnel, and evaluating JV performance. They also feed back JV information to the 

parent company to facilitate parent decisions. Outside directors can help to bring resources, 

including market knowledge, technical expertise and managerial knowledge, to the JV. For 

instance, the JV may need technical expertise to upgrade its product lines. This can be 

provided by the parent through sending temporary experts with the purpose of training and 

knowledge transfer. The transfer of implicit knowledge cannot be obtained on the marketplace 

with negligible costs because it concerns the loss of organizational competitive advantage 

(Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984). It may be possible only when an equity relationship, for 

example a JV, is involved. On the other hand, parent companies are eligible to appoint 

directors on the board because of their equity ownership. This eligibility, for example, is 

stipulated in the JV law of China that parent companies shall appoint the board of directors. 

Independent directors – executive and expert directors 

Executive and expert directors include former or current executives of other external 

organizations such as vertically related companies, and professional experts (e.g., lawyers and 

bankers). Due to their experience in decision making in other organizations and their 

professional expertise (Baysinger & Butler, 1985), these directors bring knowledge of 

strategic decision making and internal operations to the JV. Their experience outside the JV 

enables them to provide alternative viewpoints, and provide access to vital resources (e.g., 

legal support and financial capital) so as to improve the JV’s proficiency in operating its local 

business. 
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Independent directors – local official directors 

Local officials may be involved in the JV board when the government owns a share of JV 

equity, or even without equity ownership. For example, the JV may be bridged by the local 

government. In exchange for the “favor”, the JV may invite local officials to sit on the board. 

Local officials bring many resources beyond pure business information. They have knowledge 

and experience with local government requirements and local practices. For a country as large 

as China with high regional diversification, whereas legislation stipulates general guidance on 

the national level, local practice is often at the discretion of the local government. Local 

practices may vary greatly across regions and provinces in China (Luo, 2001). Local officials 

can help to reduce uncertainties related to indigenous surroundings of the JV. Local officials 

may have connections and ties with important government organs. In an environment where 

relationships and social networks play an important role, local officials may often help the JV 

to circumvent external hindrance, dissolve complexities, and even gain favorable treatments. 

In summary, outside and independent directors may have more linkage to the external 

environment than inside directors. JVs benefit from the resources that outside and 

independent directors can bring. For example, Goodall & Warner’s (2002) study indicates that 

outside directors on the JV board can inform the JV management of local situations and legal 

liabilities and provide management expertise. Resource dependence perspective leads to a 

hypothesis similar to agency perspective regarding board independence. That is, board 

independence is positively associated with JV performance as hypothesis 1 predicts. 

Based on resource dependence theory, researchers argue that as the number and diversity 

of directors increase, the board is more capable in building up “external linkage” to bring in 

critical resources for the organization (Goodstein, Gautam & Boeker, 1994; Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978). A variety of directors may provide to the CEO a high quality of advice that is 

not available internally (e.g., Zahra & Pearce, 1989). Each of the outside and independent 



14 
 

directors brings different attributes, information, and linkages to the board (Baysinger & 

Butler, 1985; Kesner, 1988; Kosnik, 1990; Westphal & Zajac, 1997). Thus, the size and 

diversity of the board are positively associated with firm performance (Bethel & Liebeskind, 

1993; Goodstein, et al., 1994; Pfeffer, 1972, 1973). JVs need more diversified directors 

because the JV management may have limited product and managerial knowledge, industrial 

and market knowledge, and local experience and contacts. Outside and independent directors 

can help to fill in these gaps. Thus we suggest: 

Hypothesis 2. A larger JV board leads to better JV performance. 

Hypothesis 3. A more diversified JV board leads to better JV performance. 

Although the monitoring role, the conflict resolution role, and the resource provision role 

of the directors differ from each other, but in practice, directors may play all three roles at the 

same time (Johnson, Daily & Ellstrand, 1996; Lin & Germain, 1998). In the monitoring role, 

the board of directors serves to regulate internal managerial behavior. In the conflict 

resolution role, the board serves to balance the interests of multiple parents. In the resource 

provision role, the board serves to link the JV with external factors that generate external 

dependencies. These three roles are complementary to each other (Hillman, et al., 2000; 

Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Lin & Germain, 1998) in maximizing the interests of the partner 

companies (i.e., the shareholders). 

