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This paper contributes to the corporate governance literature by developing and testing theory
regarding positive and negative synergies between the CEO’s and the board’s human and social
capital. Using a sample of 360 biotechnology firms that went public between 1995 and 2010,
we demonstrate that accumulated public company board experiences of the CEO and the board
have positive synergistic effects on IPO performance whereas the current board appointments
have negative effects. While scientific educational backgrounds have positive synergies, industry-
specific experiences produce either positive or counterproductive effects depending on the age
and profitability of the firm. Thus, our paper contributes to the corporate governance and
human and social capital literatures by describing the costs and benefits of specific types and
combinations of CEO and board capital. Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

INTRODUCTION

Research on corporate boards has provided
evidence that board members’ human and social
capital are indeed linked to board governance
effectiveness (e.g., Arthurs et al., 2008; Carpen-
ter and Westphal, 2001; Hillman and Dalziel,
2003; McDonald, Westphal, and Graebner, 2008).
Human capital refers to directors’ knowledge, abil-
ities, and experiences acquired in various firms,
boards, and industry contexts (Becker, 1975;
Sturman, Walsh, and Cheramie, 2008; Westphal
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and Fredrickson, 2001). Social capital refers to
directors’ ability to access resources through social
linkages in various contexts (Burt, 1992). In partic-
ular, knowledge and information that can be gained
through these linkages play an important role in
the development of human and intellectual capital
(Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998).

Similarly, studies have demonstrated that the
human and social capital of the CEO as a pivotal
executive of the firm has positive impacts (e.g.,
Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Harris and Helfat,
1997). However, we have limited theoretical
understanding and empirical knowledge about
the performance and governance consequences of
the interactions between the human and social
capital of the board and that of the CEO’s
(Harris and Helfat, 2007). Extant research on
the CEO–board relation mostly takes a control
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perspective with a focus on the power dynamics
between the CEO and the board while giving
limited attention to the advice and collaborative
elements of this relationship (Hillman and Dalziel,
2003; Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Westphal,
1999). However, in order for the board to fulfill
its monitoring and resource-provision roles, it is
imperative that the CEO and the board have a
constructive relationship and function in a context
in which their respective expertise, opinions, and
networks are fully leveraged (McDonald, Khanna,
and Westphal, 2008). In this respect, the interaction
between the human and social capital of the
CEO, a key executive of the top management
team, and the board is relevant. In this domain,
a number of critical questions remain unanswered.
For example, does the board’s human and social
capital always supplement and strengthen the
CEO’s human and social capital? Does a particular
type of human and social capital have the same
effect when possessed by the CEO versus the
board? Is more of a specific form of capital
always better as the CEO and the board accumulate
this capital? Are there costs associated with the
accumulation of specific forms of human and
social capital similar to the idea that there are costs
associated with governance mechanisms (Zajac
and Westphal, 1994)? Responses to these issues
can yield deep insights on board functioning and
firm competitiveness.

To address these research questions, we submit
that it is imperative to (1) concurrently examine
the value added of both the board’s and the
CEO’s bundles of experience and expertise; and
(2) capture the interactive effects of these human
and social capital bundles to understand the costs
and benefits of specific capital bases. Without
the knowledge of these interactions, our theories
of effective board governance and design are
incomplete. Thus, rather than examining only the
board’s or the CEO’s human and social capital,
we study human and social capital combinations in
the initial public offering context. Board capital is
a powerful signaling mechanism that conveys the
ability of the board to monitor and help the firm
navigate the publicly traded arena (Certo, 2003;
Chen, Hambrick, and Pollock, 2008).

By examining the interactions between specific
human capital bases of the board and the CEO,
our study provides key new insights on board
governance effectiveness. It highlights the balance
of human and social capital sourcing and is one

of the first studies to call attention to the positive
and negative synergies between the human and
social capital of the CEO and the board. We
underscore the interplay between the human and
social capital of the firm’s key executive (the
CEO) and that of the internal monitoring group
(the board) in impacting critical organizational
outcomes. Further, in addition to uncovering the
benefits, our study uncovers the costs of certain
types and combinations of human and social
capital.

HUMAN AND SOCIAL CAPITAL
AND THE CORPORATE BOARDS
OF DIRECTORS

Human capital pertains to innate and learned
abilities and to expertise and knowledge gained
through education, training, and on-the-job expe-
rience (Becker, 1975). Human capital theorists use
economic logic to study productivity-enhancing
investments such as education, training, and firm-
specific knowledge acquisitions and the payoff
from such investments (Becker, 1975; Gimeno
et al., 1997). Individuals with more or higher qual-
ity human capital achieve higher performance, and
they provide firms with a competitive advantage
(Hitt et al., 2001). Castanias and Helfat (1991,
1992) build on Becker’s work and offer a manage-
rial rents model indicating that managers through
their education and experiences develop a hierar-
chy of skills: general skills that apply across indus-
tries; industry-specific skills that are transferable
across firms in an industry; and firm-specific skills,
which entail a deep understanding of the dynamics
of a particular firm’s unique culture, strengths, vul-
nerabilities, and tacit knowledge associated with
the firm’s social context.

Social capital refers to the resources that one
is able to access through social relations and
networks, which form the basis for action (Adler
and Kwon, 2002). Of particular note is the access
to information channels, which is critical for the
development of human and intellectual capital
(Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998).
The source and the nature of social relations
influence the types of information and advice
that flow to specific networks and individuals,
and this knowledge flow shapes the type of
human capital that is developed and mobilized
for action (Adler and Kwon, 2002; Fischer and
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Pollock, 2004). For example, relationships within
the organization provide firm-specific knowledge
and resources; whereas ties within the industry
provide knowledge of industry conditions and
resources, thereby contributing to the hierarchy
of skills articulated by Castanias and Helfat
(1991).

Within the management literature, the concept
of human and social capital has been applied to
both individual and group-level phenomena. At the
individual level, scholars have looked at the CEO’s
human capital (firm-specific and industry-specific
capital) and the rate of postacquisition CEO depar-
ture (Buchholtz, Ribbens, and Houle, 2003), firm
performance following an external succession and
the successor’s pay (Bailey and Helfat, 2003; Har-
ris and Helfat, 1997), and multinational firms’ per-
formance and CEO pay (Carpenter, Sanders, and
Gregersen, 2001). Studies found a link between
an entrepreneur’s human and social capital and
the entry into nascent entrepreneurship activi-
ties (Davidsson and Honig, 2003), venture suc-
cess (Haber and Reichel, 2007; Jain, Jayaraman,
and Kini, 2008), and entrepreneurial exit (Gimeno
et al., 1997).

More recently, studies have also drawn distinc-
tions between the general and specific competen-
cies of the group (Dimov and Shepherd, 2005; Hitt
et al., 2001; Kor and Mesko, 2013). The collective
human and social capital of corporate board mem-
bers, also referred to as board capital and seen as
a proxy for the ability of the board to govern the
corporation, is associated with firm performance
(Hillman and Dalziel, 2003) and shown to be sig-
nificant in the board’s ability to monitor and to
advise top management teams (e.g., Arthurs et al.,
2008; Kor and Sundaramurthy, 2009; Kroll, Wal-
ters, and Le, 2007). Specific board capital in the
form of context-based expertise and experience
also enables directors to monitor and give advice
more effectively (Carpenter and Westphal, 2001).
However, potential positive and negative synergies
between the human and social capital bases of the
CEO and the board remain underexplored.

CORPORATE BOARDS OF DIRECTORS,
IPO CONTEXT, AND UNDERPRICING

The interaction between the individual and collec-
tive human and social capital can be critical for
board functioning particularly in the initial public

offering (IPO) context, which is a significant tran-
sition point in the life of a firm. An IPO moves the
firm from the private arena to the public market
creating multiple, novel demands on the firm. The
firm has to comply with regulations of the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission (SEC) including
issuing financial statements and disclosing detailed
information in the prospectus (Fischer and Pol-
lock, 2004; Kroll et al., 2007). In meeting new
expectations from regulatory authorities and the
financial community, the firm deals with increased
complexity and uncertainty. The IPO firm has to
make critical resource allocation decisions with the
money raised, adjust its time horizons to match
that of the new investors, and develop new growth
strategies that can change its boundaries and take
the firm to less familiar terrains (Filatotchev and
Bishop, 2002; Fischer and Pollock, 2004).

Gearing up for the IPO, a firm faces pressure
to establish and signal its ability to cope with
the new demands of financial and competitive
markets. This pressure partly builds up because
of the information asymmetry between current
(pre-IPO) owners of the firm and the potential
(post-IPO) investors, wherein potential investors
have much less knowledge about the value and
future prospects of the company (Cohen and
Dean, 2005; Leland and Pyle, 1977). Hence, in
order to effectively raise financial capital, a key
reason for going public (Deeds, DeCarolis, and
Coombs, 1997), the IPO firm makes structural
changes to enhance its ability to succeed in
the public domain and signals to the market its
capability to meet the new demands (Carter and
Manaster, 1990; Certo, 2003).

To convince the capital markets and investors
about its long-term prospects, an IPO firm makes
compositional changes in its boards of directors,
because the board’s human and social capital pro-
vides the firm with the critical knowledge and
network access needed to succeed in the pub-
lic market (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003). Board
capital is also an important indicator of prestige
(D’Aveni, 1990), and the market’s reactions to
firms’ decisions depend on directors’ character-
istics (Sundaramurthy, Mahoney, and Mahoney,
1997). Thus, compositional changes to the board
can be credible signals of the firm’s capabilities
to navigate the public market (Certo, et al., 2001;
Nelson, 2003). In addition, strong team collabo-
ration between the board and the CEO is needed
for the firm to handle the significant competitive,
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product market, and regulatory challenges posed
by the IPO event (Jain et al., 2008). An IPO is a
transition stage in the life of the firm when both
individual and collective human and social capi-
tal are equally significant in reducing information
asymmetry and accurately signaling the future of
the firm. Further, because information regarding
the CEO’s and board’s human and social capital
profiles is included in the prospectus, these profiles
constitute an effective signal and impact the ability
of the firm to effectively raise capital in the public
market through reduced underpricing in the first
day of trading (Daily, Certo, and Dalton, 2005).

