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Research into boards of directors has provided mixed support for the view that outside
directors’ independence or leadership by an independent chair improves monitoring. In
this study, we use amicro-level approach to provide a better understanding of why outside
directors have difficulty in monitoring the CEO. We highlight that an important reason for
this lies in the boardroom dynamics associated with (a) outside directors’ cognitive conflict
with the CEO and (b) the chair’s leadership of the board. Our inductive analyses of video
observations of board meetings in five Australian corporations revealed the importance of
chair participative leadership during disagreement episodes in the boardroom. Follow-up
in-depth interviews of board meeting participants highlighted the importance of psycho-
logical safety as a key mechanism explaining why participative board chairs appear so
effective in dealing with board–CEO cognitive conflict. We corroborate these results with a
second, large-scale survey study involving data on 310 outside directors from 64 Dutch
boards. Whereas prior work has mostly focused on the chair’s relationship with the CEO,
we instead highlight the importance of the chair’s role as the leader of the board and
identify board psychological safety as an important element shaping director monitoring
within the confines of the boardroom.

Ever since corporations separated ownership from
control (e.g., Berle & Means, 1932), directors’ en-
gagement in overseeingmanagerial decision-making

(i.e., monitoring) has been seen as crucial for curbing
managerial opportunism (Fama & Jensen, 1983;
Jensen & Meckling, 1976). This monitoring role is
thought to be best carried out by individuals who are
free from conflicts of interest and relationships that
might temper their impartiality (Daily, Dalton, &
Cannella, 2003; Eisenhardt, 1989a). Thus, corporate
governance theory and practice have consistently
emphasized the importance of boards composed of
and led by outside independent directors (Finkelstein,
Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Gulati &Westphal, 1999).
Yet, despite the intuitive appeal of outside inde-
pendent directors and chairs as a remedy for the
agency problem, numerous empirical studies and
reviews of the field have provided no—or at best,
mixed—support for the view that outside directors’
independence or leadership by an independent chair
improves monitoring (Boivie, Bednar, Aguilera, &
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Andrus, 2016; Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, & Johnson,
1998).

Many scholars have suggested that these mixed
results may reflect unaddressed elements of board-
room dynamics (e.g., Dalton & Dalton, 2011;
Roberts, McNulty, & Stiles, 2005; Veltrop, Molleman,
Hooghiemstra,&vanEes, 2017). Specifically, a board’s
effectiveness is conjectured to depend “heavily on
social-psychological processes, particularly per-
taining to group participation and interaction”
(Forbes & Milliken, 1999: 492). Lorsch and MacIver
(1989: 95) emphasized the scale of dysfunction
when they famously described the boardroom pro-
cess as “a charadeof productive, problemsolving . . .
[in which] important issues aren’t discussed openly.”
The need for directors to be able to “surmount
the prevailing social pressures [within the board]”
(Hambrick, Misangyi, & Park, 2015: 335) to effec-
tively monitor them is reflected in Boivie et al.’s
(2016) multi-theoretic review of the field. They
have contended that information-processing bar-
riers, such as dysfunctional board dynamics, sug-
gest an “implausibility” of such monitoring (Boivie
et al., 2016: 319). Yet, despite this ongoing dialogue,
our understanding of the link between actual board-
room dynamics and director monitoring has been
largely limited to a handful of general (albeit insight-
ful) articles on broad aspects of boardroom dysfunc-
tion (e.g., Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Sonnenfeld,
2002).

In this study, we built on the idea that boardroom
dynamics are crucial to directors’ engagement in
monitoring and brought to the fore why a key ele-
ment in support of having outside directors on the
board may actually help to explain why such moni-
toring has appeared to be so difficult. As part-timers
with limited exposure to the firm, outside directors
invariably bring views to the table that often differ
from or run contrary to those of the CEO—a phe-
nomenon commonly referred to as cognitive conflict
(e.g., Jehn, 1995).1 The resulting divergence of per-
spectives in the boardroom has traditionally been
characterized as a keybenefit of appointing outsiders
as it increases the pressure on CEOs to explain and
justify their positions on important strategic issues
(Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Forbes & Milliken,
1999; Minichilli, Zattoni, Nielsen, & Huse, 2012).