DATA  AND  METHODOLOGY 

Sample and data collection 

We collected data from 42 Sino-foreign equity JVs (EJVs)1 in 2007. Due to missing 

information of 4 companies, our hypotheses were tested using data collected from 38 JVs. A 

                                                        
1 It distinguishes EJVs from contractual JVs (CJVs) in China. EJVs differ from CJVs in that contribution 
made by EJV partners requires independent evaluation, while CJV partners themselves can determine the 
value of their contribution and their relevant equity in the JV. The EJV partner is entitled to share profit 
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questionnaire was completed by one person representing each JV during a personal interview. 

The interviews enabled us to probe the respondents’ in-depth thinking and guided our 

interpretation of certain phenomena (Schwab, 2005). As the business community in China 

was not accustomed to academic collaboration, face-to-face interaction enhanced 

understanding and motivated participation. The design of our questionnaire was modified 

slightly from that of Sim & Ali (1998, 2000). The instrument was translated, back-translated, 

and retranslated back into Chinese by a bilingual researcher. The interviews were conducted 

in either Chinese or English. Our interviewees were JV board members, JV general managers, 

deputy general managers, and senior executives (including both expatriates and locals). 

According to previous research, there is a significant correlation between the parent’s 

assessment of JV performance and that of the JV general manager (Geringer & Hebert, 1991). 

Our sample was comprised of 21 Sino-European JVs, 5 Sino-U.S., and 12 Sino-Asian 

(foreign parents were based in Japan or Singapore). The interviews were taken with 28 JVs 

located in Beijing, 2 in Shanghai, and 8 in other parts of China. The JVs represented a range 

of industries, including chemical products, machinery, electric technology and mechanical 

products, and vehicle parts. 

25 JVs had only two parents (one Chinese and one foreign), 9 JVs had three parents, 2 

had four parents, and the rest 2 had six parents. The JVs had between 1-20 years of 

commercial operation by 2007. In comparison, Goodall & Warner’s (2002) firms were 

between 1-16 years old and Björkman’s (1995) were between 1-11 years old. Our sample 

companies included both young JVs (e.g., 1 to 3 years in operation), and rather old JVs (e.g., 

more than 10 years in operation) (see Table 1). 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
based on the proportion of equity it owns, while the CJV’s profit sharing does not have to be tied to the 
partner’s equity stake (Devonshire-Ellis, et al., 2007). This study uses JVs to refer to EJVs. 
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Table 1. Age of JVs (Number of years in operation) 

Age Number of companies 

1-3 years 9 

4-10 years 10 

More than 10 years 19 

Total 38 

 

In terms of JV size, we elicited the information of annual sales and number of employees 

in 2006. The 2006 sales volume ranged from 210,000 Yuan RMB to 2,280,000,000 Yuan 

RMB with a median of 89,000,000 Yuan RMB. The JVs varied widely in the number of 

employees from 6 to 5,000 people with a median of 300 people. The big variety of sample 

companies regarding location, industry, and size was caused by the difficulty of gaining 

collaboration with companies. On the other hand, the advantage of selecting sample 

companies of different characteristics is that it strengthens the capability to generalize the 

research findings (Yin, 1989). A wide range of sample companies was also studied in previous 

research (e.g., Goodall & Warner, 2002; Kriger, 1988). 

24 JVs (63%) had foreign majority/major partners, 10 JVs (26%) had Chinese 

majority/major partners, and 4 JVs (11%) had 50-50 split equity.2 Over the years, foreign 

companies had the tendency to increase their share of equity in the JV. Conversely, Chinese 

partners had the tendency to decrease their equity. 

On average, the JV board of directors consisted of 6.29 directors (s.d. 1.78). In our 

sample companies, the majority had 5 directors (14 JVs: 37%), 6 (6 JVs: 16%) directors and 7 

(10 JVs: 26%) directors on the board. Compared with Björkman’s (1995) finding of an 

average of 7.64 directors in a sample of Sino-Western JVs, board size in our sample of 

                                                        
2 When there are only two JV partners (one Chinese and one German), the majority owner is the party that 
owns more than 50% of the equity. When there are more than two partners, the major owner is the party 
that owns more shares of equity than any other single partner. When there are only two JV partners, split 
equity refers to 50-50 distribution of equity between the partners. When more than two partners are 
involved, split equity refers to equal distribution of equity among all partners. 
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Sino-foreign JVs was relatively small. 13 JVs (34%) had only outside/independent directors, 

and the rest 25 JV boards (66%) were composed of both inside and outside directors. 

On average, the majority/major Chinese parents appointed 2.79 board members 

(including chairman) (s.d. 1.23) and the majority/major foreign parents appointed 3.37 board 

members (including chairman) (s.d. 1.42). In 22 JVs (58%), a majority of directors and 

chairman/chairmen represented the foreign parents. In 8 JVs (21%), a majority of the directors 

and chairman/chairmen represented the Chinese parents. For the remaining 8 JVs (21%), the 

foreign and Chinese parents appointed an equal number of directors (including chairman). 