Underpricing occurs as the stock price goes up
during the first day of trading, creating a gap
between the offer price and first-day closing stock
price (Ritter, 1991). A small gap reflects superior
ability of the firm to raise capital because it means
that the offer price closely reflects the market value
of the firm’s stock, which is assessed on the first
day of trade (Filatotchev and Bishop, 2002). A
small gap indicates that the firm captures more of
the value created, rather than it being appropriated
by buyers who purchase stock at the offer price and
later sell it at a premium (Certo et al., 2001; Ritter
and Welch, 2002). The IPO firm prefers an offer
price that is closer in value to the market price (a
smaller discount) because this affects the amount
of capital that will be raised in the IPO—capital
that is a key source of funding for pursuing growth
opportunities (Daily et al., 2005; Ritter, 1991).
Thus, managers must find ways of communicating
the firm’s capabilities and its future value so that
the ex ante level of uncertainty about the firm is
reduced (Daily et al., 2005; Deeds et al., 1997).
With effective signaling, the need to discount the
stock price to attract new investors is mitigated.
Thus, reduced underpricing is viewed positively;
it is a performance indicator and a metric of the
IPO firm’s success as it reflects the firm’s ability
to effectively raise capital (Arthurs et al., 2008;
Higgins and Gulati, 2006; Loughran and Ritter,
1995; Megginson and Weiss, 1991).

In our study, we examine the combinative value
of human and social capital variables of the CEO
and the board in serving as an effective signal
and enhancing the ability of the entrepreneurs
and original investors to extract more of the
market value of the firm by reducing underpricing.
More specifically, we develop theory about the
interactive effects of the CEO’s and the board’s
human and social capital on IPO underpricing

in the biotech industry, an industry in which
such capital can be significant from investors’
standpoint (Pukthuanthong, 2006). We focus on
two key forms of human and social capital:
the CEO’s and directors’ expertise in serving
on the boards of publically traded firms and
their industry-specific expertise (via science-based
education and managerial industry experience).
Experience on public company boards is critical
for an IPO firm entering the public equity market
as directors bring with them the knowledge of
management and governance of firms in the public
domain (Certo et al., 2001; Fischer and Pollock,
2004; Nelson, 2003). Industry-specific expertise
is also particularly significant in knowledge-
intensive industries where tacit understanding of
the emerging technologies is central to astute
investment decisions and competitive positioning
(e.g., Barker and Mueller, 2001; Hitt and Tyler,
1991; Tyler and Steensma, 1998). Previous studies
have examined the effects of these experiences at
the CEO or board level (e.g., Barker and Mueller,
2001; Carpenter and Westphal, 2001); however, no
other study has investigated the impact of these
forms of human capital concurrently for both the
CEO and the board.

IPO CONTEXT-SPECIFIC HUMAN
AND SOCIAL CAPITAL: EXPERTISE
ON PUBLIC COMPANY BOARDS

Directors with experience on the boards of public
companies are a key addition to the IPO firm
board because their public board expertise and
network access are instrumental when a firm
lacks organizational knowledge and institutional
processes of how to operate in the public domain
(Arthurs et al., 2008). Board members who have
accumulated experience on public company boards
are particularly attuned to the needs of the public
equity market, and thus will be able to shift the
firm’s approach accordingly. Their exposure to
the unique problems of the public equity context
provides them with the ability to spot and respond
quickly to governance challenges that arise as the
firm develops its history in the market (Nelson,
2003). These members can also draw on their
wide network of public company board members
to obtain novel information and solve problems in
an effective and efficient manner (Geletkanycz and
Hambrick, 1997; Kor and Sundaramurthy, 2009).
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Based on their accumulated experience on public
company boards, they can provide keen insights
on managing the image of the firm in the eyes
of potential investors. Thus, their addition to an
IPO firm’s board will serve as a credible signal of
the firm’s ability to procure resources and compete
in the public domain (Chen et al., 2008; D’Aveni,
1990; Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002).

However, how does the CEO’s expertise on
the functioning of boards of public companies
matter with respect to the impact of this aspect
of the board capital? Would the CEO’s experience
on the boards of public companies make board
members’ expertise less or more valuable? Would
the signaling effect become stronger or weaker?

We theorize that board members’ experience on
public company boards will be more impactful if
it is coupled with the CEO’s experience on public
company boards. Accumulated experience on cor-
porate boards will enable the CEO to be cognizant
of the challenges of managing a public company
and therefore be more open to advice-seeking.
This shared understanding will serve as a common
ground for communication, which is likely to
engender collective mental models, language, and
narratives associated with governing and navigat-
ing the firm in the public equity context (Carter
and Lorsch, 2004). It will also encourage the CEO
to welcome questioning, feel more comfortable in
seeking the board’s input, and be more receptive
to the board’s advice even if the feedback is some-
what critical (Westphal, 1999). Put differently,
experience gained serving on public company
boards will sensitize the CEO to the value of the
board’s perspective given that the CEO has played
this governance role in a different firm. This alter-
nate role will enable the CEO to see things not just
from the management’s perspective, but also from
a governance perspective, fostering convergent
expectations and allegiances (Harris and Helfat,
2007). The CEO will also be more cognizant of
problems that arise when corporate management
is not open or transparent in communicating with
the board, and this awareness will stimulate a
two-way flow of information. Individuals with
multiple roles tend to have response flexibility;
they can see an issue from multiple points of
view and show tolerance for differing opinions
(Hillman, Nicholson, and Shropshire, 2008).

When there are convergent expectations, there
is greater likelihood of achieving mutual trust
between the CEO and the board and reduced need

for impression management and ingratiation tac-
tics by management (Forbes and Milliken, 1999;
Westphal, 1998). When the CEO is more recep-
tive of scrutiny and board involvement in strategy
development, the board can develop a more pos-
itive attitude and respect for the CEO’s abilities.
This mutual respect for each other’s expertise can
foster debate and discussions and enhance cooper-
ation within the board in a healthy way (Forbes and
Milliken, 1999). Premised on trust in competencies
and judgment, this synergistic team climate can
enable the firm to tackle IPO transition challenges
without the CEO or the board resorting to counter-
productive defenses, which can otherwise result in
dysfunctional governance cycles (Sundaramurthy
and Lewis, 2003). Thus, the CEO’s public com-
pany board service is likely to enhance the con-
tribution of board members’ accumulated public
board experience, resulting in reducing underpric-
ing and enhanced success of the IPO.1

Hypothesis 1: The higher the accumulated (past)
experience of the CEO in serving on public
company boards, the stronger the effect of
the accumulated (past) public company board
experience of the directors in reducing IPO
underpricing .

IPO CONTEXT-SPECIFIC HUMAN
AND SOCIAL CAPITAL: MULTIPLE
PUBLIC COMPANY BOARD
APPOINTMENTS

While accumulated experience on the boards of
public companies can be a significant asset, serv-
ing on multiple boards simultaneously can pose
significant costs. Board commitments within a par-
ticular time frame have time costs associated with
the development of this human and social capital
(Oh, Labianca, and Chung, 2006). Specifically,

1 There may be reduced benefits from increased CEO’s director-
ships when board members have extensive past board experience
(i.e., substitution effects). However, we argue that positive inter-
action effect is stronger in light of prior research that indicates
that board involvement in strategy often takes the form of CEO-
solicited advice and counsel from the board rather than indepen-
dent board control (e.g., Westphal, 1999). A CEO’s past external
board experience will promote more advice-seeking from the
board given the CEO’s awareness of the challenges of govern-
ing public companies and the need for such counsel. Therefore,
we posit a positive synergistic effect. We thank the editor and a
reviewer of this paper for alerting us to this line of thought.
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board membership in public companies involves
significant time commitments in terms of attending
several board meetings each year, preparing for
the meetings, and chairing one or more board sub-
committees (Carter and Lorsch, 2004; Rindova,
1999). Due to the significance of the strategic and
governance issues facing public companies, the
quality of the directors’ contribution hinges on
their thorough preparation and regular attendance
of board meetings (McNulty and Pettigrew, 1999).
These meetings tend to be packed with tasks and
assignments to be completed in a time-sensitive
manner; thus, board members’ full attention and
engagement in any given board meeting is critical
(Tuggle, Schnatterly, and Johnson, 2010). Given
the high prestige of serving on corporate boards,
directors may accept more board invitations than
they can handle (Useem, 1982). These directors
can underdeliver as extensive commitments take a
toll on their limited time and attention (Carpenter
and Westphal, 2001; Finkelstein and Mooney,
2003). When overcommitment is a problem
affecting multiple directors, the firm is likely to
suffer from lack of proper advising and gover-
nance (Baysinger and Hoskisson, 1990; Conger
et al., 2001). Concerns about the board’s ability to
function effectively during critical junctures such
as an IPO have risen in recent years. Because
the cost of distraction can be particularly high
in such critical transitions, external constituents
are increasingly concerned about overcommitted
directors (Jiraporn et al., 2009).

This notion invites a new set of questions. If the
overextension of the board via board membership
in multiple firms can have negative effects, what
would be the consequences of coupling that with
an overcommitted CEO? Would it increase the
negative effects?

We argue that the problem of overextended
directors will be further exacerbated if the
CEO also has multiple public company board
appointments. A CEO’s distraction from the core
activities and business can directly hurt the firm
especially at the IPO stage when the firm goes
through a major undertaking and transition. While
the infusion of capital allows expansion of the
firm’s activities, a significant level of uncertainty
remains about the future success of the firm.
The intensity of the transition experience and the
increased competitive threat in the public domain
require undisturbed attention of the CEO to the
firm’s affairs. Benefits from expertise on public

company boards may not materialize if the CEO’s
focus on the firm is compromised.

Thus, a toxic combination is likely to occur
when a distracted CEO works with a distracted
board, both associated with multiple public com-
pany board memberships. In this combination, the
board is likely to provide weak monitoring and
advising services. When the board fails to show
due diligence in governance including advisory
and resource provision functions, the CEO will
have diminished trust in the board’s ability and
effort. Likewise, observing a distracted CEO, the
board would also have increasingly less confi-
dence in the ability of the CEO to lead the firm
through the transition into a different league of
firms. Hence, this combination can result in an
environment of fragile trust of each other’s com-
petence and commitment, damper communication
and flow of information between the CEO and the
board, and erode collaboration that is critical for
the board’s ability to harness the human capital
of its members (Forbes and Milliken, 1999). This
context presents a ripe situation for counterpro-
ductive defenses such as blaming each other in
response to even minor setbacks, which in turn
can result in problems not being addressed, further
fueling dysfunctional governance cycles (Sundara-
murthy and Lewis, 2003). Therefore, when the
CEO and board members are overextended, there
will be expectations of compromised board func-
tioning, which will elevate the concerns and uncer-
tainty about the IPO firm, resulting in increased
underpricing of the IPO.