While this may be true, in reality, boards are also
vulnerable to process losses, particularly during
episodes of conflicting ideas and diverging view-
points (Boivie et al., 2016; Forbes & Milliken, 1999).
Within the confines of the boardroom, directors may
not welcome or even respond constructively to a
colleague disagreeing with management (Westphal
& Khanna, 2003;Westphal & Zajac, 2013; Zhu, 2013)
as this behavior can “raise eyebrows . . . [and is] an act
that fellow directors might see as noncollegial, time
consuming, even headache inducing” (Hambrick
et al., 2015: 333). Looking at this aspect more
broadly, the literature on groups has suggested that
any benefit from board–CEO cognitive conflict (i.e.,
the total level of directors’ cognitive conflict with the
CEO) will not be simple and direct; instead, it will
largely rely on boardroom dynamics—that is, how
such conflicts are handled (de Dreu & Weingart,
2003; Deutsch, 2006; Mooney, Holahan, & Amason,
2007; Xie, Wang, & Luan, 2014).

Given the importance of managing boardroom
dynamics for effective monitoring, we were promp-
ted to reconsider several aspects of current theoriz-
ing, particularly in relation to the role of the board
leader: the chair. Current research into chair lead-
ership has concentrated on examining the chair–
CEO relationship; for instance, the governance
literature has generally emphasized that a good chair
needs to provide an effective counter-balance to
the CEO (e.g., Jensen, 1993; Krause, Semadeni, &
Cannella, 2014; Lorsch & MacIver, 1989). There is
also an emerging research stream that has extended
our understanding of this CEO–chair relationship by
concentrating on the unique contribution the chair
can make as a resource for the CEO and the organi-
zation (Krause, Semadeni, & Withers, 2016; Oliver,
Krause, Busenbark, & Kalm, 2018; Withers & Fitza,
2017). While these are important insights, there is
little documented evidence on the chair’s role as
leader of the board itself, particularly on their man-
agement of board–CEO cognitive conflict.

Our guiding research questions were therefore fo-
cused on these two potentially related topics: (a)
How and why does board–CEO cognitive conflict
impact directors’ engagement inmonitoring?And (b)
What role does the chair of the board—as its
leader—play in shaping this relationship? The na-
scent nature of the topic and the breadth of questions
suggested employing a mixed-methods approach to
address these questions in two stages (Turner,
Cardinal, & Burton, 2017). First, we conducted an
inductive study involving the boards of five Austra-
lian financial institutions. We analyzed real-time

1 In the literature, this was sometimes also referred to as
task-related conflict or as professional conflict (de Wit,
Jehn, & Scheepers, 2013; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). In our
writing and inductive analyses, we used the terms “cog-
nitive conflict” and “task-related disagreements.”
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video observations of boardmeetings and undertook
in-depth interviews with the meeting participants to
develop an understanding of how chair leadership
shapes the relationship between board–CEO cogni-
tive conflict and directors’ engagement in monitor-
ing. Next, we sought to test the propositions
emerging from this stage of the research in a second
quantitative study that employed multisource sur-
vey data from 310 outside directors and their CEOs
serving on 64 Dutch boards.

The results yielded two key insights. First, we
demonstrated that outside directors’ cognitive con-
flict with the CEO may inhibit monitoring. We
highlighted that the board’s level of psychological
safety appears to be a central (if underexplored)
component of effective board dynamics that plays
into this relationship. Psychological safety, or the
“sense of confidence that the team will not embar-
rass, reject or punish someone for speaking up”
(Edmondson, 1999: 354), is a well-researched aspect
of conflict research.One of themostwell-established
conclusions drawn in this field is that any benefits
from cognitive conflict rely on the group integrating
these divergent views (Deutsch, 2006; Mooney et al.,
2007; Xie et al., 2014). This appears to be particularly
important for groups facing complex tasks and a
limited information-processing capacity, which are
theprecise conditions boards of directors experience
(Boivie et al., 2016; Forbes & Milliken, 1999). More
pointedly, our findings indicated that outside di-
rectors serving on a board with a low psychological
safety climate would see their engagement in moni-
toring undermined by fellow directors’ negative re-
actions to their contrary views.

