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AbstrAct

After the liberalisation and globalisation, corporate governance is also gaining ground. It has brought a huge 
change in Indian market. In order to cope up with International markets, one of the most powerful factor for 
advancement of firms is corporate governance. One of the most prestigious issue discussed in the literature 
is board size and its impact on company’s performance Keeping this thing in mind, the present study seeks 
to scrutinize the effect of size of board on firm’s performance of 42 Indian companies registered in NSE 
50 Index for 2011-12 to 2015-16. The pearson correlation and pooled OLS, fixed effect and random effect 
regression analysis has been performed to check the same. Hausman test has also been done to select the best 
fit model. The study supports stewardship theory. The findings show that size of board has adverse effect on 
the company’s performance using market based measures and has no effect on the organization performance 
using accounting based measures. The study recommends that average board size of the company should be 
reduced from 12 to 10.

Keywords: Board size, firm performance, corporate governance, TOBIN’s Q.

IntroductIon1. 

After the liberalisation and globalisation, corporate governance is also gaining ground. It has brought a huge 
change in Indian market. We are facing lot of competition from MNCs. In order to cope up with these 
markets, one of the most powerful factor for advancement of firms is corporate governance. Corporate 
governance is basically the processes and rules to be followed by organization so as to assures the shareholders 
of fair returns on amount they have invested in the organization. In India, corporate governance structure 
is the fusion of Anglo Saxon and bank dominated system. The leverage of the Indian companies is very 
high. We have huge dependency on outside sources of finance. The growing number of scams witnessed in 
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distinct developed countries lead to the failure of numerous companies. Lot of emphasize in the literature 
has been placed on board characteristics and it has been linked to company’s performance. Out of the 
various board characteristics studied and empirically tested, the most important aspect is size of the board. 
The total directors in the board of directors of the company are referred to as size of the board. Majority of 
research has come from US, Europe and Japan. The least disclosure practices followed by the companies 
in India has lead to research in this area at beginning stage (Goswami, 2000). Based on the above-stated 
arguments numerous of empirical research have resulted in diverse countries; but no agreement has been 
arrived at. The findings of some of the major studies are integrated in the following section.

LItErAturE rEVIEW2. 

Various studies provide different view points on in case the size of the board has any effect on performance 
of the companies. Some studies are of the belief that more the board size, positive is the influence on the 
organization performance. Kalsie and Shrivastava (2016) argued that relationship amid size of board as 
well as performance of organization is optimistic, where performance of the organization is computed 
via Tobin’s Q, ROA, ROCE, MBVR and sample includes 145 Indian companies indexed on NSE CNX 
200 for the time period of 2008 to 2012. Mana et. al., (2016) empirically tested the 42 Indian companies 
listed in Crisil NSE index of NSE for 5 years to check the liaison amid size of the board and Tobin’q, 
ROCE, Cash Earnings per share & Market value added and discovered affirmative association amid the 
two. Furthermore, average board size of sample companies is 12 throughout the study period. Das and 
Dey (2016) analyzed the effect corporate governance variables have on performance of the company after 
implementation of companies’ act 2013 with board size as one of the independent variable by taking 75 large 
cap companies listed on BSE 100 for the year ended 2014 and found positive influence when calculated by 
Tobin’s Q. Sullivan and Hassan (2016) investigated the largest 150 US bank holding companies previously 
and at the time of financial deadlock for term of 10 years and proved affirmative association amid size 
of the board and the performance of the organization earlier to the deadlock but at the time of financial 
deadlock board size got inversely impacted. Ntim et. al., (2015) analysed 169 non financial South African 
firms as at 31st December 2011 and observed that interrelationship among board size and Tobin’s Q is 
optimistic. Bhatt & Bhattacharya (2015) checked the relationship of 114 IT companies listed on either 
BSE or NSE for the period 2006-11 and also concluded with affirmative relationship among the two when 
calculated by Tobin’s Q. Jackling and Johl (2009) selected top 180 companies by market capitalization as 
on 31st March 2006 and proved that there is a optimist interrelationship among the board size and Tobin 
Q. Belkhir (2009) studied the data of 174 US Banks over the period 1995-2002 and established an positive 
association enclosed size of the board as well as performance of organization as calculated via ROA along 
with Tobin’s Q. setia-Atmaja (2008) investigated the Australian firms and came to conclusion about the 
affirmative relationship among the board size & firm performance (Tobin’s Q). Dahya and McConnell (2007) 
inspected the impact of modification in composition of the board on the company’s performance in UK 
after Cadbury committee recommendations by considering 1124 companies enrolled on LSE in between 
1989-96 and found significant improvement in the company’s performance by expanding the board size. 
Abor and Biekpe (2007) assessed the performance of 120 SMEs in Ghana after the adoption of corporate 
governance structures during the six year period i.e. 1998- 2003 to know the relationship amid board size and 
performance of comapnies measured through ROA and found the association to be optimistic. Diwedi & 
Jain (2005) found a weak positive interrelationship amid size of the board along with corporate performance 
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as computed by Tobin’s Q by selecting 364 Indian companies listed on BSE for the period of 1997-2001. 
Nicholson &. Kiel (2003) examined top 348 companies by market capitalization registered in Australian 
stock exchange during the period 1996 and found positive association amid board size and performance 
of organization computed through Tobin’s Q together with ROA. Kathuria and Dash (1999) based on 
the empirical investigation of 504 Indian companies belonging to 18 Industry groups for the period of 1 
year i.e. 1994-95 suggested that size of the board exerts a affirmative influence on corporate performance 
as per accounting measures ROA.Also, enhancement in the magnitude of the company leads to decline 
in contribution of the additional board member. Pearce and Zahra (1992) recommended that more the 
board size, more is the capacity of the company to understand and answer to different stakeholders and 
are tougher to manipulate as compared to boards with fewer seats by doing primary study of 119 fortune 
500 industrial companies during the year 1983-89.

