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Abstract
Purpose – This paper aims to develop a conceptual model that systematically interprets how key
governance factors drive the alignment and the rent-extraction effects of executive stock options (SOs)
as proxied by plan characteristics.
Design/methodology/approach – The authors draw on the review of 202 articles published in
international academic journals. They collect data from library databases and by hand-searching and
citation-tracking relevant papers on the topic. Moreover, the authors review and classify the studies as
related with determinants or proxies of alignment and rent-extraction effects of SOs.
Findings – The conceptual model systematically interprets the results of the literature review and
identifies the relationships between archetypes, driving factors and proxies of the rent/alignment effect
of executive SOs. It highlights that, given ownership archetypes, effective (ineffective) governance
practices drive the alignment (rent) aim of SOs as proxied by the optimal (non-optimal) plan design.
Practical implications – This paper supports compensation committees in selecting the SO
characteristics that better attract investors and retain executives. Moreover, it guides future policy
making interventions aiming at mitigating the rent-extraction effect of SOs.
Originality/value – The paper highlights that the governance determinants of SO aims can be
effectively classified as archetypes or drivers of rent-extracting and aligning outcomes of these
remuneration tools. Moreover, it offers a useful framework to guide future research efforts by providing
a comprehensive interpretation of the relationships between ownership archetypes, driving factors and
proxies of SO effects.

Keywords Alignment, Rent-extraction, Conceptual model, Executive stock options,
Governance practices, Plan design

Paper type Conceptual paper

1. Introduction

Over the past 30 years, a growing body of literature in the management and governance
fields has explored how to maximize the shareholder value through managerial incentive
compensation packages (Bryan et al., 2000; Jensen and Murphy, 2004; Sanders, 2001;
Wu, 2007). In particular, early interest around the topic can be traced back to the
mid-1980s when stock options (SOs) became widely used to reward executives in US
corporations (Conyon and Peck, 2001; Core et al., 2003). At the time, these remuneration
tools represented one-fifth of average CEO compensation, but their use increased in
following years. This effect was especially true in the 1990s as the proportion of SOs
reached one-third of total managerial compensation (Hall and Liebman, 1998; Murphy,
1999). Similar results were observed in 2000s when SOs became the largest single
component of top management rewards (Dunford et al., 2010; Hall and Murphy, 2002), and
nearly half of all Fortune 100 companies offered SOs (Ericson, 2004; Hempel and Fay,
1994).

The theoretical rationale of using the compensation tools under consideration is rooted in
the agency framework and the conflicts of interests between managers and shareholders
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in US companies with dispersed ownership structures (Berle and Means, 1933). Indeed, in
these settings, scholars highlight strong difficulties in managerial supervision and
emphasize the high risk of misleading behaviour by company executives (Shleifer and
Vishny, 1997) to the detriment of dispersed and weak shareholders (Bebchuk and Fried,
2006). The main argument in favour of SOs relies on the tenet that these compensation tools
are powerful governance mechanisms that motivate managers towards shareholder value
maximization (Zattoni and Minichilli, 2009; Zattoni, 2007) as they create a tight link between
stock price performance and executive wealth. By providing managers with proprietary
interests in the company (Murphy, 1999), SOs can ensure that executives have the
appropriate incentives to improve shareholder wealth (Holmstrom and Costa, 1986; Ross,
1973). As a result, these compensation solutions are optimal contracting tools to mitigate
the agency problems by producing an alignment effect of potentially conflicting goals of
managers (agents) and shareholders (principals) (Jensen and Murphy, 1990).

Nevertheless, both in USA and Europe, the recent financial scandals (Terviö, 2008) have
led scholars and practitioners to criticize executive SOs as dangerous tools in the hands of
entrenched and opportunistic managers aiming at extracting firm value (Bebchuk and
Fried, 2006; Bebchuk et al., 2002). Indeed, in the past 15 years, SOs have been unable to
align conflicting interests (Tosi et al., 2003) even in European companies characterized by
concentrated ownership structures (Melis et al., 2012; Zattoni, 2007).

As a result, aside the classic optimal contracting approach claiming the beneficial
alignment effect of SOs (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), an alternative view within the agency
framework has emerged (i.e. the rent-extraction view). It highlights that SOs can improve
the ability of managers to enrich themselves through the extraction of rents at the expenses
of shareholders (Bebchuk and Fried, 2003, 2006). Indeed, governance literature suggests
that despite the degree of ownership dispersion, executive SOs are potentially
symptomatic of an extraction of private benefits (Barontini and Bozzi, 2009; Cheung et al.,
2005), as they can exacerbate both the classic and the second type agency problems
(Bebchuk and Fried, 2006; Bebchuk et al., 2002).

Literature exploring SOs through the theoretical lenses of optimal contracting and
rent-extraction views is extensive. However, less attention has been paid to the relationship
between determinants and proxies of both the alignment and the rent-extraction effects of
SOs (Catuogno et al., 2016; Zattoni, 2007). Stemming from the review and the classification
of 202 studies published in international academic journals on the topic, our paper aims to
fill this gap by examining:

� factors that lead to the alignment and the rent-extraction outcomes of executive SOs;

� how the aim of these compensation tools is affected by the above-mentioned factors;
and

� how aligning and rent-extracting outcomes of executive SOs are measured.

We summarize our findings in a conceptual model showing that the determinants of SO aim
can be distinguished in archetypes (ownership structures) and drivers (corporate
governance practices), while the assessment of the alignment and rent-extraction aim of
incentive compensation is proxied by SOs design (plan characteristics).

On the bases of these premises, our article should contribute to the advancement of both
corporate governance research and practice in many ways. First, it provides a framework
to guide future research efforts in the area by summarizing and discussing the connections
between the key governance factors driving the effects of executive SOs and the related
proxy measures proposed by the literature. In this sense, the conceptual model supports
both scholars and practitioners in the corporate governance domain by identifying
conditions and best practices for managerial rewarding. Indeed, the research has
implications for compensation committee members, as it supports the selections of the SO
characteristics that better attract investors and retain executives. Finally, the study guides
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future policy making interventions aiming at implementing more stringent governance
practices to mitigate the rent-extraction effect of SOs.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the review process and
the research methodology. Section 3 provides the review of the literature and presents the
classifications of the studies. Section 4 proposes and discusses the conceptual model.
Section 5 concludes and provides contributions and implications of the paper.