9 JVs had one chairman to represent the JV partner. A majority (29 out of 38) of the JVs 

had two chairmen (one chairman and one vice chairman) on the board. Among the 9 JVs with 

one chairman, 7 of them represented the foreign partners and 2 represented the Chinese 

partners. Our sample shows that the majority owner was entitled to appoint the chairman, and 

the minority owner was entitled to appoint the vice chairman (if any). 10 JVs had one board 

meeting per year, 17 JVs had two board meetings, 3 JVs had three board meetings, and 2 JVs 

had four board meetings. Information on board meeting for 6 JVs was missing. 

Measures: dependent variables 

JV performance. Different from studies on the board of directors in general organizations, 

which have used market-based indicators and/or accounting-based financial indicators to 

measure company performance (Dalton et al., 1998), we used subjective assessment in the JV 

setting. It has been widely accepted to use subjective assessment to measure JV performance 

(Geringer & Hebert, 1989). JV performance was assessed using four subjective measures. 

First, the interviewee was asked to assess the overall performance of the JV on a 5-point scale 

in which “1” indicated that he/she was very dissatisfied, and “5” indicated that he/she was 

very satisfied’ (abbreviated as OverallSatisf). 



18 
 

Second, the interviewee was asked to indicate his/her assessment, from the viewpoints of 

the Chinese and foreign parents separately, on the level of achievement of: a) sales growth 

(SalesGrowthCPFP); b) market share (MarketShareCPFP); c) profits and dividends 

(ProfDividCPFP). Each of these three performance measures was coded using a scale in 

which “1” indicated that the level of achievement of the specific performance measure was far 

short of expectation, and “5” indicated that the level of achievement of the specific 

performance measure far exceeded expectation. In obtaining each of the latter three measures, 

the average score of the Chinese parent and the foreign parent’ views was computed. 

Measures: independent variables 

Board independence. Board independence was measured by the proportion of outside 

and independent directors (PropOutIndepDirectors). To compute the proportion of outside and 

independent directors, responses to the number of outside and independent directors of each 

JV were added, and then divided by the total number of directors of that JV. We combined the 

categories of outside and independent directors because no firm in our sample had an 

independent director. 

Board size. Board size was measured in terms of total number of directors (NrBoD). 

Control variables 

JV size. According to prior research, the two firm size measures – sales and number of 

employees – are highly associated. So we used the logarithmic transformation of the JV’s 

sales volume in 2006 (Sales) to represent firm size because sales was a more useful variable 

in our tests. 

JV equity. We predicted that whether the local Chinese parent owns the majority/major 

equity or the foreign parent owns the majority/major equity can make a difference in the JV 

performance. JV equity (Equity) measures the percentage of parent equity ownership. It was 
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used as a dummy variable, with the Chinese majority/major equity ownership assigned with a 

value of 0, and the foreign majority/major equity ownership assigned with a value of 1.  

Number of parents. Number of parents (NrParents) was measured by the number of 

sponsoring parents. 

We also wanted to control JV length (JVLength), which was measured in terms of 

number of years in operation of the JV. JV length may also be positively linked to JV 

performance – the longer the JV is in operation, the better its performance. However, we 

found statistically significant correlations between JV length and board size and sales in the 

correlations tests presented in Table 2. Also, collinearity diagnostics indicated the presence of 

multicollearity to an appreciable degree.3 Thus, we excluded JV length in the regression 

model illustrated below. 

Method specification 

We use multiple regression analysis to test the influence of board independence and board 

size on JV performance. The form of the regression equation can be written as: 

JV Performance = a + b1 * PropOutIndepDirectors + b2 * NrBoD + b3 * Sales + 

b4 * Equity + b5 * NrParents 

 

RESULTS 

Descriptive statistics and correlations for all of the variables are presented in Table 2.