On the contrary, some authors argued board size to be smaller and provided contradicting arguments 
against the affirmative influence of size of the board on company’s performance. They discovered size of the 
board to have dampening influence on performance of the companies. Ngugen et. al., (2015) demonstrated 
the inverse impact of board size on company’s performance by taking 1141 Australian companies for the 
term 2001-2011 and showed that earlier performance of the leads to significant rise in board size which 
ultimately leads to dwindling operating performance and more operating costs. Srivastava (2015) undertook 
164 registered Indian firms during the period of financial crisis of 2008-2009 and proved that size of 
the board has adverse outcome on performance of organization. Dharmadasa (2014) probed into the 
relationship of 189 Sri Lankan companies for the year ended 2013 and found adverse effect of board size 
on performance of companies. Al-Saidi & Al-Shammari(2013) tested the liaison amid board characteristics 
and organization performance (one of the variable as board size) of 9 listed Kuwait banks over the period 
of 5 years i.e. 2006-10 and proved adverse association amid two. Kumar and Singh (2013) studied 176 
companies registered on BSE 200 for the period of 2008-09 during the time of global financial crisis and 
came to the conclusion that there is adverse association among size of the board as well as organization 
performance as computed via Tobin’s Q. Furthermore, it is not as much of inverse for bigger companies 
than smaller ones. Elsayeed (2011) studied 92 firms of Egypt for the period 2000-04 and found that board 
size effect corporate performance (Tobin’s Q) when CEO as well as chairman are not alike and adversely 
affect organization performance when CEO and chairman are same. Connell & Cramer (2010) examined 44 
firms of Ireland and found unfavourable association amid the size of board and performance of companies 
Secondly, the relationship is found to be less negative for small sized firms. Guest (2009) analysed 2,746 
companies registered in UK between the timeframe of 1981-2002 and recommended that size of the board 
has adverse influence on firm performance especially big firms with large size. Garg (2007) proved that size 
of the board is adversely interrelated to performance of companies by taking 164 Indian companies from 
BSE 200 for 6 financial years from 1997-2003. The author recommended the ideal board size to be six. 
Staikouras, et. al., (2007) demonstrated the negative effect of size of board taking place on performance of 
companies by analyzing the 100 large European banks for the period 2000-2004. Ghosh (2006) empirically 
investigated 127 listed Indian companies during 2003 and concluded that size of board tend to effect the 
performance of companies adversely. Maka and Kusnadi (2005) also favour unaffirmative effect of board 
size on company’s performance by considering 230 firms of Singapore and Malyasia for the year 1999-
2000. Hermalin and Weisbach (2001) believed that lesser board size are more better than huge board size 
as it moves into more symbolic role rather than performing their basic functions. Conyon and Peck (1998) 
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did a study on 5 countries of Europe i.e. United Kingdom, France, Netherlands, Denmark, and Italy over 
5 years i.e. 1990-95 measured with ROE & Tobin’s Q and came to the conclusion that size of board has 
reverse association with organization performance.