Hypothesis 2: The higher the level of CEO’s
current memberships on public company boards,
the stronger the effect of the board’s current
memberships on public company boards in
increasing IPO underpricing .

SCIENTIFIC EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND AND IPO
UNDERPRICING

The knowledge and ability to critically assess
and understand the evolving industry conditions
is particularly important in industries with a
scientific and technical base, such as the phar-
maceutical, biotechnology, and medical device
industries (Castanias and Helfat, 2001; Cooper
et al., 1994; Gimeno et al., 1997; Pukthuanthong,
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2006). In these environments, directors’ scien-
tific educational background can sharpen their
ability to effectively identify and evaluate the
technology-based opportunities and threats in the
industry (Barker and Mueller, 2001). Scientific
education provides a strong foundation to indi-
viduals’ technology-based absorptive capacity
through which individuals can more intuitively
comprehend the industry’s product and process
technologies and assess the prospects of compet-
ing technology paths (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990;
Tyler and Steensma, 1998). Directors with this
absorptive capacity are equipped with scientific
language skills and know how to question and
evaluate technology proposals more competently
than directors without scientific background
(Finkelstein, Hambrick, and Cannella, 2009; Hitt
and Tyler, 1991). Thus, a scientific understanding
embedded in the board is likely to enable the
IPO firm to better harness the external techno-
logical advancements and engage in strategic
entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2003).

However, what would be the effect if both the
CEO and the board have scientific educational
backgrounds? Would the CEO’s scientific educa-
tional background make board members’ scien-
tific education more valuable? Would the signaling
effect become stronger or weaker? Extant research
indicates that CEOs with a science-based educa-
tion have a more complete understanding of tech-
nology innovation, and show a higher commitment
to R&D investments (Barker and Mueller, 2001;
Tyler and Steensma, 1998). However, the effects
of a common science background of the CEO and
board directors are unexamined.

We submit that there will be synergistic effects
when both the CEO and a significant number
of board members have a scientific background.
A common scientific background is conducive
for collaborative action because the CEO and
the board will both have the science-based
absorptive capacity for framing and tackling
technology issues, such as deciding among com-
peting trajectories and positioning the firm in the
evolving technology space (Cohen and Levinthal,
1990). With a common scientific lexicon and
approach, the CEO and the board can more
skillfully understand, appreciate, and welcome
ideas from one another (Barker and Mueller,
2001). Shared language can also enhance the
CEO and the board’s ability to communicate and
combine nonoverlapping knowledge and insights

(Grant, 1996).2 Thus, the knowledge exchange
benefits of common scientific-oriented educational
background can foster productive collaboration
between the CEO and the board, enabling the
IPO firms to more effectively transition into the
public domain and achieve reduced underpricing,
enhancing the success of the IPO.

Hypothesis 3: After controlling for main effects,
the interaction of the CEO’s and the board’s
scientific educational background will reduce
IPO underpricing. That is, when the CEO has
a scientific educational background, the effect
of the board’s scientific educational background
will be stronger in reducing IPO underpricing .

INDUSTRY-SPECIFIC HUMAN
AND SOCIAL CAPITAL AND IPO
UNDERPRICING

Experience-based knowledge of the industry
dynamics and connections to key industry players
such as suppliers, distributors, and customers can
be critical assets for a firm seeking resources
and legitimacy (Cooper et al., 1994; Gimeno
et al., 1997; Hitt and Ireland, 2002). Appointing
directors with industry expertise can be a way
in which the firm can boost its industry knowl-
edge and signal strong credibility (Certo, 2003;
Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). Industry-specific
expertise also enables the board to critically
influence and evaluate the options and strategies
of the CEO (Carter and Lorsch, 2004; Kroll et al.,
2007). Thus, industry-specific board capital can
add vital value both from resource and monitoring
standpoints.

However, how does the CEO’s industry exper-
tise factor into this resource provision and signal-
ing effect of directors? Would the board’s signaling
effect become stronger or weaker when it collabo-
rates with an industry-expert CEO? Does the firm

2 There may be reduced benefits received from scientific
educational background when it is replicated both in the
board and the CEO. However, this commonality provides an
additional knowledge exchange benefit in the form of superior
communication, collaboration, and more efficient coutilization
and codeployment of the CEO’s and the board’s overall human
and social capital. Thus, the net interactive effect of this common
background will be a further reduction in IPO underpricing even
after controlling for the main effects.
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incur costs if both the CEO and the board have
industry-specific human and social capital?

We posit that when both the CEO and the
board have extensive industry-specific expertise,
this combination can have either synergistic or
counterproductive effects depending on the spe-
cific contingency. The IPO firm’s age and its finan-
cial performance (i.e., profitability) at the time of
the IPO are likely to be particularly important
contingencies, because they reflect the IPO firm’s
exposure to the liability of newness and thus vul-
nerability to market speculations about its future
prospects. Liability of newness occurs when young
firms lack resources, slack, and the legitimacy of
older firms, and, thus, struggle to develop business
relationships with suppliers and customers (Stinch-
combe, 1965; Zald, 1969). These firms operate at
a disadvantage in acquiring the essential resources
from external environment and in securing strate-
gic partnerships in the industry (Morse, Fowler,
and Lawrence, 2007). Similarly, firms that exhibit
weaker performance at the time of the IPO rela-
tive to their peers are likely to be met by suspi-
cion and receive additional scrutiny from investors
and the stock market. These firms exhibit ele-
vated uncertainty concerning their financial viabil-
ity. Vulnerable to market speculations about their
future prospects, they have a diminished ability to
effectively raise capital in financial markets (Certo
et al., 2001; Megginson and Weiss, 1991).

In firms with these vulnerabilities, legitimacy
and the capacity to operate as a public com-
pany can be signaled through both the firm’s
industry-expert board directors and the CEO who
has extensive industry-specific experience (Certo,
2003; Goodstein and Boeker, 1991). Experien-
tial knowledge of the industry dynamics and
access to industry networks are vitally needed
resources for younger firms and for those that
haven’t yet achieved strong profitability (Fila-
totchev and Bishop, 2002; Kor and Misangyi,
2008). In the case of experienced directors, their
willingness to serve on the board of an IPO
firm is a strong signal of the quality of the firm
and its future prospects. Similarly, an industry-
expert CEO offers credibility and assures investors
that the chief navigator of the firm’s strategy is
grounded in industry knowledge and networks.
Because the CEO and the board play complemen-
tary, yet distinct roles in a firm’s management and
governance (Carter and Lorsch, 2004), having both
with industry expertise can provide synergistic

benefits. Common knowledge base and industry
orientation also enhance their ability to acquire
and integrate nonoverlapping knowledge (Grant,
1996; Zahra and George, 2002). Thus, a concen-
tration of industry-specific capital in the upper
echelons is likely to be highly beneficial for the
vulnerable—younger and weak-performing—IPO
firms.

Hypothesis 4a: In younger IPO firms, the inter-
action of the CEO’s industry-specific experience
and the board’s industry-specific experience
will reduce IPO underpricing. That is, as the
CEO’s industry experience increases, the effect
of the board’s industry experience will become
stronger in reducing IPO underpricing .

Hypothesis 5a: The interaction of the CEO’s
and the board’s industry-specific experience will
reduce IPO underpricing in firms with relatively
weak performance at the time of the IPO. That
is, as the CEO’s industry experience increases,
the effect of the board’s industry experience will
become stronger in reducing IPO underpricing .

Further, we theorize that concentration of indus-
try experience with both the CEO and the board
may result in counterproductive effects (nega-
tive synergies) for older and well-performing IPO
firms. Unlike their young and weak cousins, the
older and highly profitable IPO firms are not as
vulnerable to the liability of newness or uncer-
tainty about future prospects (Morse et al., 2007).
They possess more slack and resources, enjoy
established ties to industry players, and have better
credibility in the eyes of investors (Certo, 2003).
While these firms can still benefit from industry
expertise and information networks, a concentra-
tion of these resources at both the CEO and board
levels may prove to be harmful.

Specifically, when both the CEO and the board
have extensive industry expertise, there could be
myopic effects and costs associated with this
human and social capital. Shared industry knowl-
edge can result in tunnel vision or reinforcement of
industry recipes (Spender, 1989). Similar views of
industry conditions may contribute to groupthink
tendencies (Janis, 1982) and deprive the group of
the diversity of ideas and functional task conflict
needed for effective governance (Sundaramurthy
and Lewis, 2003). While depth of experience in
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a given industry has its virtues, it can interfere
with the flow of new ideas and debates on strate-
gic change, which is integral to the IPO con-
text (Haynes and Hillman, 2010). From a social
capital perspective, research also indicates that
intraindustry ties promote conformity to indus-
try norms whereas inter industry ties stimulate new
thinking and change (Geletkanycz and Hambrick,
1997). At a time when the firm is entering a
new phase with multiple demands from various
stakeholders, the need for fresh knowledge and
networks from other industries is critical in help-
ing the firm navigate the new, more complex
environment.

We theorize that the myopic effects of shared
industry experience are likely to be accentuated,
and outweigh the knowledge exchange benefits in
firms that are older and stronger in performance at
the time of the IPO. Older and better-performing
firms are likely to be more prone to compla-
cency, inertia, groupthink, and strategic persis-
tence, instead of change and growth (Janis, 1982;
Kisfalvi, 2000). For example, Audia, Locke, and
Smith (2000) indicate that the top managements of
firms with strong performance have considerable
confidence in their strategies and high collective
self-efficacy. Similarly, firms that have survived
a longer period are likely to be more confident in
their current strategies and base of knowledge, and
thereby rely more heavily on this knowledge base.
Entrenchment in industry norms and practices can
be particularly harmful when the firm has estab-
lished business models and routines that have been
successful (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Geletkanycz
and Black, 2001). This strong conviction cou-
pled with significant ease of knowledge exchange
and cohesiveness associated with shared industry
experience of the CEO and the board can fuel
complacency, overconfidence, and reduced moti-
vation for questioning current industry recipes,
thereby providing an ideal basis for dysfunctional
cycles of collaboration (Sundaramurthy and Lewis,
2003). Therefore, in these contexts, the myopic
effects of the interaction between the CEO and the
board’s industry-specific human and social capi-
tal are likely to have a detrimental effect on the
success of the firm’s IPO.