2. Review process and research methodology

To identify the literature on determinants and proxies of alignment and rent-extraction
effects of executive SOs, and to interpret their connections, we have extracted all
relevant articles on the topic by conducting Boolean title, abstract and keyword
searches (Furrer et al., 2008; Saggese et al., 2015; Sarto et al., 2014). In particular, we
have used a combination of the terms “stock option*”, “executive compensation*” and
“executive remuneration*” with the keywords “alignment”, “rent extraction”,
“rent-extraction”, “optimal contracting*” and “managerial power*” to collect
peer-reviewed articles in English (Figure 1). The rationale of focusing on this kind of
publications, excluding conference proceedings, book reviews and chapters or
unpublished works, relies on the belief that the review process plays as a quality control
mechanism (Fernandez-Alles and Ramos-Rodríguez, 2009; Marsilio et al., 2011).

We have extracted the articles on the topic under research from two search engines.
Indeed, following prior studies, we have applied our strategy to both the Academic Search
Complete and Business Source Complete library source (EBSCO) and the Social Sciences
Citation Index (SSCI) database, incorporated in the ISI Web of Science internet library. We

Figure 1 Research design
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have opted for these databases as the most commonly used in literature reviews (Dawson
and Mussolino, 2014; Furrer et al., 2008; Saggese et al., 2015). We do not have imposed
time constraints to collect all pertinent articles published in international academic journals
until March 2016. This strategy has returned 461 hits (227 from EBSCO and 234 from SSCI),
originating from 231 disjointed articles.

To ensure consistency with the topic under investigation, and to obtain the final sample, we
have further selected the papers by examining their abstract. Taking into account the
exclusion of 47 papers, this process has resulted in a list of 184 articles. However, following
prior research (Rashman et al., 2009; Saggese et al., 2015), we have completed our
collection by hand-searching and citation-tracking additional studies across governance
and management top journals (18 articles). As a result, the final list of our collection
consists of 202 articles.

At a later stage, we have fully analyzed and reviewed the papers. Specifically, we have
classified the collected articles as focused on alignment or rent-extraction effects of SOs.
In addition, within these clusters, we have further categorized the studies related with
determinants or proxies of such SO effects. Stemming from these analyses, in the last step
of our methodology, we have developed a conceptual model that systematically interprets
the main results of the literature review.

3. Literature review and classification

To provide a comprehensive picture of the knowledge on the governance determinants and
the proxies of alignment and rent-extraction effects of executive SOs, the following sections
synthesize and discuss the findings of our literature review by presenting the classification
of the studies on the topic.

3.1 Determinants of alignment and rent-extraction effects of stock options

The analysis of the 202 academic articles highlights that a number of factors affects the
outcomes of executive SOs. Indeed, scholarly research suggests that both corporate
ownership and corporate governance practices can drive the aim of SOs towards aligning
or rent-extracting effects (Figure 2).

3.1.1 Alignment. According to the proponents of the optimal contracting view, firms seek to
design the most efficient compensation packages to align the interests of managers and
owners towards the shareholder value maximization (Essid, 2012; Holmstrom and Costa,
1986; Jensen and Murphy, 1990; Zattoni, 2007).

A number of studies within the realm of corporate governance have explored the alignment
effect of SOs focusing on company ownership and its influence on managerial
opportunism. In this respect, governance scholars have shown that, in widely held listed
firms, executive SOs are an effective solution to protect investors from managerial
expropriation and overcome the classic agency problem (Berle and Means, 1933; Jensen
and Meckling, 1976). In this sense, equity incentives represent one of the most common
tools that companies rely upon to limit the managers’ misleading behaviour (Shleifer and
Vishny, 1997). Indeed, by playing as governance mechanisms, SOs indirectly improve the
supervision over executives and align managerial decisions to company interests
(Chalmers et al., 2006) motivating managers to maximize the shareholders’ value (Jensen
and Murphy, 1990; Ross, 1973; Zattoni, 2007). This is especially true in Anglo-Saxon
countries (Abernethy et al., 2015; Kuang and Qin, 2009). For example, Nyberg et al. (2010)
report that the relationship between CEO and shareholder returns in the largest widely held
US companies is symptomatic of the strong alignment effect between agents and owners.
Mullins et al. (2014) also show that large shareholders with long-term investment orientation
are more likely to use SOs to promote value creation and competitive advantages to the
benefit of shareholders. The study authored by Wade et al. (1997) further supports these
results, as it documents that, in companies with concentrated ownership, executive
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compensation is used for alignment purposes. Similar findings are provided by the
empirical survey on the largest UK non-financial firms by Kuang and Qin (2009) who find
that the use of performance-vested SOs is associated with greater interest alignment.

These conclusions can be extended to both European and Asian settings. For example,
Alcouffe and Alcouffe (2000) show that SOs have been strongly used in French companies
to align the conflicting interests of managers/employees and shareholders. Consistent with
the incentive effect, Nagaoka (2005) also finds that SOs are often used in Japanese
companies with concentrated ownership structures.

It is worth noting that, aside this feature, scholars suggest that the alignment effect of SOs
is also influenced by a number of governance mechanisms. In this respect, a strong
attention has been devoted to the relationship between executive SOs and governance
characteristics to explain the cross-sectional differences in the level of managerial
compensation (Barontini and Bozzi, 2009). A number of works in this tradition empirically
document the correlation between the level of executive pay and several corporate
governance variables, especially related to board characteristics. In particular, literature
claims that board of directors should exercise an objective independent judgement on
corporate affairs to protect the interests of outside shareholders. Scholars suggest that this
circumstance is driven by the will of board members to maintain and even enhance their
reputation, and occurs only in the presence of independent directors (Fama and Jensen,
1983). In these cases, SOs do not rely on opportunistic motivations. For example,
Melis et al. (2012) show that in Italy, boards with higher proportion of independent directors
are more likely to design SOs explainable by the optimal contracting theory. Similarly,
Chhaochharia and Grinstein (2009) find that US companies experience a significant
decrease of CEO compensation when the majority of directors are independent.