Besides these two opposing views, few studies have found no relationship amid size of board as well 
as organization performance. Darko et. al., (2016) empirically tested 20 out of 34 firms registered in Ghana 
stock exchange for 5 years and found no interrelationship among the size of board along with performance 
of companies computed via ROA, ROE, Tobin’s Q and net profit margin because of the lesser board size. 
Mehrotra(2016) considered that firm performance is independent of board size by taking 100 companies 
registered in US for the period 2008-13. Bishnoi and Devi Sh (2015) studied 42 foreign firms listed on S & 
P CNX 500 in NSE for the period 2005-12 and discovered no interrelationship amid size of board as well 
as organization performance. Gaur et.al.(2015) checked the association of 145 companies registered in US 
for the period 2004-07 and established that size of board has positive influence on company’s performance, 
computed by ROA, ROE and ROS but in companies with huge amount of concentration of ownership, the 
positive impact of board size is reduced. Haji (2014) established no association amid size of board as well 
as company’s performance of 85 registered companies in Malaysia for 2 periods i.e. 2006 and 2009 after 
the amendment made in corporate Governance in 2007 which further concluded that revision in 2007 may 
not be as productive as it should have been. Yammeesri and Herath(2010) discovered no association amid 
size of board as well as organization performance by taking 245 companies registered in Thailand for 2004 
because of the belief that benefits of huge board would be compensated by the increased costs. Ehikioya 
(2009) analysed the affect of corporate Governance on company’s performance for 107 companies in Nigeria 
over the years 1998-2002 and denied any liaison amid size of board and organization performance. Rose 
(2005) assessed 116 companies of Denmark over the years 1998-2001 and concluded that board size shows 
the impact on firm performance only when the firm faces financial difficulties or a major threat otherwise 
in normal circumstances it does not show any impact. Bonn (2004) assessed 84 manufacturing companies 
registered in Australian stock Exchange amid the period 1999 and 2003 and found no relationship between 
the two. The proficiency and information base that is brought to the board in the firm is important to enhance 
the performance. Hossain et.al.(2001) explored the influence of companies act 1993 on the association 
amid size of board and organization performance and documented that increase in total directors doesn’t 
lead any changes in the interrelationship among board size and company’s performance. Barnhart (1994) 
indicated Curvi linear relationship among size of board as well as organization performance of 369 firms 
in 1990, where firm’s performance is measured through MBV.

tHEorEtIcAL FrAMEWorK3. 

Board size cannot be explained by a single theory. There are different theories with regard to it e.g. agency 
theory, stewardship theory along with resource dependency theory. Agency theory is related with matching 
the goals of shareholders as well as managers (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) since it is quite possible that 
goals of both owners and managers might contradict to each other (Fama and Jensen, 1983). Managers 
may give priority of their own goals over the goals of owners so we need to keep the check over the work 
of managers to control agency costs. So large board size will improve firm performance (Fama and Jensen, 
1983). Resource dependence theory admits that board establishes the link between company and external 
resources required by the firm to maximise its performance. Large boards make available scarce resources 
for the firm due to connections with the people belonging to the same industry or different Industry. So 
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the size of board will ultimately improve the performance of organization. As against this, stewardship 
theory believes that managers are appointed to benefit the company. so, they always work for the welfare 
of the company and thats why they are regarded as trustworthy individuals. So, smaller the board size, more 
effective it is and thus there is no need for enlarged size of the board. Thus, this theory supports negative 
relationship amid size of board and performance of organization.

rEsEArcH MEtHodoLoGY4. 

objective and Hypothesis

The objective of current study is to examine the influence of size of board on firm performance of 
companies of India.

null Hypotheses: H0: The board size has an insignificant effect on company’s performance.

Alternate Hypotheses: H1: The Board size has significant positive effect on company’s performance.

Variables

Independent variable: In the present study, the key explanatory variable is Board size. The total directors 
in the board of directors of the company are referred to as size of the board. It comprises of executive & 
non executive directors. Ideal board size is not same for all companies. It is widely contended that while 
the size of board affects the quality of decisions, more information sharing build vast links with external 
surrounding, procure more scarce assets, on the other hand, it leads to communications and coordination 
problems, higher free-loader obstacles and knowledge sharing cost, less expression of notion and thoughts 
(Goel and Sharma, 2017). The frequency distribution of board size is depicted in Table 1.