Hypothesis 4b: In older IPO firms, the interac-
tion of the CEO’s industry-specific experience
and the board’s industry-specific experience
will increase IPO underpricing. That is, as

the CEO’s industry experience increases,
the effect of the board’s industry experi-
ence will become stronger in increasing IPO
underpricing .

Hypothesis 5b: The interaction of the CEO’s
and the board’s industry-specific experience
will increase IPO underpricing in firms with
relatively strong performance at the time of the
IPO. That is, as the CEO’s industry experience
increases, the effect of the board’s industry
experience will become stronger in increasing
IPO underpricing .

METHODS

Sample and variables

Our sample consists of 360 biotechnology IPOs
with the following primary SIC industry sec-
tor codes: 2833 (medicinal chemicals and botani-
cal products), 2834 (pharmaceutical preparations),
2835 (in vitro and in vivo diagnostic substances),
2836 (biological products, except diagnostic sub-
stances), and 8731 (commercial physical and bio-
logical research). These IPOs were filed between
January 1995 and December 2010. This sample of
biotechnology firms was selected from the Securi-
ties Data Company’s (SDC) New Issues Database
and cross-checked with the updated list on Pro-
fessor Jay Ritter’s website.3 A total of 452 U.S.-
based scientifically oriented biotechnology firms
went public from 1995 until the end of 2010. For-
eign companies were excluded since tax laws may
differ, and the data on board variables are diffi-
cult to obtain. In addition, as per prior research
(i.e., Krigman, Shaw, and Womack, 1999; Ritter,
1991), equity carve-outs, unit offerings, Amer-
ican depository receipts (ADRs) of companies
already listed in their home countries, limited part-
nerships, reverse leveraged buyouts (LBOs), best
effort IPOs, and issues priced at less than $5 were
excluded. The final sample consists of 360 biotech-
nology firms that completed an IPO.

All IPO information including the proceeds, the
offer price, the number of IPOs, and biotech sam-
ple identification were collected from SEC fil-
ings made available through the EDGAR (Elec-
tronic Data-Gathering, Analysis, and Retrieval)

3 http://bear.warrington.ufl.edu/ritter/ipodata.htm
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database and from the SDC. Since errors were
reported in SDC’s data for pre-IPO outstanding
shares (Ljungqvist and Wilhelm, 2003), we col-
lected them directly from the prospectus filings.
EDGAR makes available IPO prospectuses issued
after May 1996; therefore, we requested prospec-
tuses of IPOs issued between January 1995 and
May 1996 directly from the firms or collected them
from the Disclosure Global Access database.

The dependent variable, IPO underpricing ,
is computed as the percentage of the difference
between the offer price and the first-day closing
price (Ritter, 1991). The lower the difference,
the more capital the firm is able to raise through
the IPO. Underpricing is widely used as a metric
of IPO success and of ability to raise capital
effectively (Arthurs et al., 2008; Certo et al.,
2001; Higgins and Gulati, 2006; Megginson and
Weiss, 1991).

In terms of our independent variables, we
capture expertise in serving on public company
boards based on past and current appointments of
the CEO and board directors (including nonex-
ecutive and executive directors, and excluding
the CEO). Directors’ cumulative public company
board experience is measured as the average num-
ber of public company boards the directors served
on in the past as reported in the prospectus. CEO’s
cumulative public board experience is the number
of public company boards the CEO served on in
the past. In a similar vein, directors’ current public
board experience is the average number of public
company boards the directors currently serve on at
the time of the IPO. CEO’s current public board
experience is the number of public company
boards the CEO serves on at the time of the IPO.

Directors’ scientific educational background is
measured as the proportion of directors (excluding
the CEO) who have a bachelor’s or above
college degree in science, and the CEO’s scientific
educational background is a dummy variable that
takes the value of one if the CEO has a bachelor’s
or above college degree in science. These metrics
have been previously used in upper-echelons and
human capital literatures (e.g., Barker and Mueller,
2001; Hitt and Tyler, 1991; Tyler and Steensma,
1998).

We capture the CEO and directors’ industry-
specific human and social capital based on
their industry-specific experience. Past profes-
sional experiences within an industry context con-
stitute strong indicators of industry-specific human

capital (Bailey and Helfat, 2003; Carpenter and
Westphal, 2001; Certo, 2003) because these experi-
ences shape the CEO’s and board directors’ think-
ing and mental models (Huff, 1982), and allow
them to develop specific skills and procedural
knowledge about how a specific industry operates
(Becker, 1993; Harris and Helfat, 1997; Nahapiet
and Ghoshal, 1998). Also, the number of valu-
able links with key industry players rises with the
duration of experience in the focal industry (Eisen-
hardt and Schoonhoven, 1996). Directors’ years
of biotech experience is measured as the aver-
age years of biotech experience of board members
(excluding CEO). CEO’s years of biotech experi-
ence is measured as the number of years of expe-
rience working in the biotech industry.

Based on the IPO and board governance liter-
atures, we control for several variables that may
influence IPO underpricing. We control for under-
writer rank as the prestige of underwriters is
shown to have an effect on IPO success (Beatty
and Ritter, 1986; Megginson and Weiss, 1991;
Michaely and Shaw, 1994). We utilize the most
commonly used Ritter’s (1991) rankings, which
range from 0 (lowest) to 9.1 (highest). We also
control for the risk of the offering, which is a
dummy variable equal to one if the IPO has a bold-
face risk warning in the IPO prospectus (Klein,
1996). IPO proceeds are controlled for as they
indicate the level of funds raised in the IPO. Pro-
ceeds are calculated as the natural log of the num-
ber of shares offered in the IPO multiplied by the
offer price (Pukthuanthong, 2006). Based on past
board and IPO literatures (Certo, 2003; Hillman
and Dalziel, 2003; Kor and Sundaramurthy, 2009),
we also control for a number of board character-
istics, such as board inside directors ratio, board
size, board tenure, and directors’ advanced educa-
tion, all of which may influence board governance,
signaling, and IPO success. Inside directors ratio
is measured as the percentage of inside directors on
the board (excluding CEO); board size is the total
number of members on the board; board tenure is
measured as the average number of years direc-
tors served on the focal firm’s board; directors’
high degree education is calculated as the per-
centage of directors with a masters or higher-level
graduate degree. Further, we control for directors’
and CEO’s equity ownership as they may influ-
ence underpricing (Filatotchev and Bishop, 2002;
Lowry and Murphy, 2007; Pukthuanthong, Roll,
and Walker, 2007). Directors’ equity ownership is
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measured as the percentage of shares owned by
directors at the time of the IPO. CEO equity owner-
ship is measured as the percentage of shares owned
by the CEO at the time of the IPO.

Finally, we control for firm age, earnings per
share, and the year effects. Firm age is controlled
as a proxy for the firm’s liability of newness
and thus the uncertainty about the firm’s future
prospects (Beatty, 1989; Clarkson, 1994). We
included earnings per share as an indicator of
IPO firm profitability. Lastly, we added the year
dummies to control for time-series variation in
underpricing (Loughran and Ritter, 2004).

Analysis and results

We test our hypotheses using cross-sectional data
on 360 biotech firms that completed an IPO.
We used ordinary least squares (OLS) cross-
sectional regression analyses and controlled for
heteroskedasticity using White (1980)’s standard
errors. None of the variance inflation factors
exceeds 2.80, which is well below 10, the value at
which multicollinearity becomes a concern (Fre-
und and Littell, 1991). Further, we performed the
Hausman test of endogeneity to confirm that our
eight CEO and board human capital variables are
not endogeneous (Greene, 2000). To carry out the
Hausman test, for each human capital variable, we
ran two OLS regressions. In the first regression,
we regress the suspect endogenous variable on all
exogenous variables and instruments. For instru-
mental variables, we used institutional ownership
percentage and financial leverage ratio, as they are
both likely to influence the quality of CEO and
directors a firm can attract (Certo, 2003; Meg-
ginson and Weiss, 1991). Institutional ownership
signals credibility and may positively influence a
firm’s ability to recruit a CEO and directors with
strong human and social capital (Kor and Sundara-
murthy, 2009). High financial leverage increases
the firm’s bankruptcy risk and may reduce the
willingness of highly qualified directors and exec-
utives to join the firm (Lee, 1981). After retrieving
residuals from this first regression, we re-estimated
the underpricing function including the residu-
als from the first regression as additional regres-
sors. If the OLS estimates are consistent, then the
coefficient on the first regression residuals should
not be significantly different from zero. In all of
the eight regressions, the coefficient of the resid-
ual variable (and the corresponding t-test) was

statistically insignificant. Further, as an additional
check for endogeneity, we performed the Durbin-
Wu-Hausman test for all human capital regres-
sors, and attained the same results. Thus, based
on the Durbin-Wu-Hausman test and the Hausman
test, we find that our human capital regressors are
not subject to endogeneity problem. These tests
confirm that our coefficient estimates for CEO’s
and board’s human and social capital attributes
are not the result of unobserved, firm-specific
variables.

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics and cor-
relations, and Tables 2–4 present results of the
regression analyses. In Table 2, Model 1 presents
the control variables, and Model 2 includes both
the main effects and the control variables. In Mod-
els 3–5, the three interaction effects (H1–H3) are
introduced one at a time, and in Model 6, they
are entered into the regression simultaneously. In
all models, lower underpricing is the desirable out-
come as it indicates superior ability to raise capital
and a more successful IPO (e.g., Arthurs et al.,
2008; Certo, et al., 2001; Loughran and Ritter,
1995; Megginson and Weiss, 1991).

Model 2 of Table 2 indicates that all main effects
are statistically significant, and they are consis-
tent with the theory presented in the paper (even
though they are not hypothesized). Directors’ and
CEO’s cumulative (past) board experiences are
associated with reduced IPO underpricing whereas
their current public firm board experiences are
associated with increased IPO underpricing. Direc-
tors’ and CEO’s scientific educational background
and biotechnology experiences are associated with
diminished IPO underpricing.