                                                        
3 Specifically, the variance inflation factor (VIF) value for JV length is 1.89 (see Hair et al., 1998). 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlationsa 

 

Independent variables: PropOutIndepDirectors = proportion of outside and independent directors in relevance to total number of directors; NrBoD = number of board 
of directors. 
Control variables (tentative): NrParents = number of parent companies; Equity = majority/major equity ownership by the parent; JVLength = number of years in 
operation of JV; Sales = sales volume of JV in 2006. 
Dependent variables: OverallSatisf = level of overall satisfaction of the interviewee to the JV; SalesGrowthCPFP = the average score of the Chinese and foreign 
parents’ assessment on the level of achievement of sales growth of JV; MarketShareCPFP = the average score of the Chinese and foreign parents’ assessment on the 
level of achievement of market share of JV; ProfDividCPFP = the average score of the Chinese and foreign parents’ assessment on the level of achievement of profits 
and dividends of JV. 
a N = 38 
b Logarithm of 10 
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 

Variables Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. PropOutIndepDirectors 0.81 0.18 1          

2. NrBoD 6.29 1.78 -0.05 1         

3. NrParents 2.56 1.01 0.25 0.32 1        

4. Equity NA NA -0.35* -0.02 -0.30 1       

5. JVLength 9.08 5.12 -0.02 0.43** 0.25 -0.24 1      

6. Salesb 7.84 0.90 -0.19 0.26 -0.14 0.12 0.54** 1     

7. OverallSatisf 3.50 1.22 0.03 0.27 0.10 -0.05 0.35* 0.41* 1    

8. SalesGrowthCPFP 2.94 0.81 -0.24 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.44* 0.58** 0.62*** 1   

9. MarketShareCPFP 2.89 0.77 -0.29 -0.25 -0.32 0.11 0.09 0.25 0.46* 0.70*** 1  

10. ProfDividCPFP 2.88 1.02 -0.15 -0.07 0.33 -0.05 0.29 0.42* 0.45* 0.44* 0.55** 1 
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Table 3. Regression Models for Board Structure and JV Performance 

JV Performance = a + b1 * PropOutIndepDirectors + b2 * NrBoD + b3 * Sales + b4 * Equity + b5 * 
NrParentsa 

JV performance 
measures 

Intercept PropOutInd
epDirectors 

NrBoD Sales Equity NrParents F-Val. R2 Adj. R2 

OverallSatisf -3.99 

(2.43) 

2.69† 

(1.42) 

0.09 

(0.13) 

0.59* 

(0.24) 

-0.22 

(0.50) 

0.07  

(0.22) 

2.27† 0.33 0.19 

 

SalesGrowthCP
FP 

-0.76 

(1.65) 

0.02 

(1.02) 

-0.09 

(0.09) 

0.54** 

(0.16) 

-0.27 

(0.35) 

0.07 

(0.18) 

2.39† 0.41 0.24 

MarketShareCP
FP 

3.22 

(2.10) 

0.04 

(1.18) 

-0.22† 

(0.11) 

0.25 

(0.20) 

-0.13 

(0.43) 

-0.41 

(0.34) 

1.55 0.39 0.14 

ProfDividCPFP 0.12 

(1.87) 

-1.27 

(1.15) 

-0.22† 

(0.11) 

0.57** 

(0.19) 

-0.41 

(0.40) 

0.44† 

(0.21) 

3.47* 0.52 0.37 

Independent variables: PropOutIndepDirectors = proportion of outside and independent directors in 
relevance to total number of directors; NrBoD = number of board of directors. 
Control variables: Sales = sales volume of JV in 2006; Equity = majority/major equity ownership by the 
parent; NrParents = number of parent companies. 
Dependent variables: OverallSatisf = level of overall satisfaction of the interviewee to the JV; 
SalesGrowthCPFP = the average score of the Chinese and foreign parents’ assessment on the level of 
achievement of sales growth of JV; MarketShareCPFP = the average score of the Chinese and foreign 
parents’ assessment on the level of achievement of market share of JV; ProfDividCPFP = the average score 
of the Chinese and foreign parents’ assessment on the level of achievement of profits and dividends of JV. 
aEntries represent unstandardized regression coefficients for all variables with N = 38. Standard errors in 
parentheses. 
† p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
 

Table 3 presents the results of regressions models used to test the hypothesized effects of 

hypotheses 1 and 2. Summarizing the results, the table indicates that three of the four 

regressions which examine our hypothesized effects of board independence and board size on 

JV performance measures have F-values significant at the 0.10 level or beyond. Of these three 

regressions, one regression derives significant explanatory power from board independence, 

and one regression derives significant explanatory power from board size. We note from Table 

2 that there is a positive correlation between the proportion of outside and independent 

directors and JV equity (-0.35, p < 0.05). However, diagnostic tests did not indicate the 

presence of multicollinearity to any appreciable degree. 