Aside board characteristics, literature on executive compensation also suggests that the
aligning outcome of SOs can be affected by the presence and the functioning of
remuneration committees. In this sense, scholars highlight that these committees hamper
managerial misleading behaviour, as they limit the executives’ chances to award

Figure 2 Literature classification
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themselves non-optimal pays (Barkema and Gomez-Mejia, 1998; Williamson, 1985). This
effect is empowered by the appointment of independent directors to the committee.
Indeed, Melis et al. (2012) report that, when independent directors are appointed to the
remuneration committees, executive SOs are more likely to be designed according to the
alignment aim. The same conclusions are drawn by the studies on compensation
committee quality. In fact, both Sun et al. (2009) and Sun and Cahan (2009) show that
earnings performance is positively associated with executive SOs, when the compensation
committee quality increases.

3.1.2 Rent-extraction. Aside the alignment view, the rent-extraction perspective
emphasizes the role of incentive plans as additional tools in the hands of powerful
managers to opportunistically increase their pays (Bebchuk and Fried, 2006).

Scholars in this tradition claim that this phenomenon can occur in large firms with dispersed
ownership structures when the strong managerial power fosters the opportunism of
entrenched managers at the expenses of investors (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). This is
especially true when governance mechanisms do not work properly. Indeed, literature
suggests that, in dispersed ownership structures, the board and the remuneration
committee are likely to agree with powerful entrenched CEOs upon excessive pays to the
detriment of company shareholders (Bebchuk and Fried, 2003; Conyon et al., 2011;
Goergen and Renneboog, 2011; Zona, 2016).

However, it is worth noting that a growing body of literature points out that the extraction of
rents through executives SOs also occurs in concentrated ownership structures. In these
contexts, the overlapping between directors/managers and owners allows blockholders to
expropriate wealth (Bebchuk and Fried, 2006; van Essen et al., 2012; Johnson and Tian,
2000), as large shareholders can influence the appointment of directors (Barca and Becht,
2001; Claessens et al., 2002; Melis et al., 2012). A comparable rent-extraction effect is
documented in the presence of disproportional ownership devices (e.g. pyramidal
structures, voting trusts, limited voting shares, dual-class shares, stock-interlocks) (Cuomo
et al., 2012; Saggese, 2013; Saggese et al., 2015). In fact, finance scholars suggest that the
diversion from the one-share–one-vote rule, due to these mechanisms, provides controlling
owners with incentives to use SOs to draw private benefits to the detriment of minorities
(Chourou, 2010; Haid and Yurtoglu, 2006; Tinaikar, 2014; Viscogliosi and Zattoni, 2008).

On the bases of these premises, the empirical research highlights that executive SOs are
designed for extracting rents as the managerial power increases. In this sense, Ozkan
(2011) reports that, in widely held UK firms, the relationship between performance and CEO
pay weakens when managers are unaccountable to shareholders. Similarly, in companies
with dual class shares, Masulis et al. (2009) find that CEO pay significantly increases as the
divergence between insider control rights and cash flow rights raises.

The same conclusions apply to East Asian companies. Indeed, Cheung et al. (2005) show
that, in Hong Kong, closely held firms, owner CEO and Chairman receive higher rewards
compared with their peers. Similar results are reported by Basu et al. (2007) who find that
executive remuneration and firm performance are negatively related in Japanese family
business with concentrated ownership. In Chinese non-state-owned firms, Su et al. (2010)
report comparable evidence, as they find that the high proportion of controlling owners
increases the likelihood that managerial compensation is set to expropriate minority
shareholders.

Scholarly research in this strand of literature has emphasized the same effects in European
companies. In Germany, for example, Haid and Yurtoglu (2006) show that, in large firms,
managerial compensation is affected by the wedge between cash-flow rights and
voting-rights. In Italy, Melis and Carta (2010) provide evidence on a comparable effect, as
they find that SOs are designed to extract rents when blockholders are appointed as
executive directors. Also in concentrated family firms, some scholars report that SOs
are used by entrenched and predatory family managers to extract rents
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(Morck and Yeung, 2003; Morck et al., 1988). For example, in Italian family companies with
shareholders agreements, Barontini and Bozzi (2009) find both positive relationship
between level of board pay and presence of company founder in the boardroom, and
negative correlation between board excess compensation and firm future performance.
Indeed, in this setting, the use of disproportional ownership devices is reflected in high
managerial remuneration as a consequence of the divergence between control and
cash-flow rights.

Similarly to the alignment perspective, governance literature has explored the
rent-extraction effect of SOs focusing on corporate governance characteristics, especially
in connection with board of directors. In this respect, some studies point out that
interlocking directorates limit board independence, foster CEO entrenchment and result in
higher executive remuneration (Harjoto and Mullineaux, 2003). In line with these findings,
the empirical studies show that interlocking directorships positively affect the expropriation
of wealth through the assignment of SOs to CEOs (Fich and White, 2003; Hallock, 1997).

The rent-extraction view explains the use of executive SOs also in connection to CEO
tenure and when the CEO chairs the board (Mcknight and Tomkins, 2004). In this
circumstance, the board is not able to monitor the CEO’s activities, and therefore he/she
can set his/her pays so as to expropriate investors (Coles and Hesterly, 2000; Conyon and
Peck, 1998; Daily and Dalton, 1993; Jensen, 1993; Melis et al., 2012). In line with this
conclusion, the empirical evidence shows that CEO duality is positively related to executive
compensation (Cao et al., 2011; Core et al., 1999; Firth et al., 2007; Gueyie, 2001). In this
case, tenured CEOs can influence board of directors to settle their pay according to their
own preferences (Brick et al., 2006; Cao et al., 2011; Gong, 2011; Liu et al., 2014).
Consistently, literature reports that the relationship between CEO compensation and
market stock returns decreases as tenure increases (Hill and Phan, 1991). Similar
conclusions are drawn in respect to corporate disclosure as CEO duality strengthens the
connection between value of SOs and fraudulent financial reporting associated to
rent-extracting purposes (O’Connor et al., 2006).