table 1 
Frequency distribution of board size

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
No. of 
Firms % Age No. of 

Firms % age No. of 
Firms % Age No. of 

Firms % Age No. of 
Firms % Age

Less than 6
6-9
10-12
13-15
More than 15

0
7
12
11
12

0
16.67%
28.57%
26.19%
28.57%

0
4
11
18
9

0
9.52%
26.19%
42.86%
21.43%

0
3
15
14
10

0
7.14%
35.71%
33.33%
23.81%

0
3
18
12
9

0
7.14%
42.86%
28.57%
21.43%

0
3
23
10
6

0
7.14%
54.76%
23.81%
14.28%

Total 42 100 42 100 42 100 42 100 42 100
Average 13.45 13.6 13.79 13.05 12.69

Source: Author’s compilation

dependent variable: The performance of the firm is taken as dependent variable. Performance variables 
include efficiency and performance, growth of assets, income and profitability measures i.e. financial 
measures (Bishnoi and Devi Sh, 2015). Using the predominant approach, we have measured the financial 
performance of the companies. Financial performance is further subdivided into two parts- accounting as 
well as market based measures. Accounting measures reflects the previous performance of the companies. 
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Market based measures represents future prospects of the company. Tobin’s q and MBVR are market based 
measures. ROA and ROCE are used as accounting based measures. Table-2 depicts the studies from the 
literature which had included these variables.

Tobin’s Q, developed by James Tobin, manifests the worth shareholders allocates to a company’s 
assets depended on estimated growth potential in the time to come and is a good proxy for company’s 
competitive advantage. Tobin’s Q is calculated as market value of equity aggregated with book value of 
debts as well as preference shares divided by total assets. MBVR simply compares the company’s current 
market price with its book value. It is equal to market value of equity divided by book value of equity. ROA 
is calculated by dividing a company’s profit before depreciation, interest, tax and amortisation (PBDITA) by 
its total assets. It reveals how much income a management can earn with one rupee of assets. It is a most 
commonly used accounting measure as it is not affected by the varied leverage of firms. ROCE measures 
a company’s profitability and its ability to manage capital invested by shareholders and creditors. It is 
obtained by dividing PBDITA by capital employed. A company with higher ROCE indicates that capital 
is employed efficiently.

table 2 
List of authors who have included these variables

Name of the Variable Name of Authors
Tobin’s Q Das & Dey (2016); Arora & Sharma (2016); Darko et. al., (2016); Sullivan et. al., (2016); Mana 

et. al., (2016); kalsie & Shrivastava (2016); Ntim et. al., (2015); Nguyen et. al., (2015); Bhatt & 
Bhattacharya (2015); Elsayed (2011); Connell & Cramer (2010); Dey & Chauhan (2009); Belkhir 
(2009); Jackling & Johl (2009)

MBVR kalsie & Shrivastava (2016)
ROA Arora & Sharma (2016); Darko et. al., (2016); Sullivan et. al., (2016); Kalsie & Shrivastava 

(2016); Mehrotra (2016); Nguyen et. al., (2015); Gaur et. al., (2015); Bhatt & Bhattacharya 
(2015); Elsayed (2011); Belkhir (2009); Jackling & Johl (2009)

ROCE Mana et. al., (2016); Kalsie & Shrivastava (2016); Bhatt & Bhattacharya (2015)

statistics Articulation

In the existing study, we have performed descriptive statistics for whole variables taken (dependent and 
independent). Afterwards, Pearson correlation analysis has been employed to check the linear dependence 
amid variables. This paper has employed Pooled effect regression model and Panel data regression to analyze 
the relationship amid size of board and performance of organization, computed through both accounting as 
well as market based measures. Panel data uses fixed effect and random effect regression model. Hausman 
test has also been conducted to select from the two panel data models.

sample and data

Our study derives sample of firms from NSE 50 Index. From these 50 companies, 8 companies with the 
missing data were removed. This process gave us the final sample of 42 companies. The period of study 
includes 5 years i.e. 1st April 2011 to 31st March 2016 and necessary data has been gathered from prowess 
database run by Centre for Monitoring Indian Economy (CMIE).
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rEsuLts And AnALYsIs5. 

descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics has been shown in Table 3 for 210 observations belonging to 42 companies over the 
period of 5 years. The mean, standard deviation, smallest and highest values are shown for every variable. 
The minimum board size is approx. 8 for all companies where as the maximum board size has reached 
20.4. The mean size of the board of sample companies is 13.31in all observation year. Tobin’s q varies 
from lowest value of 0.088 to highest value of 10.58 with the average value of 2.58. Standard deviation 
in Tobin’s Q is 2.55. Both ROA & ROCE has negative lowest value with the highest value as 46.95 and 
103.53 respectively. MBVR has the lowest value of 0.66 and the highest value of 40.94. Its average value 
is 5.26. The standard deviation of MBVR, ROA & ROCE is 6.399, 10.18 & 19.60 respectively.