Table 3 indicates support to hypothesis 1 when JV performance is measured by overall 

satisfaction. The evidence is consistent with our expectation regarding the positive influence 
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of board independence on overall satisfaction (b = 2.69, p < 0.10). Table 3 does not indicate 

support to board independence and board size on performance measured by the achievement 

of sales growth. As mentioned above, the F-value was not significant for the regression with 

performance measured by the achievement of market share. Table 3 indicates that there is 

statistically significant association between board size and performance measured by the 

achievement of profits and dividends (b = -0.22, p < 0.10). However, contrary to hypothesis 2, 

the sign for the regression coefficient was negative. This indicates that a bigger board 

decreases profits and dividends. 

Hypothesis 3 suggested that a more diversified board will improve JV performance. As 

discussed above, in our sample JVs, all external directors represented the parent companies 

and there were no independent directors who were governmental officials, outside executives 

or professional experts. Thus, hypothesis 3 is not supported. This shows that the JVs are 

dependent on the parent companies for necessary resources rather than other external parties 

to a substantial and indispensible degree. 

DISCUSSION 

This study has endeavored to extend the discussion of boards of directors in conventional 

organizations to the context of JVs. Both theories need to be developed and empirical tests be 

conducted. With the development of insights in the research of boards of directors in common 

organizations, research on the board of subsidiaries (including JVs) should build up its 

theoretical rationale by considering their characteristics, such as equity structure, relationship 

of major shareholders, and incentives for board supervision. This research advances a step 

further by integrating resource dependence theory and agency theory to explain the 

composition of the JV board and its impact on JV performance. Different from common 

organizations, JVs concern separation of control between the partner companies. The 

tendency to use the board to resolve parent conflicts invites additional rationale from conflict 
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resolution theory. 

We found support that JV board independence enhances overall performance. In support 

of our theoretical arguments, board independence improves the monitoring of the managers 

and the collaborating partners, and brings more resources to the JV. However, there was a lack 

of such support when performance was measured by the other three indicators. Also, board 

size was proved to negatively affect the achievement level of profits and dividends. This was 

contradictory to our predicted direction. It may be explained that a bigger board reduces the 

parent’s agreement of allocating dividends. 

In an earlier study, Kriger (1988) suggested that wholly owned subsidiaries bring 

knowledgeable independent directors to sit on the board, who can guide and advise 

management on the local environment and development. Viewing from the resource 

dependence perspective, the board of directors is a good source to bring resources (such as 

technical expertise and local market knowledge) to the JV. However, there were only outside 

directors but no independent directors in our sample JVs. This indicates that directors from 

the partners have taken the role in bringing in the necessary information and connections. In 

contrast, external organizations (e.g., government organs) were not as important to the JVs as 

the parent companies regarding resource provision. The essence of joining efforts in forming 

the JV is to utilize the special resources brought by each partner. Thus, the composition of the 

board of directors has been pre-determined regarding the trust on the partner’s capabilities in 

providing diverse capabilities and resources. 

On the other hand, it may be of greater concern of how the JV partner could best exercise 

its rights and exerts influence over JV decisions. To occupy the board seats with parent 

executives was an effective mechanism to balance the parent’s power vis-à-vis the 

counterparty and to better control the JV management. Instead of giving seats to independent 

directors, it is in the parent’s best interest to appoint its own people to sit on the JV board. 
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From the agency perspective, monitoring can be exercised by appointing parent 

representatives on the board. Due to a lack of board diversity, we could not provide support to 

the relationship between board diversity and JV performance. 

In summary, despite the theoretical temptation, we obtained limited empirical support to 

the theories on which this research is based. This may be explained by the following reasons. 

First, research findings on the board composition-performance relationship in conventional 

corporations is messy and inconclusive (Dalton, et al., 1998). As the meta-analysis of Dalton, 

et al. (1998) suggests that better models be employed by, for example, examining the 

moderating influences rather than only focuse on the surface of the composition-performance 

relationship. JVs have their own structural characteristics, such as shared ownership and 

parent appointed managers, which may be integrated in the building of the model. 

The second reason concerns the difficulty of selecting appropriate performance measures 

for the JV. Oftentimes, the choice of performance measures affects the results of investigation. 

As mentioned above, researchers have used market-based measures and/or accounting-based 

indicators to evaluate firm financial performance (Dalton et al., 1998). But JVs in China are 

normally not public companies. Thus, almost no public information on market-based and 

accounting-based performance for JVs was available. Instead, subjective evaluation was used 

as a proxy of JV performance, which has been widely accepted by JV researchers (Beamish, 

1984; Geringer & Hebert, 1989; Killing, 1983; Yeheskel, et al., 2001). Nevertheless, the 

suitability of using subjective evaluation to replace market-based and accounting-based 

performance remains questionable for the board research. Regarding the subjective measure, 

there are concerns on the use of a general single measure versus a composite measure (Ding, 

1997; Killing, 1983). Following Pangarkar & Klein (2004), we used four single measures: 

overall satisfaction with the JV performance, the achievement levels of sales growth, market 

share, and profits and dividends. But the negative direction of the relationship between board 
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size and the achievement of profits and dividends in contradiction to our prediction may have 

exposed the imperfection of our performance measure(s). 