Model 3 provides a test of Hypothesis 1
where we predict that, as the accumulated (past)
experience of the CEO gained from serving
on public company boards goes up, there will
be a more pronounced effect of the directors’
accumulated public company board experience
in reducing IPO underpricing. Model 3 provides
support for this hypothesis (β interaction = -
0.16, p < 0.01) and Figure 1 illustrates this effect.4

Hypothesis 2 predicts that, as the level of the
CEO’s current memberships on the boards of
public companies increases, an increase in the
board directors’ current memberships on public

4 The interaction effects in all the figures were graphed by
holding the remaining predictors in the model at the mean values
of the full sample.
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Table 2. Regression analysis of CEO and board capital on IPO underpricing

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Constant −1.49 −1.18 0.22 0.80 −0.65 1.07*
Directors’ cumulative public

company board experience
−0.76*** −0.17* −0.39** −0.56** −0.24**

CEO’s cumulative public
company board experience

−0.78*** −0.31** −0.43** −0.70** −0.10*

Directors’ current public company
board experience

0.48** 0.15 0.21 0.15 0.37**

CEO’s current public company
board experience

0.34** 0.62*** 0.22** 0.61*** 0.15*

Directors’ science education −0.55** −0.51*** −0.18* −0.26* −0.39**
CEO’s science education −0.14* −0.44*** −0.24** −0.15* −0.43***
Directors’ years of biotech

experience
−0.16** −0.18*** −0.18** −0.12** −0.10*

CEO’s years of biotech experience −0.43*** −0.06 −0.32** −0.21** −0.04
CEO’s × Directors’ cumulative

public company board
experience

−0.16** −0.16**

CEO’s × Directors’ current public
company board experience

0.23*** 0.23**

CEO’s × Directors’ science
education

−0.46** −0.31*

Underwriter rank 0.40** 0.26* 0.19** 0.26** 0.39* 0.24**
Risk 0.34** 0.30** 0.28* 0.39** 0.24* 0.31**
In(Proceeds) −0.71*** −0.54** 0.22* −0.23** −0.28** −0.26**
Inside directors ratio 0.22 0.18 −0.20 0.16 0.20 0.12
Board size −0.40* −0.22* 0.19 −0.15 −0.33 −0.27
Board tenure −0.17 −0.10 −0.17 −0.34* −0.33* −0.40**
Directors’ high degree education 0.04 0.04 −0.38** −0.15* −0.33*** −0.05
Directors’ equity ownership 0.14 0.19 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.14
CEO’s equity ownership 0.26*** 0.25*** 0.16* 0.32** 0.24** 0.22**
Firm age 0.13 0.09 −0.08 −0.04 −0.06 −0.12
Earnings per share −0.43** −0.31* −0.39** −0.32** −0.33** −0.27**
Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included
F -statistic 16.08* 30.17*** 24.53** 26.68** 29.93*** 30.31***
R-square 0.31 0.33 0.40 0.36 0.40 0.45
Adjusted R-square 0.25 0.26 0.33 0.29 0.33 0.38

n = 360. *p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.001.

company boards will produce a stronger positive
effect on IPO underpricing. This hypothesis is
supported. The interaction effect is positive, and
it results in increased IPO underpricing (Model 4,
β interaction = 0.23, p < 0.001). The interaction
effect is illustrated in Figure 2. In Hypothesis
3, we predict that the interaction of the CEO’s
and board’s scientific educational background will
reduce IPO underpricing. As shown in Model
5, this hypothesis is supported. The CEO’s and
board directors’ science education is a synergistic
combination (β interaction = -0.46, p < 0.01), and
this interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 3.
Model 6 of Table 2 presents these three interaction
effects when they are entered into regression

simultaneously. All three interaction effects remain
statistically significant.

Tables 3 and 4 present the results of hypothesis
testing for Hypotheses 4 and 5; that is, the inter-
action effects of the CEO’s and directors’ biotech
experience depending on the two contingencies:
the age and performance level of the IPO firm.
To test these effects, we divided the sample into
two subsamples for each contingency (young and
old firms; low and high performance firms) based
on whether the contingency variables were below
or above the median in the sample. Hypothesis 4a
predicts that in younger IPO firms, the interaction
of the CEO’s and board’s industry-specific expe-
rience will reduce IPO underpricing. As shown in

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj



858 C. Sundaramurthy, K. Pukthuanthong, and Y. Kor

Table 3. Regression analysis of CEO and board capital on IPO underpricing contingent upon the age of the firm

Young firms Old firms

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Constant −0.75* −0.12 0.08 −0.54 −0.18 0.19
Directors’ cumulative public

board experiences
−0.63** −0.44** −0.57** −0.62**

CEO’s cumulative public board
experiences

−0.33** −0.15 −0.13 −0.22**

Directors’ current public board
experiences

0.28* 0.44** 0.29** 0.37**

CEO’s current public board
experiences

0.41** 0.39** 0.26** 0.28*

Directors’ science education −0.30*** −0.22* −0.19*** −0.34**
CEO’s science education −0.60** −0.38** −0.26* −0.21*
Directors’ years of biotech

experience
−0.15** −0.18*** −0.13* −0.13***

CEO’s years of biotech
experience

−0.35** −0.31** −0.12** −0.17*

CEO’s × Directors’ years of
biotech experience

0.12 0.49***

Underwriter rank 0.41** 0.34** 0.43** 0.36** 0.22* 0.37*
Risk 0.34** 0.22** 0.34*** 0.40*** 0.38* 0.23**
In(Proceeds) −0.55** −0.22** −0.23*** −0.31*** −0.18** −0.16**
Inside directors’ ratio 0.14 0.15 0.20 0.15 0.22 0.17
Board size −0.37* −0.25** −0.34** −0.34 −0.18 −0.19
Board tenure −0.34* −0.38** −0.32** −0.35** −0.19* −0.21**
Directors’ high degree

education
−0.25* −0.27* −0.29* −0.06 −0.04** −0.15**

Directors’ equity ownership 0.24 0.11 0.27 0.13 0.10 0.09
CEO’s equity ownership 0.22** 0.20** 0.33*** 0.31** 0.21** 0.19**
Earnings per share −0.26* −0.43** −0.23 −0.34** −0.35** −0.15
Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included
F -statistic 17.98* 22.98** 25.22*** 15.57* 21.60** 25.32***
R-square 0.32 0.37 0.41 0.26 0.30 0.36
Adjusted R-square 0.20 0.23 0.27 0.13 0.14 0.21

n = 180. *p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.001.

Model 3 of Table 3, this hypothesis is not sup-
ported (β interaction = 0.12). Young firms benefit
from CEO’s and board’s industry expertise as main
effects, but we do not find an interaction effect.
Hypothesis 4b predicts that, in older IPO firms,
the interaction of CEO’s and directors’ industry-
specific capital will increase IPO underpricing.
This hypothesis is supported (β interaction = 0.49,
p < 0.001) as shown in Model 6 of Table 3, and
the interaction is illustrated in Figure 4.

Table 4 presents the results for the contingency
effect of performance. We use earnings per share
as the metric of profitability of the firm at the time
of the IPO (Ritter and Welch, 2002). Hypothesis
5a predicts that the interaction of the CEO’s
and directors’ biotech experience will reduce IPO
underpricing in firms with weak performance at

the time of the IPO. Model 3 of Table 4 indicates
that this hypothesis is supported (β interaction
= −0.16, p < 0.01), and the interaction effect is
illustrated in Figure 5(a). Hypothesis 5b suggests
that the interaction of the CEO’s and the board’s
industry experience will increase IPO underpricing
in firms with high performance at the time of the
IPO. As shown in Figure 5(b) and as per Model 6
of Table 4, the results also confirm this hypothesis
(β interaction = 0.49, p < 0.001).5

5 We also tested our hypotheses with the alternative dependent
variable of the natural log of net proceeds, since by far the
most important reason for going public is to generate investment
capital (Arkebauer, 1991). Net proceeds reflect the total amount
of capital raised by the IPO firm and is calculated by subtracting
the underwriter fees from the total value of the capital raised
(Deeds, DeCarolis, and Coombs, 1997; Gulati and Higgins,
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Table 4. Regression analysis of CEO and board capital on IPO underpricing contingent upon the performance of the
firm

Low EPS firms High EPS firms

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Constant −0.69 −0.15 −0.57 −1.02 −0.48 0.80
Directors’ cumulative public

board experiences
−0.50** −0.44** −0.45** −0.48**

CEO’s cumulative public board
experiences

−0.46** −0.58*** −0.27* −0.22**

Directors’ current public board
experiences

0.55*** 0.46** 0.47** 0.47**

CEO’s current public board
experiences

0.48*** 0.35* 0.26* 0.26*

Directors’ science education −0.20** −0.19* −0.19** −0.12*
CEO’s science education −0.27** −0.32** −0.15* −0.22*
Directors’ years of biotech

experience
−0.19** −0.11** −0.09* −0.15**

CEO’s years of biotech
experience

−0.31** −0.24** −0.10** −0.13

CEO’s × Directors’ years of
biotech experience

−0.16** 0.49***

Underwriter rank 0.52** 0.35** 0.38** 0.41** 0.21* 0.29*
Risk 0.37** 0.24* 0.33** 0.35** 0.45* 0.24**
ln(Proceeds) −0.71*** −0.24** −0.19* −0.17** −0.24** −0.15**
Inside directors ratio 0.20 0.12 0.18 0.15 0.20 0.18
Board size −0.36 −0.21 −0.34 −0.27 −0.23 −0.24
Board tenure −0.18 −0.43** −0.48** −0.14 −0.17* −0.21**
Directors’ high degree

education
−0.04 −0.04* −0.11** −0.05 −0.15** −0.18**

Directors’ equity ownership 0.17 0.19 0.22 0.19 0.10 0.10
CEO’s equity ownership 0.32** 0.33*** 0.35** 0.34 0.23* 0.22**
Firm age 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.08
Year dummies Included Included Included Included Included Included
F -statistic 18.47* 25.85*** 24.56** 12.51* 21.28** 22.64**
R-square 0.32 0.39 0.40 0.29 0.32 0.37
Adjusted R-square 0.26 0.32 0.33 0.22 0.25 0.30

n = 180. *p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.001.