Second, our research represented a step toward an
improved understanding of what the board chair, as
the leader of the board, can actually do to better
handle these dynamics. Whereas prior research has
mostly focused on how the chair operates with and
through the CEO (Krause, 2017; Krause et al., 2014),
we focused on how the chair leads the board and
showed that adopting a participative leadership
style (i.e., appreciating and soliciting contributions
from colleagues) is important for effective group
dynamics (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000;
Lam, Huang, & Chan, 2015; Somech, 2003). Chair
participative leadership attenuates the negative ef-
fect of board–CEO cognitive conflict on monitoring
by facilitating apsychologically safe board climate in
which directors are more appreciative of one an-
other’s views. Thus, while it has been widely ac-
cepted that outside directors need to be able to bring
views to the table that run contrary to those of the

CEO, this study refined our understanding of how
unfavorable boardroom dynamics may undermine
director monitoring andwhat effective chairs can do
about this when leading the board. As such, we ex-
pected that a psychologically unsafe board led by a
nonparticipative chair would inhibit even well-
qualified and independent directors from monitor-
ing the CEO.

STUDY 1: EXPLORING BOARD–CEO COGNITIVE
CONFLICT AND CHAIR LEADERSHIP

Given the limited corporate governance research
around our research questions, we employed a
multi-case study approach in our first study
(Eisenhardt, 1989b; Gehman, Glaser, Eisenhardt,
Gioia, Langley, & Corley, 2018). This case-based,
inductive approach allowed us to recognize boards
as “dynamic social systems” (Lorsch, 2017: 2) with
activities spanningmultiple levels of analysis (Dalton
& Dalton, 2011). Specifically, we could compare and
contrast themicro-level boarddynamics that emerged
as chairs sought todealwithboard–CEOconflicts.We
deliberately limited this investigation to the confines
of the boardroom, as that is the main arena in which
directors formally discharge their duties, take deci-
sions, andhold theCEO to account (Brennan,Kirwan,
& Redmond, 2016).

To reduce the risk of institutional and organiza-
tional differences affecting our findings, we purpo-
sively sampled our cases. During 2013 and 2014, five
Australian-based financial institutions (i.e., three
credit unions, one superannuation fund, and one
health insurance provider) approached us for board
performance reviews based on recommendations
following previous research in the sector. All cases
(labeled Bravo, Delta, Echo, Prime, and Victor) were
membership-based, financial corporations2 subject
to stringent regulatory oversight by either the Aus-
tralian Prudential Regulation Authority or the Pri-
vate Health Insurance Administration Council.
While the organizations varied in terms of the fi-
nancial services provided and the value of their
managed assets, the boardswere relatively similar in
size (ranging from seven to 10 members), composi-
tion (all were comprised of outside directors, with
one exception being Board Echo), and leadership

2 It is worth noting that directors of membership-based
corporations face the same legal requirements under the
Corporations Act 2001 (e.g., fiduciary, reporting, and sol-
vency duties) as board members of large for-profit com-
panies in Australia do.
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structure (the chair and CEO positions were always
separate).

Data Collection

For each corporation we gathered two principal
sources of data, namely videotaped observations of
boardmeetings and semi-structured interviewswith
meeting participants. Two members of the research
team were allowed to attend and videotape seven
boardmeetings across the five organizations, resulting
in over 17 hours of video footage. This included a
minimum of one hour of video footage for each board,
including the CEO report. The observations of each
board meeting involved setting up two or three video
cameras in a discretemanner, depending on the layout
of the boardroom. Given the well-known challenges
with live and detailed coding of socially complex
and dynamic phenomena such as board meetings
(Machold & Farquhar, 2013; Pugliese, Nicholson, &
Bezemer, 2015), we brought the cameras into the
boardroom in the belief that being able to iterate be-
tween the theory and data after the event outweighed
the potential risk of influencing the meeting proceed-
ings (seeChristianson,2018;Waller&Kaplan,2018). In
order to assess the influence of filming, we probed
meeting participants afterward to gauge whether they
thought that the video cameras had influenced their
meetings. With only one exception,3 the directors re-
ported that the cameras did not alter their behavior in
the boardroom. We also made it clear that any partic-
ipant could ask for the filming to stop at any time. This
onlyhappenedonce,whenoneof theboardsdiscussed
a sensitive legal issue (Board Bravo, Meeting 2). Two
team members were present when the cameras were
off, and theydidnotnote anydiscernable change in the
meeting dynamics.