We suggest that, in the JV board context, performance measures be linked to the roles 

played by the board following the rationale of the theory. For example, as resource 

dependence theory proposes that the board of directors primarily practice the role of bringing 

in resources. In that case, JV performance should capture the benefits due to resource 

acquisition. For instance, performance measures may include access to local market, access to 

capital and acquisition of technical expertise. This helps to evaluate the more direct effect of 

JV boards on performance within the structure of the theoretical argument. 

Though, as noted early, the parent’s assessment of JV performance is correlated with the 

assessment of the JV general manager (Geringer & Hebert, 1991), ideally, we should have 

interviewed JV board members and parent executives, but due to resource and time 

constraints, we could not reach them. Further research may consider drawing a sample from 

board members and parent company executives, in part because they have fuller information 

on how the JV board functions, what its challenges are, and what solutions are available. 

While we boast our first-hand data using questionnaires which enabled us to answer more 

focused questions on the JV board of directors, considering the constraint of sample size, we 

take this research as an exploratory study aiming to open the discussion of an interesting area 

of research.



26 
 

REFERENCES 

Aldrich, H. E. 1976. Resource dependence and interorganizational relations: Local 
employment service offices and social services sector organizations. Administration & 
Society, 7(4): 419-454. 

Arrow, K. J., Mnookin, R. H., Ross, L., Tversky, A., & Wilson, R. B. (Eds.). 1995. Barriers to 
conflict resolution. New York: W. W. Norton & Company. 

Barney, J. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 
Management, 17(1): 99-120. 

Barnhart, S. W., Marr, M. W., & Rosenstein, S. 1994. Firm performance and board 
composition: Some new evidence. Managerial and Decision Economics, 15(4): 
329-340. 

Baysinger, B. D., & Butler, H. N. 1985. Corporate governance and the board of directors: 
Performance effects of changes in board composition. Journal of Law, Economics and 
Organization, 1(1): 101-124. 

Beamish, P. W. 1984. Joint venture performance in developing countries. Unpublished PhD 
dissertation, Richard Ivey School of Business, University of Western Ontario, Ontario, 
Canada. 

Berle, A. A., & Means, G. C. 1932. The modern corporation and private property. New York: 
Macmillan. 

Bethel, J. E., & Liebeskind, J. 1993. The effects of ownership structure on corporate 
restructuring. Strategic Management Journal, 14(1): 15-31. 

Björkman, I. 1995. The board of directors in Sino-Western joint ventures. Corporate 
Governance, 3(3): 156-166. 

Blodgett, L. L. 1991. Partner contributions as predictors of equity share in international joint 
ventures. Journal of International Business Studies, 22(1): 63-78. 

Boyd, B. 1990. Corporate linkages and organizational environment: A test of the resource 
dependence model. Strategic Management Journal, 11(6): 419-430. 

Brickley, J. A., & James, C. 1987. The takeover market, corporate board composition, and 
ownership structure: The case of banking. Journal of Law and Economics, 30(1): 
161-180. 

Buckley, P. J., & Casson, M. 2002. A theory of cooperation in international business. In F. J. 
Contractor & P. Lorange (Eds.), Cooperative strategies in international business: Joint 
ventures and technology partnerships between firms. Oxford: Elsevier Science. 

Child, J., & Faulkner, D. 1998. Strategies of co-operation: Managing alliances, networks, 
and joint ventures. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Child, J., & Yan, Y. 1999. Investment and control in international joint ventures: The case of 
China. Journal of World Business, 34(1): 3-15. 

Conyon, M., & Peck, S. 1998. Board control, remuneration committees, and top management 
compensation. Academy of Management Journal, 41(2): 146-157. 

Daily, C. M., Johnson, J. L., Ellstrand, A. E., & Dalton, D. R. 1998. Compensation committee 
composition as a determinant of CEO compensation. Academy of Management Journal, 
41(2): 209-220. 



27 
 

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. 

Deutsch, M. 1949. A theory of cooperation and competition. Human Relations, 2(2): 
129-152. 

Deutsch, M. 1973. The resolution of conflict: Constructive and destructive processes. New 
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press. 