3.2 Proxies of alignment and rent-extraction effects of SOs

Governance literature on executive remuneration deems the strike price, the vesting
period, the lockup period, the vesting conditions and the re-pricing as the most relevant
elements of SO design (Johnson and Tian, 2000). However, as emerged by the analysis of
papers in our collection, scholars interpret these constitutive components of executive
remuneration as proxies for alignment and rent-extraction effects of SOs (Bebchuk et al.,
2002; Kuang and Qin, 2009) (Figure 2).

3.2.1 Alignment. Some articles in this tradition emphasize that a long-term perspective in
executive remuneration is generally recommended by codes of best practice (Combined
Code 2008; Italian Code of conduct 2006; French Code of best practices 2008; German
Code of best practices 2009).

Supporting this view, the empirical evidence shows that at/out-of-the-money strike price
results in the optimal executive SO design, as they provide managers with incentives to
maximize the shareholder value (Bebchuk and Fried, 2006). Settling the strike price equal
or higher than the market price of the underlying shares of stock at the assignment date
provides executives with incentives to pursue shareholder value maximization to increase
the market stock price and benefit from the emerging capital gain. In this perspective,
literature shows that at/out-of-the-money options result in an efficient SO plan design and
thus in the alignment of conflicting interests (Zattoni, 2007).

Similar conclusions are drawn by the research devoted to the vesting period. These studies
find that the longer the vesting period, the higher the stock price is at the exercise date,
leading to the alignment of managerial and shareholder interests. Indeed, literature
suggests that SO beneficiaries are discouraged to behave myopically when they are not
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allowed to exercise options in the short-term (Liljeblom et al., 2011; Milgrom
and Roberts, 1992). Comparable arguments support the adoption of plans with lock-up
conditions. Indeed, the presence of a lock-up period encourages the retention of SO plan
beneficiaries and induces them to pursue medium and long-term company goals,
discouraging their short-term opportunistic behaviour. Taking together these
characteristics, the studies in the strand under investigation suggest that vesting and
lock-up periods longer than 3 years are symptomatic of an alignment effect (Melis et al.,
2012; Viscogliosi and Zattoni, 2008).

Similar results in terms of SO outcomes are also provided by scholarly research reporting
that the optimal executive plan design depends on the presence of vesting conditions (i.e.
indexed strike price) (Bebchuk et al., 2002; Sautner and Weber, 2006). In this respect, the
empirical evidence highlights that indexed exercise prices result in an alignment effect, as
they increase the likelihood to reward managers when the stock performance is connected
to their own outcomes (Hall and Liebman, 1998; Johnson and Tian, 2000; Kuang and Qin,
2009).

3.2.2 Rent-extraction. Studies in this strand of literature show that when executives receive
options with a strike price lower than the price of the underlining stocks at the assignment
date, they have no incentives to increase the shareholder wealth, as they have already
been rewarded by the capital gain (Bebchuk and Fried, 2005; Zattoni, 2007). In this
perspective, in-the-money options may suggest the rent extraction. Indeed, literature in this
tradition reports that the intrinsic value of in-the-money options is inversely related to
voluntary executive turnover and provides evidence on the rent-extraction effect of SOs
(Balsam and Miharjo, 2007).

At the same time, other scholars highlight that a plan design characterized by a short-term
vesting period can harm shareholders, as they motivate managers to take myopic
decisions that reduce medium-long term value.

Similar conclusions are drawn for the lock-up period (Arena et al., 2016; Bernhardt, 1999;
Healy and Palepu, 2002; European Corporate Governance Forum, 2009; Fudenberg et al.,
1990; Peng and Roell, 2008; Zattoni, 2007). Indeed, some authors in this tradition interpret
the lack of any lock-up period for beneficiaries in connection with rent-extractive effects
(Bebchuk et al., 2002; Hoi and Robin, 2004). In this perspective, the beneficiaries are
encouraged to behave myopically when they are allowed to exercise the options and sell
the shares in the short term (Jensen and Murphy, 2004). Both the length of the vesting and
the presence of the lock-up period matter in defining whether the SO plan design is likely
to exacerbate the rent-extraction aim.

Based on the empirical studies that have been provided by the literature, the absence of
vesting conditions like the market indexed strike price is consistent with the rent-extraction
perspective, as managers are rewarded regardless their contribution to increase the firm
market performance (Bebchuk et al., 2002; Hall and Liebman, 1998).

As emerged by our literature analysis, governance scholars document comparable
outcomes also in connection to the re-pricing. It consists in the settlement of a new strike
price when the market stock value drops beyond the original exercise price. As a
consequences, it provides executives with unlimited gains when the market share price
increases, and limited losses if the stock price decreases (Arena et al., 2016). Indeed, the
component of SO design under consideration is associated with a decline of financial
performance detrimental for shareholders, thus supporting the rent-extraction effect
hypothesis of these compensation tools (Daily et al., 2003).

4. The development of a conceptual model

At a first glance, our systematic literature review shows that research exploring the
alignment and rent extraction effect of SOs can be distinguished in studies
investigating the determinants (ownership structure and governance practices) and
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those analyzing the proxies for these outcomes. However, a deeper examination of our
collection highlights that the articles linking the alignment and rent-extraction effects of
SOs to corporate ownership and practices are not univocal (Barontini and Bozzi, 2009;
Basu et al., 2007; Cheung et al., 2005; Daily et al., 2003; Kuang and Qin, 2009). Indeed,
concerning the ownership structures, all articles in our list consider them as settings
where exploring the aim of SOs. Thereby, we can label ownership structures
(dispersed, concentrated/family ownership, presence of disproportional ownership
devices) as archetypes of SO aim that play as first antecedent conditions of executive
SOs but do not directly affect their aim. Differently, when looking at corporate
governance practices, we can note that they directly affect the purpose behind these
compensation tools, given a certain ownership structure. Indeed, our analysis shows
that 25.60 per cent of articles investigate governance practices in specific ownership
structure (Alcouffe and Alcouffe, 2000; Conyon and Murphy, 2000; Conyon, 2014;
Tiscini and Raoli, 2013). Therefore, they can be considered as drivers of SO aim
distinguishing between effective and ineffective governance practices. In this sense,
when governance practices are effective, in terms of no CEO duality, short CEO tenure,
independent directors, no interlocked board and effective remuneration committee,
they drive to the alignment effect of executive SOs. Conversely, when governance
practices are ineffective in terms of CEO duality, long CEO tenure, no independent
directors, interlocked board and ineffective remuneration committee, they drive the
rent-extraction effect (Chalmers et al., 2006; Chhaochharia and Grinstein, 2009; Coles
and Hesterly, 2000; Fich and White, 2003; Hallock, 1997; Hill and Phan, 1991).