We also interviewed regular board meeting at-
tendees, both directors and managers. A total of 39
outside directors, four CEOs, and one chief financial
officer were interviewed by two of the researchers,
either face-to-face or by phone.4 The interviews las-
ted between 30 and 60 minutes. The protocol of the
semi-structured interviews was initially agreed with
the chairs of the boards and focused on (a) the

performance of the focal board during the past year,
(b) uncovering aspects of the directors’ relationships
with the CEO and chair, (c) the functioning of board
committees, and (d) boardroom dynamics. As part of
every interview, we asked probing questions around
the individual director’s monitoring of the CEO; that
is, we asked for an evaluation of the CEO’s perfor-
mance by each director. Given that the interviews
touched upon highly sensitive and personal issues
referring to other individual directors (e.g., “Towhat
extent did director X contribute to the board?” and
“Areyou intending to leave the board?”),we chosenot
to audiotape these conversations.5 Instead, one of the
interviewers acted as a scribe to recordwhatwas said.
After each interview, the notes were digitized and
crosschecked with the notes of the lead interviewer.

Data Analysis

We used an inductive approach that involved a
series of iterations between our thick, rich data and
the existing literature to develop overarching themes
to drive our inquiry and generate propositions
(Gehman et al., 2018; Langley, 1999). We began our
analysis by reviewing the videotaped meetings to
discern how directors generally engaged and inter-
acted with the CEO and how the chairs behaved
during meetings. As expected, board members gen-
erally appeared to be engaged in their monitoring
activities (e.g., seeking information or clarification
from the CEO). For every board, clear instances of
board–CEO cognitive conflict were also apparent,
typically around strategically important issues or
the financial bottom line. Interestingly, there also
appeared to be marked differences across the boards
in terms of how chairs typically managed these
conflict episodes.While several of the chairs became
actively involved in neutralizing the tension and
seeking the input of all the directors, others inserted
themselves into the argument or remained silent. As
a result, in some boards, task-related disagreements6

3 On one board, a single director reported that they
thought the CEO in a given meeting was quieter than
usual—an observation that was not shared by their fellow
directors.

4 In each organization, at least seven meeting partici-
pants were interviewed to make sure we obtained a com-
prehensive overview of the dynamics for every board.

5 At times, throughout the interviews, the directors
asked us to put down our pens and not take any notes.
While confidentiality agreements do not allow us to dis-
close any of the content, these narratives helped us to un-
derstand boardroom realities better. Instances in which
directors described governance incidents, conflicts, and
their thoughts and emotions during board meetings par-
ticularly helped us to interpret that board’s social context.

6 For clarity of writing, we also used the term (task-
related) “disagreement” to refer to cognitive conflict in our
inductive analysis.
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with the CEO appeared to unfold in a relatively
productive and open way, while in others, the ex-
changes were tense and heated, resulting in
quarreling among directors and oftentimes no clear
resolution.

As a next step in the analysis, we isolated and fo-
cused on the episodes of conflict in the boardroom.
First, we reexamined the video footage, flagging all
significant instances in which one or more directors
had a task-related disagreement with the CEO.
Across the boards, we identified 16 episodes of
substantial disagreement (i.e., incidents that lasted at
least 60 seconds). Each substantial episode lasted an
average of eight minutes and 20 seconds.7 We then
mapped out how each episode had unfolded by
creating narratives around (a) what the disagreement
was about, (b) who was involved in the discussion,
(c) what particular behaviors were displayed by the
CEO and chair, and (d) the extent to which it trig-
gered other directors to become involved and seek
further information from the CEO. Open coding of
the narratives highlighted that the disagreement ep-
isodes not only varied in intensity, but that the
boardroom behaviors did as well. What was most
noticeable was the wide variation in chair responses
and the extent to which directors sought further in-
formation from the CEO during these episodes. We
therefore inductively and iteratively developed
coding classifications around these differences (see
the Appendix, Table A1, for details on the codes and
examples from the observations). Finally, pattern
matching (Langley, 1999) was used to generate our
first proposition around the combined influence of
board–CEO cognitive conflict and board chair lead-
ership on director monitoring.