table 3 
descriptive statistics of Variables

Variable Observation Mean Standard Deviation Maximum Minimum
Board Size 210 13.31 3.01 20.4 7.8
Tobin’s Q 210 2.58 2.55 10.58 0.088
MBVR 210 5.26 6.399 40.94 0.66
ROA 210 10.86 10.18 46.95 –1.056
ROCE 210 17.96 19.60 103.53 –1.63

Source: Author’s compilation

Table 4 depicts the year wise descriptive statistics of size of board of sample companies. The mean 
size of board of 42 companies remains approximately same till 2015 whereas it has slightly decreased to 
12.69 in 2016. The minimum size of the board has amplified from 6 in 2012 to 9 in 2016. The maximum 
size of the board has reduced from 25 in 2012 to 22 in 2016. The median remains the same in 2012 & 
2013 at 13, after that it has increased to 14 and then it has decreased to 12. The mode has increased from 
11in 2012 to 12 in 2016.

table 4 
Year wise descriptive statistics of board size

Year Mean Median Mode Maximum Minimum Standard deviation
2012 13.45 13 11 25 6 3.96
2013 13.59 13 13 21 6 3.31
2014 13.79 14 14 25 9 3.61
2015 13.05 12.5 11 23 8 3.29
2016 12.69 12 12 22 9 2.69

Source: Author’s compilation

corrELAtIon AnALYsIs6. 

The Pearson correlation analysis of the sample companies has been presented in Table 5 at 5% significance 
level. Size of board is inversely and significantly linked by means of Tobin’s Q, MBVR as well as ROCE. 
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Size of board is pessimistically but insignificantly correlated to ROA. Tobin’s Q is significantly optimistically 
correlated to MBVR, ROA & ROCE. Similarly, MBVR is also significantly positively correlated to ROA 
& ROCE. ROA is also significantly positively correlated with ROCE.

table 5 
Pearson correlation of the variables

Board size Tobin’s Q MBVR ROA ROCE
Board size 1.000 – – – –
Tobin’s q –0.209* 1.000 – – –
MBVR –0.223* 0.790* 1.000 – –
ROA –0.029 0.807* 0.509* 1.000 –
ROCE –0.065* 0.840* 0.831* 0.858* 1.000

Source: Author’s compilation  
Note: *Means statistically significant at 5% level

results of regression Analysis

After correlation analysis, we go in for panel data methodology for our empirical research due to the panel 
nature of the data. This methodology is adopted to control for company heterogeneity and lessen the multi 
collinearity among the variables. It eliminates the potential biasness in the results due the correlation amid 
unobservable effects and Independent variables included in the study.

Regression with Tobin’s Q as a Measure of Company’s Performance

This section presents the regression output of the panel data models, viz., pooled OLS, fixed effects as 
well as random effects model. We estimate panel data models for size of board along with organization 
performance by means of Tobin’s Q, MBVR, ROA and ROCE. The output of the regression estimates 
using Tobin’s Q is shown in Tables 7. The output of the pooled OLS model shows significant and adverse 
association amid size of board as well as Tobin’s Q as compared to fixed effect and random effect model 
which shows insignificant relationship between the two.

table 7 
Pooled, fixed effect, random effect regression for tobin’s Q

Variable
Pooled regression Fixed effect Regression Random effect Regression

Coefficient P value Coefficient P value Coefficient P value
Board size –0.139 0.0091 –0.0077 0.8245 –0.019 0.5739
Constant 4.432 0.0000 2.68 0.000 2.83 0.0000
N 210 210 210
Adj. R square 0.028 0.906 -0.003282

Regression with MBVR as a Measure of Performance

Regression outputs using the MBVR as the firm performance measure are shown in Table 8. The results of 
the pooled OLS model shows significant and inverse association amid size of the board and MBVR. When 
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regressed using fixed effect and random effect model, it shows insignificant and pessimistic connection 
amid the two variables.