The following example mixes together the above-mentioned consideration on archetypes
and drivers of SO aim. Indeed, within dispersed ownership structures, one would expect
that SOs are used to align the conflicting interests of managers and shareholders.
However, this cannot be true if compensation committee is not independent and
cooperates with CEO agreeing on excessive rewards by settling on contracts that are not
consistent with shareholder wealth (Conyon et al., 2011; Core et al., 1999). In these
circumstances, the unfulfilled promise of aligning conflicting interests makes SOs as tools
in the hands of strong managers aimed to enrich themselves to the detriment of
shareholders (Tosi et al., 2003; Yermack, 1997). In the same vein, in the presence of
concentrated ownership structures, one would suppose that SOs granted to managers
already aligned with controlling owners aim to extract rents from minorities. Nevertheless,
this prediction fails when directors are independent from corporate insiders, as they are
able to exercise an objective supervision on executive remuneration and are more likely to
design SOs explainable by the optimal contracting theory (Conyon and Peck, 1998; Core
and Guay, 1999; Melis et al., 2012; Yermack, 1995).

However, our literature review shows that the alignment and the rent-extraction effects
of SOs cannot be merely captured by looking at archetypes and driving factors. In this
sense, they should be measured by the main elements of SOs design. Indeed, our
analysis finds that, in the 5.79 per cent of papers of our collection, ownership structures
are investigated in combination with governance characteristics and SO plan design,
and it further reveals that the latter are used as proxy measures for the aim of SOs
(Carter and Lynch, 2001; Hoi and Robin, 2004; Johnson and Tian, 2000; Kuang and
Qin, 2009; Qin, 2012).

Overall, literature suggests that alignment outcomes can be appraised through the
optimal SO plan design as measured by vesting and lock-up periods longer than 3
years, strike prices at/out-of the money, presence of vesting conditions and lack of
re-pricing. Conversely, the model emphasizes that the rent-extraction aim can be
measured by non-optimal SO plan design in terms of vesting and lock-up periods
shorter than 3 years, strike prices in-the-money, lack of vesting conditions and
presence of re-pricing (Balsam and Miharjo, 2007; Bebchuk et al., 2002; Daily et al.,
2003; Melis et al., 2012; Sautner and Weber, 2006; Viscogliosi and Zattoni, 2008).
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Stemming from the results of our literature analysis, we propose a conceptual model that
systematically interprets how archetypes and drivers affect the alignment or the
rent-extraction effect of SOs as proxied by SO plan design (Figure 3).

More specifically, our model highlights that, given ownership archetypes:

� effective governance practices drive the alignment effect as proxied by optimal SO plan
design; and

� ineffective governance practices drive the rent-extraction effect as proxied by
non-optimal SO plan design.

Therefore, it contends that archetypes, drivers and proxies can be interpreted as
complementary elements of executive SO effects.

5. Concluding remarks

Executive SOs play an important role in mitigating the conflicting interests of managers and
shareholders. As highlighted in our analysis of the literature, studies have mainly explored
the effects of these equity incentive tools in terms of alignment (Holmstrom and Costa,
1986; Jensen and Murphy, 1990; Zattoni and Minichilli, 2009) and rent-extraction (Bebchuk
and Fried, 2003, 2006; Bebchuk et al., 2002; Melis et al., 2012). Nevertheless, limited
attention has been paid to the factors that drive these outcomes well as to the way they are
measured (Catuogno et al., 2016; Zattoni, 2007).

On the basis of these premises, the paper aims to develop a conceptual model that
systematically interprets how key governance factors drive the alignment and
rent-extraction effects of executive SOs as proxied by plan characteristics. In particular, by
drawing on the review and the classification of 202 articles published in international
academic journals, it offers a theoretical model showing the interaction among archetypes

Figure 3 Conceptual model
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(ownership structures), drivers (corporate governance practices) and proxies (SO plan
design) of alignment and rent-extraction effects of executive SOs.

The article provides contributions for both governance scholars and practitioners. With
regard to scholars, the conceptual model identifies the governance determinants of
alignment and rent-extraction outcomes of SOs and the related proxies. Moreover, it
highlights that the determinants of SO effects, investigated by previous literature without
distinction, can be effectively classified as archetypes or drivers. While the latter have an
immediate impact on the aim of incentive remuneration, the effects of former are led by
drivers. Furthermore, by comprehensively interpreting the relationships between ownership
archetypes, driving factors and proxies of SO effects, the paper offers a useful framework
to guide future research efforts on executive SOs. As for practitioners, the research
supports the identification of preferable conditions for managerial compensation. First, the
model contributes to understand the better proxies to reduce wealth expropriation from
minority stakeholder. Second, it helps remuneration committees to appreciate the best
practices for optimal SO design in terms of investor attraction and executive retention.
Third, it supports policy making interventions aiming to promote more stringent governance
procedures to hinder the rent-extraction effect of SOs.

Despite these contributions, our conceptual model is by necessity a simplification of a set
of complex phenomena. While this complexity represents the limitation of our study, it has
some implications for future research. In this sense, there would be further research
potential in identifying additional driving factors or different proxy measures of SO effects.
Finally, a promising avenue for future research would be to examine whether the
above-cited driving factors are substitutes or complements in affecting the SOs’ effects.

References

Abernethy, M., Kuang, Y. and Qin, B. (2015), “The influence of CEO power on compensation contract
design”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 90 No. 4.

Alcouffe, A. and Alcouffe, C. (2000), “Executive compensation-setting practices in France”, Long
Range Planning, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 527-543.

Arena, C., Catuogno, S., Cirillo, A. and Pennacchio, L. (2016), “Extract or not extract? The effect of
familism on stock option plans”, International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 11 No. 5.