DISCUSSION

In this paper, we highlight the positive and
negative synergies between the human and social
capital of the CEO as the key executive in the
firm, and that of the board as the key internal
governing body. This interaction between the
CEO’s and the board’s human and social capital
remain unexamined in the corporate governance
literature even though they reveal key nuanced

2003; Pollock and Rindova, 2003). With this dependent variable,
we found support for H1, H2, H3, H4b, and H5b, but not for
H4a and H5a; thus, the findings are highly comparable to IPO
underpricing results (with the exception of H5a). We thank one
of the reviewers of this paper for requesting this additional
testing.

insights on effective board design. We explore
the benefits and costs of these human and social
capital interactions in the IPO context, which is
particularly appropriate because the IPO event
marks an important transition point when the
firm enters a stage of increased organizational
complexity, and is exposed to higher public
scrutiny and competitive rivalry (Filatotchev and
Bishop, 2002; Pollock and Rindova, 2003). For
successfully transiting into its new surroundings,
the firm needs to reconfigure its human and
social capital endowment at the upper ranks and
effectively signal its new capabilities so that it can
increase the capital raised in the IPO. Our findings
indicate that the effective balance of the human
and social capital configurations of the CEO and

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj



860 C. Sundaramurthy, K. Pukthuanthong, and Y. Kor

IP
O

 u
nd

er
pr

ic
in

g

-1
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

Directors’ cumulative public company board experience (Average number of seats)

0 2 4 6 8 10

CEO’s cumulative public company board experience - High

CEO’s cumulative public company board experience - Low

1 3 5 7 9

Figure 1. Interaction between CEO’s and board’s cumulative public company board experience

IP
O

 u
nd

er
pr

ic
in

g

-21

-20

-19

-18

-17

-16

-15

Directors’ current public company board experience (Average number of seats)

0 2 4

CEO’s current public company board experience - High

CEO’s current public company board experience - Low

1 3

Figure 2. Interaction between CEO’s and board’s current public company board experience

the board is contingent upon the type of specific
capital and the idiosyncratic needs of the firm.
Theoretical overview of the results is presented in
Figure 6.

Public company board experience and
underpricing

Our results indicated that the accumulated public
company board experience of both the CEO
and the board improve IPO success as main
effects. Further, when both the CEO and board
members have accumulated this experience, there
are positive synergistic effects. These findings
indicate that experience in serving on public

company boards is a critical asset for the boards
of IPO firms. The accumulated public company
board experience arguably enables the CEO to
better relate to directors, which fosters the healthy
dialog essential for shepherding an IPO firm into
the public market where the strategy and gover-
nance challenges are significant. It is likely that
such CEOs understand the challenges of public
companies, are more receptive to advice from
directors, and are able to harness their collective
insights into functioning effectively in the capital
market. When directors who are experienced in
governing public companies collaborate with a
CEO who is likewise knowledgeable, the two can
more effectively communicate and act upon the
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needed changes and requirements to succeed in
the post-IPO environment.

Our results also support the argument that
currently held multiple public company board
appointments have a downside. IPO underpricing
was magnified when both the CEO and board
members are preoccupied at the same time with
service on the boards of several public companies.
The implication of this finding is that when both
the CEO and board members are stretched thin,
governance and strategic decision making is likely
to suffer. It indicates that the time and energy
pressures curtail the abilities of both the CEO
and the board to draw on this potential source of
information and ties, resulting in weaker signaling
and higher underpricing.

Our findings with respect to multiple board
appointments lend credence to the objections of
institutional investors and shareholder activists
to firms appointing directors with several direc-
torships, primarily due to the fact that serving
on public company boards requires a significant
commitment of time. Indeed, a survey of cor-
porate directors conducted by Korn/Ferry finds
that many directors believe that serving on many
boards dissipates their energy and prevents them
from effectively serving any one company (Fer-
ris, Jagannathan, and Pritchard, 2003). Directors
indicated that their primary reason for declin-
ing an additional board membership was lack of
sufficient time, and they also thought that there
should be limits on CEOs and other management
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Figure 5. a) Interaction between CEO’s and board’s biotech experience for low-performing firms. (b) Interaction
between CEO’s and board’s biotech experience for high-performing firms

members serving on other boards. Board research
also indicates that CEOs of high-growth poten-
tial firms accept fewer outsider director appoint-
ments (Booth and Deli, 1996). While the effect
of multiple board appointments on firm value is
mixed (Ferris et al., 2003; Fich and Shivdasani,
2006), prior research shows that multiple board
membership is associated with increased execu-
tive compensation packages (Core, Holtthausen,
and Larcker, 1999), a diversification discount (Jira-
porn, Kim, and Davidson, 2008), and reduced
attendance at board meetings (Jiraporn et al.,
2009). Our findings extend the results of the neg-
ative effects of multiple board appointments to
the IPO context and illustrate that, even though
directors with multiple board appointments may

be considered as more prestigious additions to the
board and may have IPO context-relevant expe-
rience, the stock market is cognizant of the fact
that these members may not be able to effectively
leverage this experience or actively engage in gov-
erning an IPO firm. Furthermore, our findings pro-
vide a key insight in that the costs of multiple
board appointments are exacerbated when both the
board and the CEO are distracted with such ser-
vice. Including a CEO and board members with
multiple board appointments may signal an over-
committed rather than a prestigious board.

These findings on the public company board
experience shed light on two competing views of
the value of board appointments (Jiraporn et al.,
2008). One viewpoint highlights the benefits of
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Figure 6. Theoretical overview of the results

appointing board members with extensive board
experience because they bring valuable insights
and prestige (Carpenter and Westphal, 2001).
The alternative view underscores the fact that
such directors may be too busy to dedicate
sufficient time to any single board, which may
hurt the effectiveness of the boards they serve
(Fich and Shivdasani, 2006). Examining both
past experience and current board appointments
of the CEO and board members allows us to
tease out the positive and negative effects of
board appointments, and reconciles these two
competing views by illustrating the credibility of
both perspectives.

Scientific educational background and IPO
underpricing

We have argued that, in environments with a
technical base, scientific education provides a
strong foundation to individuals’ technology-based
absorptive capacity. With this absorptive capac-
ity, the CEO and directors can more intuitively
comprehend the industry’s technologies and eval-
uate the prospects of competing technology paths
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Tyler and Steensma,
1998). Our results show that a common science
educational background has a complementary, syn-
ergistic effect as it enables the CEO and the board
to collaborate more successfully. With this human
capital combination, IPO underpricing is lower

than when only the CEO or the board has scientific
educational background. Thus, in this case, more
is better as this human capital base has synergistic
positive effects.

Industry-specific experience and IPO
underpricing

We have argued that the CEO’s and the board’s
industry-specific expertise can have either posi-
tive or negative synergistic effects depending on
the age and the performance of the IPO firm.
We hypothesized positive synergistic effects in
relatively young and in firms with weaker per-
formance as these firms suffer from liability of
newness and receive more public scrutiny, respec-
tively. In this context, the dual presence of the
CEO’s and board’s industry expertise can be par-
ticularly effective in signaling the firm’s future
viability. This argument was supported in the sub-
sample of weak-performing firms, but not in the
subsample of young firms. Weak-performing firms
experienced positive synergistic effects associated
with the CEO’s and board’s industry experiences.
For younger IPO firms, both the CEO and the
board possessing deep biotech experience appear
to be redundant (Kor and Misangyi, 2008). Sim-
ilar to the notion that some governance mech-
anisms may have more impact in the absence
of other mechanisms (Sundaramurthy, 1996), if
the CEO or the board has industry experience,
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it provides an adequate signal of the ability of
the IPO firm to succeed. The results suggest that
weak performance may indicate stronger vulnera-
bility than being a young firm; consequently, weak
performers may need the additional signaling asso-
ciated with the CEO’s and the board’s industry
experience.

On the other hand, in older and well-performing
IPO firms, as hypothesized, we found support for
myopic effects, and consequently there exists neg-
ative synergies from the CEO and the board pos-
sessing deep industry-specific experience. As older
and stronger-performing firms are more prone
to complacency, inertia, and strategic persistence
(Janis, 1982; Kisfalvi, 2000), the shared and heav-
ily used industry knowledge and intraindustry ties
may be resulting in tunnel vision or reinforcement
of industry recipes. Therefore, in older and high-
performing firms, more industry-specific experi-
ence is not just redundant, but it actually hurts the
firm.

In summary, our findings support the idea that
biotech experience on the board is important,
but also points to the need for diversity of
experience on the board. A similarity-attraction
bias may result in a CEO and the board members
with matching industry experience (Westphal and
Fredrickson, 2001). Therefore, our findings with
respect to the interaction between the biotech
industry experience of the CEO and the board
supports the notion that a concentrated form of
intraindustry experience can be dysfunctional in
certain firm contexts, and interindustry experiences
and social capital may enable the board to
develop more open knowledge structures needed
to navigate the new, more complex environments.
Thus, firms that have been in business longer
and are performing well prior to the IPO will be
better off seeking board members from outside the
industry, if the CEO has industry experience.

Implications and future research

There are several implications of our findings
and avenues for future research. First, the study’s
findings underscore the critical interaction effects
between the experience sets of the CEO and the
board. Bundling the human and social capital
of board members and of the CEO without the
knowledge of individual and interactive effects of
each of their specific human capital bases can mask
critical insights on effective board composition.

For instance, while industry-specific experience of
the CEO and that of the board individually have
positive effects, their combined effect is negative
in older and better performing IPOs, providing
evidence of negative synergistic returns. This is
a case where more of a good attribute is not
more beneficial, but is actually detrimental to
the firm. Thus, just as there are costs associated
with monitoring and incentive mechanisms (Zajac
and Westphal, 1994), this effect reflects the costs
of accumulating more of a particular type of
human and social capital, an issue that has
been unexamined in past research. Likewise,
current public company board appointments of the
CEO and the board have a negative interactive
effect—another case where more of a negative
attribute is more detrimental. We also uncovered
positive synergies as in the case of the CEO’s
and the board’s scientific educational background
and past public company board experiences. These
combinations constitute instances where more is
more beneficial.

Given that the interactive effects of various
experience sets vary, it would be worthwhile to
assess if other key experiences of the board and
the CEO (e.g., past experience as a CEO, start-up
experience) have positive or negative synergistic
effects. Arguably, directors with CEO experience
may be able to more effectively communicate their
advice to the CEO, and the CEO may in fact
engage in advice-seeking behavior and be more
receptive to this advice given their shared experi-
ence. Such open communication may foster more
effective governance (Westphal, 1999). On the
other hand, similar to industry-specific experience,
shared CEO experiences may reduce the objectiv-
ity of outside directors, result in groupthink ten-
dencies, and thereby compromise the board’s gov-
erning capability. Understanding how such com-
mon experience bases of the CEO and directors
shape the balance between control and collabora-
tive tensions of boardroom decision making will
be a noteworthy future research venue (Sundara-
murthy and Lewis, 2003). Qualitative studies that
probe directors of how their experiences shape
particular governance decisions and general board-
room activities may provide additional insights.