Deutsch, M., & Coleman, P. T. (Eds.). 2000. The handbook of conflict resolution: Theory 
and practice. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Base Publishers. 

Devonshire-Ellis, C., Hoffman, R., Vettoretti, A., Zhang, S., Ma, E., & Bi, M. 2007. Setting 
up joint ventures in China. Hong Kong: China Briefing Media Ltd. 

Ding, D. Z. 1997. Control, conflict, and performance: A study of U.S.-Chinese joint ventures. 
Journal of International Marketing, 5(3): 31-45. 

Dymsza, W. A. 1988. Success and failures of joint ventures in developing countries: Lessons 
from experience. In F. Contractor & P. Lorange (Eds.), Cooperative strategies in 
international business: 403-424. Lexington: Lexington Books. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management 
Review, 14(1): 57-74. 

Evan, W., & MacDougall, J. 1967. Interorganizational conflict: A labor–management 
bargaining experiment. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 11(4): 398–413. 

Fama, E. 1980. Agency problems and the theory of the firm. Journal of Political Economy, 
88(2): 288-307. 

Fey, C. F., & Beamish, P. W. 1999. Strategies for managing Russian international joint venture 
conflict. European Management Journal, 17(1): 99-106. 

Frayne, C. A., & Geringer, J. M. 1994. A social cognitive approach to examining joint venture 
general manager performance. Group and Organization Management, 19(2): 240-262. 

Frazier, G., & Summers, J. 1984. Interfirm influence strategies and their application within 
distribution channels. Journal of Marketing, 48(3): 43-55. 

Friedmann, W. G., & Beguin, J. P. 1971. Joint international business ventures in developing 
countries. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Gales, L. M., & Kesner, I. F. 1994. An analysis of board of director size and composition in 
bankrupt organizations. Journal of Business Research, 30(3): 271-282. 

Geringer, J. M., & Hebert, L. 1989. Control and performance of international joint ventures. 
Journal of International Business Studies, 20(2): 235-254. 

Geringer, J. M., & Hebert, L. 1991. Measuring performance of international joint ventures. 
Journal of International Business Studies, 22(2): 249-263. 

Goodall, K., & Warner, M. 2002. Corporate governance in Sino-foreign joint ventures in the 
PRC: The view of Chinese directors. Journal of General Management, 27(3): 77-92. 

Goodstein, J., & Boeker, W. 1991. Turbulence at the top: A new perspective on governance 
structure changes and strategic change. Academy of Management Journal, 34(2): 
306-330. 

Goodstein, J., Gautam, K., & Boeker, W. 1994. The effects of board size and diversity on 



28 
 

strategic change. Strategic Management Journal, 15(3): 241-250. 

Habib, G. 1987. Measures of manifest conflict in international joint ventures. Academy of 
Management Journal, 30(4): 808-816. 

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. 1998. Multivariate data analysis 
(5th ed.). Prentice Hall: New Jersey. 

Harrigan, K. R. 1986. Managing for joint venture success. Lexington, MA: Lexington 
Books. 

Hennart, J.-F. 1988. A transaction costs theory of equity joint ventures. Strategic 
Management Journal, 9(4): 361-374. 

Hennart, J.-F., & Reddy, S. 1997. The choice between mergers/acquisitions and joint ventures: 
The case of Japanese investors in the United States. Strategic Management Journal, 
18(1): 1-12. 

Hillman, A. J., Cannella, A. A., & Paetzold, R. L. 2000. The resource dependence role of 
corporate directors: Strategic adaptation of board composition in response to 
environmental change. Journal of Management Studies, 37(2): 235-255. 

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. 

Janger, A. K. 1980. Organization of international joint ventures. New York: The Conference 
Board. 

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. 1976. Theory of the firm: Management behavior, agency 
costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4): 305-360. 

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

Judge, W. Q., & Zeithaml, C. P. 1992. Institutional and strategic choice perspectives on board 
involvement in the strategic decision process. Academy of Management Journal, 35(4): 
766-794. 

Julian, C. C. 2008. Joint venture conflict: The case of Thai international joint ventures. 
Journal of Asia-Pacific Business, 9(1): 6-27. 

Kesner, I. F. 1988. Directors’ characteristics and committee membership: An investigation of 
type, occupation, tenure, and gender. Academy of Management Journal, 31(1): 66-84. 

Killing, J. P. 1983. Strategies for joint venture success. New York: Praeger. 

Kogut, B. 1989. The stability of joint ventures: Reciprocity and competitive rivalry. Journal 
of Industrial Economics, 38(2): 183-198. 