Balsam, S. and Miharjo, S. (2007), “The effect of equity compensation on voluntary executive turnover”,
Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 95-119.

Barca, F. and Becht, M. (2001), The Control of Corporate Europe, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Barkema, H. and Gomez-Mejia, L. (1998), “Managerial gompensation and firm performance: a general
research framework”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 41 No. 2, pp. 135-145.

Barontini, R. and Bozzi, S. (2009), “Board compensation and ownership structure: empirical evidence
for Italian listed companies”, Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 59-89.

Basu, S., Hwang, L.S., Mitsudome, T. and Weintrop, J. (2007), “Corporate governance, top executive
compensation and firm performance in Japan”, Pacific Basin Finance Journal, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 56-79.

Bebchuk, L.A. and Fried, J.M. (2003), “Executive compensation as an agency problem”, Journal of
Economic Perspectives, Vol. 17, pp. 71-92.

Bebchuk, L.A. and Fried, J.M. (2005), “Pay without performance: overview of the issues”, Journal of
Applied Corporate Finance, Vol. 17 No. 507, available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.
1745-6622.2005.00056.x/full (accessed 16 February 2014).

Bebchuk, L.A. and Fried, J.M. (2006), “Pay without performance: overview of the issues”, Academy of
Management Perspectives, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 5-24.

Bebchuk, L.A., Fried, J.M. and Walker, D.I. (2002), “Managerial power and rent extraction in the design
of executive compensation”, The University of Chicago Law Review, Vol. 69 No. 3, p. 751.

Berle, A. and Means, G.C. (1933), “The modern corporation and private property”, Review, Vol. 81
No. 6, pp. 782-785.

VOL. 16 NO. 4 2016 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE PAGE 703

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
0:

50
 1

4 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2005.00056.x/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2005.00056.x/full
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jacceco.2006.09.004&isi=000244585300004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F257098&isi=000073269900002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-009-9118-5
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.pacfin.2006.05.002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2308%2Faccr-50971&isi=000368808300001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1257%2F089533003769204362&isi=000185406900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1257%2F089533003769204362&isi=000185406900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMP.2006.19873407&isi=000237672700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0024-6301%2800%2900053-4&isi=000165266900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMP.2006.19873407&isi=000237672700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0024-6301%2800%2900053-4&isi=000165266900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5539%2Fijbm.v11n5p82
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1600632&isi=000176762100003


Bernhardt, W. (1999), “Stock options for or against shareholder value? – new compensation plans for
top management and the interests of the shareholders”, Corporate Governance, Vol. 7 No. 2,
pp. 123-135.

Brick, I.E., Palmon, O. and Wald, J.K. (2006), “CEO compensation, director compensation, and firm
performance: evidence of cronyism?”, Journal of Corporate Finance, Vol. 12, pp. 403-423.

Bryan, S., Hwang, L. and Lilien, S. (2000), “CEO stock based compensation: an empirical analysis of
incentive-intensity, relative mix, and economic determinants”, The Journal of Business, Vol. 73 No. 4,
pp. 661-693.

Cao, J., Pan, X. and Tian, G. (2011), “Disproportional ownership structure and pay–performance
relationship: evidence from China’s listed firms”, Journal of Corporate Finance, Vol. 17 No. 3,
pp. 541-554.

Carter, M. and Lynch, L. (2001), “An examination of executive stock option repricing”, Journal of
Financial Economics, Vol. 61, pp. 207-225.

Catuogno, S., Saggese, S., Sarto, F. and Viganò, R. (2016), “Shedding light on the aim of stock options:
a literature review”, Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 387-411.

Chalmers, K., Koh, P.-S. and Stapledon, G. (2006), “The determinants of CEO compensation:
rent-extraction or labor demand?”, The British Accounting Review, Vol. 38 No. 3, pp. 259-275.

Cheung, Y.-L., Stouraitis, A. and Wong, A.W.S. (2005), “Ownership concentration and executive
compensation in closely held firms: evidence from Hong Kong”, Journal of Empirical Finance, Vol. 12
No. 4, pp. 511-532.

Chhaochharia, V. and Grinstein, Y. (2009), “CEO compensation and board structure”, The Journal of
Finance, Vol. 64 No. 1, pp. 231-261.

Chourou, L. (2010), “Compensation of owner managers in Canadian family-owned businesses:
expropriation of minority shareholders”, Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 27 No. 2,
pp. 95-106.

Claessens, S., Djankov, S., Fan, J.P.H. and Lang, L.H.P. (2002), “Disentangling the incentive and
entrenchment effects of large shareholdings”, Journal of Finance, Vol. 57 No. 6, pp. 2741-2771.

Coles, J.W. and Hesterly, W.S. (2000), “Independence of the chairman and board composition: firm
choices and shareholder value”, Journal of Management, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 195-214.

Conyon, M.J. (2014), “Executive compensation and board governance in US firms”, Economic Journal,
Vol. 124 No. 574, pp. 60-89.

Conyon, M. and Peck, S. (2001), “Performance pay and UK firms”, European Management Journal,
Vol. 19 No. 1, pp. 73-82.

Conyon, M.J. and Murphy, K.J. (2000), “The prince and the pauper? CEO pay in the United States and
United Kingdom”, Economic Journal, Vol. 110, pp. 640-671.

Conyon, M.J. and Peck, S.I. (1998), “Board control, remuneration committees, and top management
compensation”, The Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 41 No. 2, pp. 146-157.

Conyon, M.J., Peck, S.I. and Sadler, G.V. (2011), “New perspectives on the governance of executive
compensation: an examination of the role and effect of compensation consultants”, Journal of
Management and Governance, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 29-58.

Core, J. and Guay, W. (1999), “The use of equity grants to manage optimal equity incentive levels”,
Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 28, pp. 151-184.

Core, J., Guay, W. and Larcker, D. (2003), “Executive equity compensation and incentives: a survey”,
Economic Policy Review, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 27-50.

Core, J., Holthausen, R. and Larcker, D. (1999), “Corporate governance, chief executive officer
compensation, and firm performance”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 51 No. 3, pp. 371-406.

Cuomo, F., Zattoni, A. and Valentini, G. (2012), “The effects of legal reforms on the ownership structure
of listed companies”, Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 427-458.