The interaction effects also shed light on the
role of diversity of experience on boardroom
functioning. Diversity is viewed as a source of
strength as it fosters the flow of new ideas vital
for creativity, promotes debate stemming from
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varied viewpoints, and adds greater depth to
corporate decision making (Milliken and Martins,
1996). On the other hand, diversity may cause
dysfunctional conflict, slow decision making, and
adversely affect board governance (Finkelstein
et al., 2009). Both perspectives are reflected in
our results. Diversity of industry experience at
the upper echelons (CEO and board) is valued
in the IPO context, because it enables the IPO
firm to access fresh ideas and links from other
industries. However, congruence of experience
between the CEO and the board in terms of public
company board service is beneficial. Teasing out
such variances in crisis situations and diversified
environments can further enrich our understanding
of the value of diversity of experience between the
executive and the monitoring arms of the board.

Finally, the concept of human and social capital
conjures up a positive image leading to the
assumption that more is beneficial. An implication
of this study is that, in addition to these benefits,
the costs of such capital also need to be considered.
Board members who serve on many public boards
may be valued for their reputation capital, but we
find that they can also hurt the board’s ability
to govern. It is necessary to acknowledge that
accumulated service on public boards is an asset;
however, current appointments can be a liability as
they can drain members of their time and energies
required to effectively govern a public company.

While our research unbundles the interactive
effects of individual and group human and social
capital, an important limitation of our study is that
our measures and analysis do not isolate the effects
of human and social capital. This is a significant
limitation of most research examining the human
or social capital of boards and top management
teams because the two types of capital are
intimately intertwined (Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet
and Ghoshal, 1998); hence, devising measures to
isolate the two pose significant challenges, and
yet theorizing and constructing separate measures
for each of these constructs could potentially
make major contributions to multiple streams of
research. Second, the sample in this study consists
only of biotechnology firms. While the results of
this study should be relevant to other technology-
intensive industries, they may not generalize to
all industries. It has been noted that high-tech
entrepreneurs fear expropriation of the firm’s
knowledge and thus are hesitant to disclose details
of the firm’s technology, which makes it harder

for investors to value these firms (Deeds et al.,
1997). Given this high information asymmetry, it
is possible that the signaling effects of the CEO’s
and the board’s human and social capital are even
more important in the biotech context. Thus, it is
crucial to validate the importance of these effects
in other industries.

In summary, our study indicates that it is imper-
ative to unbundle the human and social capital
of the CEO and that of the board, and examine
their individual and interactive effects simultane-
ously. Such an approach will enable us to discover
the positive and negative synergies associated with
various types of board capital, which in turn will
provide a nuanced understanding of the appropri-
ate balance of experience sets within the board
across contexts.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank associate editor Jim Westphal and the
two reviewers of the paper for their insightful com-
ments and suggestions. This research was partly
funded by a grant from the University Grants Pro-
gram, San Diego State University. We are also
grateful to the participants at a board governance
session at the Academy of Management Meeting
(2012). An earlier version of this paper was pre-
sented at a Strategic Management Society Meeting
and was also a finalist for the best paper award of
the Corporate Finance Category, Financial Man-
agement Association Meeting (2009).

REFERENCES

Adler P, Kwon S. 2002. Social capital: prospects for a
new concept. Academy of Management Review 27(1):
17–40.

Arkebauer JB. 1991. Cashing Out . Harper Business: New
York.

Arthurs JD, Hoskisson RE, Busenitz LW, Johnson
RA. 2008. Managerial agents watching other agents:
multiple agency conflict regarding underpricing in
IPO firms. Academy of Management Journal 51(2):
277–294.

Audia PG, Lock EA, Smith KG. 2000. The paradox of
success: a archival and a laboratory study of strategic
persistence following radical environmental change.
Academy of Management Journal 43: 837–853.

Bailey EE, Helfat CE. 2003. External management
succession, human capital, and firm performance:
an integrative analysis. Managerial and Decision
Economics 24(4): 347–369.

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj



866 C. Sundaramurthy, K. Pukthuanthong, and Y. Kor

Barker VL, Mueller GC. 2001. CEO characteristics
and firm R&D spending. Management Science 48(6):
782–801.

Baysinger B, Hoskisson RE. 1990. The composition of
boards of directors and strategic control: effects on
corporate strategy. Academy of Management Review
15(1): 72–87.

Beatty RP. 1989. Auditor reputation and the pricing
of initial public offerings. Accounting Review 64:
693–709.

Beatty RP, Ritter JR. 1986. Investment banking, reputa-
tion, and the underpricing of initial public offerings.
Journal of Financial Economics 15: 213–232.

Becker G. 1975. Human Capital . Columbia University
Press: New York.

Becker G. 1993. Nobel lecture: the economic way of
looking at behavior. Journal of Political Economy
101(3): 385–409.

Booth JR, Deli DN. 1996. Factors affecting the number
of outside directorships held by the CEO. Journal of
Financial Economics 40: 81–104.

Buchholtz A, Ribbens BA, Houle IT. 2003. The
role of human capital in post-acquisition CEO
departure. Academy of Management Journal 46(4):
506–514.

Burt RS. 1992. Structural holes . Harvard University
Press: Cambridge, MA.

Carpenter MA, Sanders WG, Gregersen HB. 2001.
Bundling human capital with organizational context:
the impact of international assignment experience
on multinational firm performance and CEO pay.
Academy of Management Journal 44(3): 493–511.

Carpenter MA, Westphal J. 2001. The strategic context
of external network ties: examining the impact of
director appointments on board involvement in strate-
gic decision-making. Academy of Management Jour-
nal 44: 639–660.

Carter CB, Lorsch JW. 2004. Back to the Drawing Board:
Designing Corporate Boards for a Complex World .
Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA.

Carter R, Manaster S. 1990. Initial public offerings
and underwriter reputation. Journal of Finance 45:
1045–1067.

Castanias RP, Helfat CE. 1991. Managerial resources and
rents. Journal of Management 17: 155–171.

Castanias RP, Helfat CE. 1992. Managerial and wind-
fall rents in the market for corporate control. Jour-
nal of Economic Behavior and Organization 18:
153–184.

Castanias RP, Helfat CE. 2001. The managerial rents
model: theory and empirical analysis. Journal of
Management 27: 661–678.

Certo T. 2003. Influencing initial public offering
investors with prestige: signaling with board struc-
tures. Academy of Management Review 28(3):
432–446.

Certo T, Daily C, Dalton D. 2001. Signaling firm
value through board structure: an investigation of
initial public offerings. Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice 26: 33–50.

Chen G, Hambrick DC, Pollock TG. 2008. Putting’on
the ritz: pre-IPO enlistment of prestigious affiliates

as deadline-induced remediation. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal 51(5): 954–975.

Clarkson PM. 1994. The underpricing of initial public
offerings, ex ante uncertainty, and proxy selection.
Accounting and Finance 34: 67–68.

Cohen BD, Dean TJ. 2005. Information asymmetry
and investor valuation of IPOs: top management
team legitimacy as a capital market signal. Strategic
Management Journal 26: 683–690.

Cohen WM, Levinthal DA. 1990. Absorptive capacity: a
new perspective on learning and innovation. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly 35: 128–152.

Coleman JS. 1988. Social capital in the creation of human
capital. American Journal of Sociology 94: 95–121.

Conger JA, Lawler EE, Finegold DL. 2001. Corporate
Boards: Strategies for Adding Value at the Top. Jossey-
Bass: San Francisco, CA.

Cooper ACF, Gimeno J, Woo CY. 1994. Initial human
and financial capital as predictors of new venture per-
formances. Journal of Business Venturing 9: 371–395.

Core J, Holthausen R, Larcker D. 1999. Corporate
governance, chief executive officer compensation, and
firm performance. Journal of Financial Economics 51:
371–406.

Daily CM, Certo ST, Dalton DR. 2005. Investment
bankers and IPO pricing: does prospectus information
matter? Journal of Business Venturing 20: 93–111.

D’Aveni RA. 1990. Top managerial prestige and
organizational bankruptcy. Organization Science 1:
121–142.

Davidsson P, Honig B. 2003. The role of social and
human capital among nascent entrepreneurs. Journal
of Business Venturing 18: 301–331.

Deeds DL, DeCarolis D, Coombs JE. 1997. The impact
of firm-specific capabilities on the amount of capital
raised in an initial public offering: evidence from the
biotechnology industry. Journal of Business Venturing
12: 31–46.

Dimov DP, Shepherd DA. 2005. Human capital theory
and venture capital firms: exploring “home runs” and
“strike outs”. Journal of Business Venturing 20: 1–21.

Eisenhardt KM, Schoonhoven CB. 1996. Resource-based
view of strategic alliance formation: strategic and
social effects in entrepreneurial firms. Organization
Science 7(2): 136–150.

Ferris SP, Jagannathan M, Pritchard AP. 2003. Too
busy to mind the business? Monitoring by directors
with multiple board appointments. Journal of Finance
58(3): 1087–1111.

Fich E, Shivdasani A. 2006. Are busy boards effective
monitors? Journal of Finance 61: 689–724.

Filatotchev I, Bishop K. 2002. Board composition, share
ownership, and ‘underpricing’ of U.K. IPO firms.
Strategic Management Journal 23(10): 941–955.

Finkelstein S, Hambrick DC, Cannella AA. 2009. Strate-
gic Leadership: Theory and Research on Executives,
Top Management Teams, and Boards . West Publishing
Company: St. Paul, MN.

Finkelstein S, Mooney AC. 2003. Not the usual sus-
pects: how to use board process to make boards bet-
ter. The Academy of Management Executive 17(2):
101–113.

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj



Synergies Between the CEO’s and the Board’s Human and Social Capital 867

Fischer H, Pollock T. 2004. Effects of social capital and
power on surviving transformational change: the case
of initial public offerings. Academy of Management
Journal 47(4): 463–481.

Forbes DP, Milliken FJ. 1999. Cognition and corporate
governance: understanding board of directors as strate-
gic decision-making groups. Academy of Management
Review 24(3): 489–505.

Freund RJ, Littell RC. 1991. SAS System for Regression .
SAS Institute: Cary, NC.

Geletkanycz MA, Black SS. 2001. Bound by the
past? Experience-based effects on commitment to
the strategic status quo. Journal of Management 27:
3–21.