table 8 
Pooled, fixed effect, random effect regression for MbVr

Variable
Pooled regression Fixed effect Regression Random effect regression

Coefficient P value Coefficient P value Coefficient P value
Board size –0.376 0.0049 –0.039 0.65 –0.067 0.42
Constant 10.27 0.0000 5.78 0.0000 6.154 0.000
N 210 210 210
Adj. R square 0.033 0.909 –0.0017

Regression with ROA as a Measure of the Company’s Performance

Tables 9 present the regression output under different estimation models using ROA as a measure of 
the compamy’s performance. The results demonstrate insignificant but pessimistic connection amid the 
board size and company’s performance using pooled OLS model. When regressed by means of fixed effect 
along with random effect model, the results show insignificant but positive relationship between the two 
variables.

table 9 
Pooled, fixed effect, random effect regression for roA

Variable
Pooled regression Fixed effect Regression Random effect regression

Coefficient P value Coefficient P value Coefficient P value
Board size –0.066 0.76 0.042 0.82 0.028 0.87
Constant 11.74 0.0001 10.29 0.0000 10.49 0.0002
N 210 210 210
Adj. R square –0.0044 0.849 –0.004680

Regression with ROCE as a Measure of the Company’s Performance

The regression estimates of ROCE using pooled OLS, fixed effect as well as random effect models are 
shown in Tables 10. In the regression techniques, the size of the board established insignificant impact on 
ROCE as a measure of the company’s performance using every model.

table 10 
Pooled, fixed effect, random effect regression for rocE

Variable
Pooled regression Fixed effect Regression Random effect regression

Coefficient P-value Coefficient P-value Coefficient P-value
Board size –0.283 0.49 0.204 0.468 0.1605 0.55
Constant 21.73 0.0002 15.24 0.0001 15.82 0.0010
N 210 210 210
Adjusted R square –0.0025 0.897 –0.003108
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Hausman test

Hausman test is conducted to unearth the favoured model from the 2 panel data models (Gujarati & Porter, 
2009). The output shown in Table-6 depicts Hausman test. The Hausman test discards the fixed effects 
model over random effect model for Tobin’s Q, ROA, MBVR, ROCE. However, the null hypothesis of 
the Hausman test is accepted for all four variables-Tobin’s Q, MBVR, ROA, ROCE which proves that 
the random effect model is best suited for all.

table 6 
results of Hausman test

Model with Dependent variable Chi Square Statistics Degree of freedom P value
Tobin’s Q 1.56 1 0.21
MBVR 1.65 1 0.199
ROA 0.061 1 0.81
ROCE 0.35 1 0.56

Source: Author’s self compilation

concLusIon7. 

The current study has made an endeavour to examine the association involving size of the board and 
company’s performance, calculated through accounting as well as market based performance measures. 
Tobin’s Q in addition to MBVR are taken as market based measures. ROA & ROCE are taken as accounting 
based measures. Hausman test was conducted to find the preferred model among the fixed effects and 
random effect model which preferred random effect model over fixed effect. The board size is inversely 
and significantly interrelated with Tobin’s q and MBVR by means of pooled OLS model but insignificant 
via fixed effect as well as random effect model. On other hand, size of board is insignificantly related 
with ROA & ROCE. The study found significant evidence that Board size impacts the firm performance 
negatively using market based measures and does not impact firm performance using accounting based 
measures. This implies that enhancing the size of board will affect the market performance of companies 
inversely thus proving that increase in board size will bring communication and coordination problems, 
higher free-loader obstacles and knowledge sharing cost, less expression of notion and thoughts (Goel and 
Sharma, 2017). The results of the study have supported stewardship theory thereby meaning that managers 
are stewards of the company and trustworthy individuals. It is inconsistent to the findings of Das and 
Dey(2016); Kalsie and Srivastava (2016); But consistent with the findings of Drako et. al., (2016); Mehrotra 
(2016); Haji (2014) ; Kumar and Singh (2013). Based on our research findings, the study recommends that 
average board size of the company should be reduced from 12 in 2016, as shown in Table 4 to 8-10.

Implications

The empirical results will prove to be beneficial for policy makers and investors. Policy makers and managers 
should not focus more on adding more and more directors but rather emphasize on adding qualified 
directors who have expert knowledge and outside links so that they can increase the performance of the 
companies. Investors may also benefit themselves by investing in the companies who does not have large 
board size.
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Limitations and Future research directions

The study has been confined to the time period of 5 years. The sample size is also restricted to 42 companies. 
The findings would have varied if the volume of the companies is large and the time period is also long 
enough.

For future research, we can further increase the period of study and also the sample size can be 
increased.
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