Daily, C.M. and Dalton, D.R. (1993), “Board of directors, leadership and structure: control and
performance implications”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 17, pp. 65-81.

Daily, C.M., Dalton, D.R. and Rajagopalan, N. (2003), “Governance through ownership: centuries of
practice, decades of research”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 151-158.

PAGE 704 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE VOL. 16 NO. 4 2016

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
0:

50
 1

4 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jempfin.2004.10.001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F257099&isi=000073269900003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6261.2008.01433.x&isi=000262672700007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1467-8683.00141
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-009-9117-6
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6261.2008.01433.x&isi=000262672700007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-009-9117-6
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0165-4101%2899%2900019-1&isi=000085538000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fcjas.145&isi=000280677400002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jcorpfin.2005.08.005&isi=000237609400003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1540-6261.00511&isi=000179577000012
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F209658
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-405X%2898%2900058-0&isi=000079102700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F014920630002600202&isi=000087380100002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jcorpfin.2011.02.006&isi=000290882300010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fecoj.12120&isi=000331695500004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-405X%2801%2900060-5&isi=000170015200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Ficc%2Fdts015&isi=000316697300003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-405X%2801%2900060-5&isi=000170015200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0263-2373%2800%2900072-4
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-015-9318-0
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.bar.2006.01.003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F30040611&isi=000183046700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1468-0297.00577&isi=000166271100005


Dawson, A. and Mussolino, D. (2014), “Exploring what makes family firms different: discrete or
overlapping constructs in the literature?”, Journal of Family Business Strategy, Vol. 5 No. 2,
pp. 169-183.

Dunford, B.B., Boswell, W.R. and Boudreau, J.W. (2010), “When do high-level managers believe they
can influence the stock price? Antecedents of stock price expectancy cognitions”, Human Resource
Management, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 23-43.

Ericson, R. (2004), “Value rules: senior management incentives in the post-option era”, Benefits
Quarterly, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 23-29.

Essid, W. (2012), “Executive stock options and earnings management: is there an option level
dependence?”, Corporate Governance, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 54-70.

European Corporate Governance Forum (2009), Statement of the European Corporate Governance
Forum on Director Remuneration, European Corporate Governance Forum, Bruxelles.

Fama, E.F. and Jensen, M.C. (1983), “Agency problems and residual claims”, Journal of Law and
Economics, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 327-349.

Fernandez-Alles, M. and Ramos-Rodríguez, A. (2009), “Intellectual structure of human resources
management research: a bibliometric analysis of the journal of human resource management,
1985-2005”, Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, Vol. 60 No. 1,
pp. 161-175.

Fich, E.M. and White, L.J. (2003), “CEO compensation and turnover: the effects of mutually interlocked
boards”, Wake Forest Law Review, Vol. 38, pp. 935-959.

Firth, M., Fung, P.M.Y. and Rui, O.M. (2007), “How ownership and corporate governance influence
chief executive pay in China’s listed firms”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60 No. 7, pp. 776-785.

Fudenberg, D., Milgrom, P. and Holmstrom, B. (1990), “Short-term contracts and long-term agency
relationships”, Journal of Economic Theory, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 1-31.

Furrer, O., Thomas, H. and Goussevskaia, A. (2008), “The structure and evolution of the strategic
management field: a content analysis of 26 years of strategic management research”, International
Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 1-23.

Goergen, M. and Renneboog, L. (2011), “Managerial compensation”, Journal of Corporate Finance,
Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 1068-1077.

Gong, J.J. (2011), “Examining shareholder value creation over CEO tenure: a new approach to testing
effectiveness of executive compensation”, Journal of Management Accounting Research, Vol. 23
No. 1, pp. 1-28.

Gueyie, F.J.E. (2001), “CEO compensation, IOS and the role of corporate governance”, Corporate
Governance, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 23-33.

Haid, A. and Yurtoglu, B.B. (2006), “Ownership structure and executive compensation in Germany”,
SSRN Electronic Journal.

Hall, B. and Liebman, J. (1998), “Are CEOs really paid like bureaucrats”, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, Vol. 112 No. 3, pp. 653-691.

Hall, B. and Murphy, K.J. (2002), “Stock options for undiversified executives”, Journal of Accounting
and Economics, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 3-42.

Hallock, K.F. (1997), “Reciprocally interlccking boards of directors and executive compensation”,
Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 331-344.

Harjoto, M.A. and Mullineaux, D.J. (2003), “CEO compensation and the transformation of banking”, The
Journal of Financial Research, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 341-354.

Healy, P.M. and Palepu, K. (2002), “Negotiation, organizations and markets research papers – the fall
of enron”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, No. 2, pp. 1-52.

Hempel, P. and Fay, C. (1994), “Outside director compensation and firm performance”, Human
Resource Management, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 111-133.

Hill, C.W.L. and Phan, P. (1991), “Ceo tenure as a determinant of ceo pay”, Academy of Management
Journal, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 707-717.

Hoi, C. and Robin, A. (2004), “The design of incentive compensation for directors”, Corporate
Governance, Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 47-53.

VOL. 16 NO. 4 2016 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE PAGE 705

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
0:

50
 1

4 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jfbs.2013.11.004&isi=000349566200005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0165-4101%2801%2900050-7&isi=000175342200001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2007.01.014&isi=000247357100013
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0165-4101%2801%2900050-7&isi=000175342200001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2331203&isi=A1997XY03500005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0022-0531%2890%2990048-O&isi=A1990DG82000001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fhrm.20332&isi=000273931600003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fhrm.20332&isi=000273931600003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1475-6803.00062
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2370.2007.00217.x&isi=000253254100001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1475-6803.00062
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2370.2007.00217.x&isi=000253254100001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F14720701211191337
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jcorpfin.2011.06.002&isi=000302841300017
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fhrm.3930330107&isi=A1994MY98300006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2308%2Fjmar-10105
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fhrm.3930330107&isi=A1994MY98300006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FEUM0000000005487
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F467038&isi=A1983QY57500008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FEUM0000000005487
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F467038&isi=A1983QY57500008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F256413&isi=A1991GD13300010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F256413&isi=A1991GD13300010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fasi.20947&isi=000262424900015
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F14720700410547495
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F14720700410547495
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355398555702&isi=000075186300001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355398555702&isi=000075186300001


Holmstrom, B. and Costa, J.R.I. (1986), “Managerial incentives and capital management”, The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 101 No. 4, pp. 835-860.