Geletkanycz MA, Hambrick DC. 1997. The external ties
of top executives: implications for strategic choice
and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly
42: 654–681.

Gimeno J, Folta TB, Cooper AC, Woo CY. 1997. Survival
of the fittest? Entrepreneurial human capital and the
persistence of underperforming firms. Administrative
Science Quarterly 42: 750–783.

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.

Grant RM. 1996. Toward a knowledge-based theory of
the firm. Strategic Management Journal 17: 109–122.

Greene WH. 2000. Econometric Analysis . Prentice-Hall:
Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Gulati R, Higgins MC. 2003. Which ties matter when?
The contingent effects of interorganizational partner-
ships on IPO success. Strategic Management Journal
24: 127–144.

Haber S, Reichel A. 2007. The cumulative nature of
the entrepreneurial process: the contribution of human
capital, planning and environment resources to small
venture performance. Journal of Business Venturing
22: 119–145.

Harris D, Helfat C. 1997. Specificity of CEO human cap-
ital and compensation. Strategic Management Journal
18: 895–920.

Harris D, Helfat C. 2007. The board of directors as
a social network: a new perspective. Journal of
Management Inquiry 16: 228–237.

Haynes KT, Hillman A. 2010. The effect of board
capital and CEO power on strategic change. Strategic
Management Journal 31(11): 1145–1163.

Higgins MC, Gulati R. 2006. Stacking the deck: the
effects of top management backgrounds on investor
decisions. Strategic Management Journal 27: 1–25.

Hillman AJ, Dalziel T. 2003. Boards of directors and
firm performance: integrating agency and resource
dependence perspectives. Academy of Management
Review 28(3): 383–396.

Hillman AJ, Nicholson G, Shropshire G. 2008. Direc-
tors’ multiple identities, identification, and board mon-
itoring and resource provision. Organization Science
19(3): 441–456.

Hitt MA, Bierman L, Shimizu K, Kochhar R. 2001. Direct
and moderating effects of human capital on strategy
and performance in professional service firms: a

resource-based perspective. Academy of Management
Journal 44(1): 13–28.

Hitt MA, Ireland DR. 2002. The essence of strategic lead-
ership: managing human and social capital. Journal of
Leadership and Organizational Studies 9(1): 3–14.

Hitt MA, Tyler BB. 1991. Strategic decision models: inte-
grating different perspectives. Strategic Management
Journal 12: 327–351.

Huff AS. 1982. Industry influences on strategy formula-
tion. Strategic Management Journal 3: 119–131.

Ireland DR, Hitt MA, Sirmon DG. 2003. A model
of strategic entrepreneurship: the construct and its
dimensions. Journal of Management 29(6): 963–989.

Jain BA, Jayaraman N, Keni O. 2008. The path-to-
profitability of Internet IPO firms. Journal of Business
Venturing 23: 165–194.

Janis IL. 1982. Victims of Groupthink: A Psychological
Study of Policy Decisions and Fiascoes . Houghton
Mifflin Company: Boston, MA.

Jiraporn P, Davidson WN, DaDalt P, Ning Y. 2009. Too
busy to show up? An analysis of directors’ absences.
Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 49(3):
1159–1171.

Jiraporn P, Kim YS, Davidson W. 2008. Multiple
directorships and corporate diversification. Journal of
Empirical Finance 15: 418–435.

Kisfalvi V. 2000. The threat of failure, the perils of
success and CEO character: sources of strategic
persistence. Organization Studies 21: 611–639.

Klein A. 1996. Can investors use the prospectus to price
initial public offerings? Journal of Financial Statement
Analysis 2: 23–39.

Kor YY, Mesko A. 2013. Dynamic managerial capa-
bilities: configuration and orchestration of the
top executives’ capabilities and the firm’s domi-
nant logic. Strategic Management Journal 34(2):
233–244.

Kor Y, Misangyi V. 2008. Outside directors’ industry-
specific experience and firms’ liability of newness.
Strategic Management Journal 29: 1345–1355.

Kor Y, Sundaramurthy C. 2009. Experience-based human
and social capital of outside directors. Journal of
Management 35(4): 981–1006.

Krigman L, Shaw W, Womack K. 1999. The per-
sistence of IPO misvaluation and the predictive
power of block-trading. Journal of Finance 3:
1015–1044.

Kroll M, Walters BA, Le SA. 2007. The impact
of board composition and top management team
ownership structure on post-IPO performance in
young entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management
Journal 50(5): 1198–1216.

Lee CJ. 1981. The pricing of corporate debt: a note.
Journal of Finance 36(5): 1187–1189.

Leland H, Pyle D. 1977. Information asymmetries, finan-
cial structure and financial intermediation. Journal of
Finance 32: 371–387.

Ljungqvist A, Wilhelm W. 2003. IPO pricing in the dot-
com bubble: complacency or incentives? Journal of
Finance 58: 723–752.

Loughran T, Ritter J. 1995. The new issues puzzle.
Journal of Finance 50: 23–51.

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj



868 C. Sundaramurthy, K. Pukthuanthong, and Y. Kor

Loughran T, Ritter J. 2004. Why has IPO underpricing
changed over time? Financial Management 33: 5–37.

Lowry M, Murphy K. 2007. Executive stock options and
IPO underpricing. Journal of Financial Economics 85:
39–65.

McDonald ML, Khanna P, Westphal J. 2008. Getting
them to think outside the circle: corporate gover-
nance, CEOs’ external advice networks, and firm per-
formance. Academy of Management Journal 51(3):
453–475.

McDonald ML, Westphal JD, Graebner ME. 2008. What
do they know? The effects of outside director acqui-
sition experience on firm acquisition performance.
Strategic Management Journal 29(11): 1155–1177.

McNulty TA, Pettigrew AM. 1999. Strategists on the
board. Organization Studies 21(1): 47–74.

Megginson WL, Weiss KA. 1991. Venture capitalist
certification in initial public offerings. Journal of
Finance 46(3): 879–903.

Michaely R, Shaw WH. 1994. The pricing of initial public
offerings: tests of adverse-selection and signaling
theories. Review of Financial Studies 7: 279–319.

Milliken FJ, Martins F. 1996. Searching for common
threads: understanding the multiple effects of diversity
in organizational groups. Academy of Management
Review 21(2): 402–433.

Morse EA, Fowler SW, Lawrence TB. 2007. The impact
of virtual embeddedness on new venture survival:
overcoming the liability of newness. Entrepreneur-
ship, Theory and Practice 31(2): 139–159.

Nahapiet J, Ghoshal S. 1998. Social capital, intellectual
capital, and the organizational advantage. Academy of
Management Review 23: 242–266.

Nelson T. 2003. The persistence of founder influence:
management, ownership, and performance effects at
initial public offering. Strategic Management Journal
24: 707–724.

Oh H, Labianca G, Chung M. 2006. A multilevel model
of group social capital. Academy of Management
Journal 31(3): 569–582.

Pollock TG, Rindova VP. 2003. Media legitimation
effects in the market for initial public offerings.
Academy of Management Journal 46: 631–642.

Pukthuanthong P. 2006. Underwriter learning about
unfamiliar firms: evidence from the history of biotech
IPOs. Journal of Financial Markets 9(4): 366–407.

Pukthuanthong P, Roll R, Walker T. 2007. How employee
stock options and executive equity ownership affect
long-term IPO operating performance. Journal of
Corporate Finance 13: 695–720.

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

Ritter J. 1991. The long-run performance of initial public
offerings. Journal of Finance 46: 3–27.

Ritter J, Welch I. 2002. A review of IPO activity,
pricing and allocations. Journal of Finance 57(4):
1795–1828.

Spender JC. 1989. Industry Recipes . Blackwell: Oxford,
UK.

Stinchcombe AL. 1965. Social structure and organiza-
tions. In Handbook of Organizations , March JG (ed).
Rand McNally: Chicago, IL; 142–193.

Sturman MC, Walsh K, Cheramie RA. 2008. The value
of human capital specificity versus transferability.
Journal of Management 34(2): 290–316.

Sundaramurthy C. 1996. Corporate governance within
the context of antitakeover provisions. Strategic
Management Journal 17: 377–394.

Sundaramurthy C, Lewis M. 2003. Control and collab-
oration: paradoxes of governance. Academy of Man-
agement Review 28: 397–415.

Sundaramurthy C, Mahoney JM, Mahoney JT. 1997.
Board structure, antitakeover provisions and share-
holder wealth. Strategic Management Journal 18(3):
231–245.

Tuggle CS, Schnatterly K, Johnson K. 2010. Atten-
tion patterns in the boardroom: how board composi-
tion and processes affect discussion of entrepreneurial
issues. Academy of Management Journal 53(3):
550–571.

Tyler BB, Steensma HK. 1998. The effects of executives’
experiences and perceptions on their assessment of
potential technical alliances. Strategic Management
Journal 19: 939–965.

Useem M. 1982. Class wide rationality in the politics
of managers and directors of large corporations in
the United States and Great Britain. Administrative
Science Quarterly 27: 199–226.

Westphal JD. 1998. Board games: how CEOs adapt
to increases in structural board independence from
management. Administrative Science Quarterly 43:
511–537.

Westphal JD. 1999. Collaboration in the boardroom:
behavioral and performance consequences of CEO-
board social ties. Academy of Management Journal
42(1): 7–24.

Westphal JD, Fredrickson JW. 2001. Who directs strate-
gic change? Director experience, the selection of new
CEOs, and change in corporate strategy. Strategic
Management Journal 22: 1113–1137.

White H. 1980. A heteroscedasticity consistent covari-
ance matrix estimator and a direct test for het-
eroscedasticity. Econometrica 48: 817–838.

Zahra S, George G. 2002. Absorptive capacity: a
review, reconceptualization, and extension. Academy
of Management Review 27(2): 185–203.

Zajac EJ, Westphal JD. 1994. The costs and benefits
of managerial incentives and monitoring in large
U.S. corporations: when is more not better? Strategic
Management Journal (Winter Special Issue) 15:
121–142.

Zald MN. 1969. The power and functions of boards of
directors: a theoretical synthesis. American Journal of
Sociology 5: 97–111.

Zimmerman MA, Zeitz GJ. 2002. Beyond survival:
achieving new venture growth by building legitimacy.
Academy of Management Review 27(3): 414–431.

Copyright  2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strat. Mgmt. J., 35: 845–868 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/smj