Kosnik, R. D. 1990. Effects of board demography and directors’ incentives on corporate 
greenmail decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 33(1): 129-150. 

Kriger, M. P. 1988. The increasing role of subsidiary boards in MNCs: An empirical study. 
Strategic Management Journal, 9(4): 347-360. 

Leksell, L., & Lindgren, U. 1982. The board of directors in foreign subsidiaries. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 13(1): 27-38. 

Lin, X., & Germain, R. 1998. Sustaining satisfactory joint venture relationships: The role of 
conflict resolution strategy. Journal of International Business Studies, 29(1): 179-196. 



29 
 

Luo, Y. 2001. Strategy, structure, and performance of MNCs in China. Library of Congress. 

O’Donnell, S. W. 2000. Managing foreign subsidiaries: Agents of headquarters, or an 
interdependent network? Strategic Management Journal, 21(5): 525-548. 

Pangarkar, N., & Klein, S. 2004. The impact of control on international joint venture 
performance: A contingency theory. Journal of International Marketing, 12(3): 
86-107. 

Pfeffer, J. 1972. Size and composition of corporate boards of directors: The organization and 
its environment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(2): 218-228. 

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

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

Pondy, L. R. 1967. Organizational conflict: Concepts and models. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 12(2): 296-320. 

Pruitt, D. G. 1981. Negotiation behavior. New York: Academic Press. 

Rindova, V. 1999. What corporate boards have to do with strategy: A cognitive perspective. 
Journal of Management Studies, 36(7): 953-975. 

Schaan, J.-L. 1983. Parent control and joint venture success: The case of Mexico. 
Unpublished PhD dissertation, Richard Ivey School of Business, University of Western 
Ontario, Ontario, Canada. 

Schellenger, M. H., Wood, D. D., & Tashakori, A. 1989. Board of director composition, 
shareholder wealth, and dividend policy. Journal of Management, 15(3): 457-467. 

Schwab, D. P. 2005. Research methods for organizational studies (2nd ed.). New York: 
Psychology Press. 

Selznick, P. 1949. TVA and the grass roots: A study of the sociology of formal organizations. 
New York: Harper & Row. 

Shenkar, O., & Zeira, Y. 1992. Role conflict and role ambiguity of chief executive officers in 
international joint ventures. Journal of International Business Studies, 23(1): 55-75. 

Sim, A. B., & Ali, M. Y. 1998. Performance of international joint ventures from developing 
and developed countries: An empirical study in a developing country context. Journal 
of World Business, 33(4): 357-377. 

Sim, A. B., & Ali, M. Y.  2000. Determinants of stability of international joint ventures: 
Evidence from a developing country context. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management, 17(4): 373-397. 

Starbuck, W. H. 1965. Organizational growth and development. In J. G. March (Ed.), 
Handbook of organizations: 451-533. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Steensma, H. K., Barden, J. Q., Dhanaraj, C., Lyles, M., & Tihanyi, L. 2008. The evolution 
and internationalization of international joint ventures in a transitioning economy. 
Journal of International Business Studies, 39(3): 491-507. 

Thomas, K. J. 1976. Conflict and conflict management. In M. Dunnette (Ed.), Handbook of 
industrial and organizational psychology: 889-935. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Tretiak, L. D., & Holzmann, K. 1993. Operating joint ventures in China. Hong Kong: 



30 
 

Economic Intelligence Unit. 

Walton, R. E. 1966. Theory of conflict in lateral organizational relationships. In J. R. 
Lawrence (Ed.), Operational research and the social sciences: 409-428. London: 
Tavistock. 

Walton, R. E., & Dutton, J. 1969. The management of interdepartmental conflict: A model 
and review. Administrative Science Quarterly, 14(1), 73–84. 

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5(2): 
171-180. 

Westphal, J., & Zajac, E. 1997. Defections from the inner circle: Social exchange, reciprocity, 
and the diffusion of board independence in US corporations. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 42(1): 161-183. 

Yan, A. M., & Gray, B. 1994. Bargaining power, management control, and performance in 
United States-China joint ventures: A comparative case study. Academy of Management 
Journal, 37(6): 1478-1517. 

Yan, A. M., & Zeng, M. 1999. International joint venture instability: A critique of previous 
research, a reconceptualization, and directions for future research. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 30(2): 397–415. 

Yeheskel, O., Zeira, Y., Shenkar, O., & Newburry, W. 2001. Parent company dissimilarity and 
equity international joint venture effectiveness. Journal of International Management, 
7(2): 81-104. 

Yin, R. K. 1989. Case study research: Design and methods. Chicago: Dryden. 

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