Jensen, M.C. (1993), “The modern industrial revolution, exit, and the failure of internal control systems”,
The Journal of Finance, Vol. 48 No. 3, pp. 831-880.

Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. (1976), “Theory of the firm: managerial behavior, agency costs and
ownership structure”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3 No. 4, pp. 305-360.

Jensen, M.C. and Murphy, K.J. (1990), “Performance pay and top-management incentives”, Journal of
Political Economy, Vol. 98 No. 2, pp. 225-264.

Jensen, M.C. and Murphy, K.J. (2004), “Remuneration: where we’ve been, how we got to here, what
are the problems, and how to fix them”, ECGI Working Paper Series in Finance, Vol. 44, pp. 1-105.

Johnson, S.A. and Tian, Y.S. (2000), “Indexed executive stock options”, Journal of Financial
Economics, Vol. 57 No. 1, pp. 35-64.

Kuang, Y.F. and Qin, B. (2009), “Performance-vested stock options and interest alignment”, The British
Accounting Review, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 46-61.

Liljeblom, E., Pasternack, D. and Rosenberg, M. (2011), “What determines stock option contract
design?”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 102 No. 2, pp. 293-316.

Liu, L., Liu, H. and Yin, J. (2014), “Stock option schedules and managerial opportunism”, Journal of
Business Finance and Accounting, Vol. 41 Nos 5/6, pp. 652-684.

Mcknight, P. and Tomkins, C. (2004), “The implications of firm and individual characteristics on CEO
pay”, European Management Journal, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 27-40.

Marsilio, M., Cappellaro, G. and Cuccurullo, C. (2011), “The intellectual structure of research into
PPPs”, Public Management Review, Vol. 13 No. 6, pp. 763-782.

Masulis, R.W., Wang, C. and Xie, F. (2009), “Agency problems at dual-class companies”, Journal of
Finance, Vol. 64 No. 4, pp. 1697-1727.

Melis, A. and Carta, S. (2010), “Does accounting regulation enhance corporate governance? Evidence
from the disclosure of share-based remuneration”, Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 14
No. 4, pp. 435-446.

Melis, A., Carta, S. and Gaia, S. (2012), “Executive remuneration in blockholder-dominated firms: how
do Italian firms use stock options?”, Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 511-541.

Milgrom, P. and Roberts, J. (1992), Economics, Organization and Management, Prentice-Hall, Upper
Saddle River, NJ.

Morck, R., Shleifer, A. and Vishny, R.W. (1988), “Management ownership and market valuation: an
empirical analysis”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 20, pp. 293-315.

Morck, R. and Yeung, B. (2003), “Agency problems in large family business groups”, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 367-382.

Mullins, F., Brandes, P. and Dharwadkar, R. (2014), “To thine shareholders be true? Linking large
corporate ownership to firms’ use of commitment human resource practices”, Human Resource
Management.

Murphy, K.J. (1999), “Executive compensation”, in Ashenfelter, O. and Card, D. (Eds), Handbook of
Labor Economics, Elsevier, North Holland, Vol. 3,.

Nagaoka, S. (2005), “Determinants of the introduction of stock options by Japanese firms: analysis
from the incentive and selection perspectives”, The Journal of Business, Vol. 78 No. 6, pp. 2289-2316.

Nyberg, A.J., Fulmer, I.S., Gerhart, B. and Carpenter, M.A. (2010), “Agency theory revisited: CEO
return and shareholder interest alignment”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 53 No. 5,
pp. 1029-1049.

O’Connor, J.P., Priem, R.L., Coombs, J.E. and Gilley, K.M. (2006), “Do CEO stock options prevent or
promote fraudulent financial reporting?”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 49 No. 3, pp. 483-500.

Ozkan, N. (2011), “CEO compensation and firm performance: an empirical investigation of UK panel
data”, European Financial Management, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 260-285.

Peng, L. and Roell, A. (2008), “Manipulation and equity-based compensation”, American Economic
Review, Vol. 98 No. 2, pp. 285-290.

PAGE 706 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE VOL. 16 NO. 4 2016

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 2
0:

50
 1

4 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1540-8520.t01-1-00015
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fjbfa.12075&isi=000340670800006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1540-8520.t01-1-00015
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fjbfa.12075&isi=000340670800006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6261.1993.tb04022.x&isi=A1993LV00500001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.emj.2003.11.013
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F14719037.2010.539112&isi=000299813500001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0304-405X%2876%2990026-X&isi=A1976CJ65000001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2139%2Fssrn.163914
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2139%2Fssrn.163914
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F261677&isi=A1990CY18300001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6261.2009.01477.x&isi=000268058100006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F261677&isi=A1990CY18300001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6261.2009.01477.x&isi=000268058100006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F497050
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMJ.2010.54533188&isi=000284346300006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-009-9107-8
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMJ.2006.21794666&isi=000238370800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10997-010-9163-0
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-405X%2800%2900050-7&isi=000088078000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-405X%2800%2900050-7&isi=000088078000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-036X.2009.00511.x&isi=000287804700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.bar.2008.10.001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.bar.2008.10.001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jfineco.2011.02.021&isi=000295393600004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1257%2Faer.98.2.285&isi=000256370300048
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0304-405X%2888%2990048-7&isi=A1988P478700011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1257%2Faer.98.2.285&isi=000256370300048
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1884180&isi=A1986E900300008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1884180&isi=A1986E900300008


Qin, B. (2012), “The influence of firm and executive characteristics on performance-vested stock
option grants”, International Business Review, Vol. 21 No. 5, pp. 906-928.

Rashman, L., Withers, E. and Hartley, J. (2009), “Organizational learning and knowledge in public
service organizations: a systematic review”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 11
No. 4, pp. 463-494.

Ross, S.A. (1973), “The economic theory of agency: the principal’s problem”, The American Economic
Review, Vol. 63, pp. 134-139.

Saggese, S. (2013), La Separazione Fra Proprietà E Controllo, Profili Aziendali E Di Governance,
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