Since process data are not always able to identify
specific underlyingmechanisms (Langley, 1999), we
next analyzed the individual interview data to
compare our insights with the participants’ experi-
ences of their board meetings (Gioia, Corley, &
Hamilton, 2013). First, we flagged all quotes depict-
ing instances of either (a) directors’ disagreements
with the CEO, (b) board chair leadership, or (c) di-
rector monitoring. The general tone of the partici-
pant quotes was neutral to positive (e.g., “There is
good robust debate” [Board Echo, D2] and “I am
impressed by the contribution of other directors;
everyone participates and asks questions” [Board

Bravo, D3]). There were, however, a noticeable
number of references highlighting that the board-
room can be a challenging context for individual
directors raising issues. Participants used visceral
words such as “intimidating,” “bruised,” “sharp-
ness,” “uncomfortable,” “tension,” “heated,” and
“spanking” to describe their experiences. Second, in
an attempt to understand these experiences better,
we then focused our analysis on the social context in
which board–CEO disagreement and director moni-
toring occurred and used open coding techniques to
assign first-order categories to statements with sim-
ilar themes. For example, a quote explaining that
“the process of presenting papers is very collabora-
tive, allowing each director to have a say” (Board
Prime, D1) was grouped with a statement highlight-
ing that “no one is scared to ask something or to
challenge . . . [because] there is a no-dumb-question
approach” (Board Bravo, D7). After several itera-
tions, we identified aggregate codes that captured
how a board’s safety climate appeared to play a key
mediating role in the earlier proposed relationship,
resulting in a refinement of our original proposition
(further detailed in the following sections).

Finding 1: The Role of Chair Leadership in
Handling Board–CEO Disagreement Episodes

Consistent with prior corporate governance re-
search and recommendations from practice (Dalton,
Hitt, Certo, & Dalton, 2007; Fama & Jensen, 1983;
Finkelstein et al., 2009), the analysis of the videodata
highlighted substantial task-related disagreements
between the CEOs and outside directors. Across the
five boards, the topics raising disagreement varied
widely, ranging fromdifferences around the strategic
direction of the organization and drivers of financial
(under)performance to the organizing of the board–
management interface and operational issues. As
one would expect, the intensity of these disagree-
ments varied from implicit to explicit continuous
dissension with the CEO. The overall pattern
emerging from the disagreement episodes indicated
that (a) board–CEO disagreement can undermine
director information seeking from the CEO and (b)
this is more likely when participative chair leader-
ship is low (see the Appendix, Table A2, for a de-
tailed overview of the observed patterns).

A clear pattern that emerged from the datawas that
quite a number of the more intense disagreements
appeared to foster unproductive boardroom dy-
namics; that is, board members visibly withdrew
from the conversation, criticized each other, talked

7 An episode of board–CEO disagreement was consid-
ered finished once the board moved on either to the next
topic or next item on the agenda. Each of the boards had at
least two such episodes.
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over each other, and did not engage with or seek any
further information from the CEO. Directors on
Boards Delta and Echo appeared particularly sus-
ceptible to these negative dynamics. Episode E2 at
Board Echo provided a good example. In this case,
the chair disagreedwith theCEO’s explanation of the
disappointing financial results. The resulting dis-
cussion was chaotic, with substantial arguing taking
place among the directors and limited engagement
with the CEO. Toward the end of the episode, the
CEO and directors were still misaligned; two direc-
tors visibly withdrew from the discussion, and the
issue remained undecided after nearly 30minutes of
debate. In contrast, directors onBoardsBravo, Prime,
and Victor appeared to discuss and work through
disagreements with their CEOs in a more construc-
tive manner; that is, the directors continued to en-
gage with their CEOs in attempts to assess and
understand the matter at hand. Episode B3 at Board
Bravo provided an example of positive boardroom
dynamics. In this case, board–CEO disagreement
arose from the CEO’s controversial endorsement of
appointing consultant X for an important future
strategic decision. All directors participated in the
24-minute episode, and the discussion iterated be-
tween the directors and the CEO, with both sides
listening to each other before the board and the CEO
finally agreed on a course of action.

The governance literature has generally suggested
that cognitive conflict aids monitoring by requiring
CEOs to explain and justify their positions on stra-
tegic and operational issues (Finkelstein & Mooney,
2003; Forbes & Milliken, 1999). In contrast, the evi-
dence from these episodes suggests that board–CEO
cognitive conflict may, under certain conditions,
actually impede directors from having a rigorous
discussion with the CEO. In some instances, board–
CEO cognitive conflict appeared to spiral into
boardroom dysfunction with multiple directors dis-
agreeing with the CEO and generally finding it dif-
ficult to actually engage with the CEO. While
we agree that outside directors may be more likely
to challenge CEO decision-making (McDonald,
Westphal, & Graebner, 2008), our initial findings ten-
tatively suggested that this may not necessarily trans-
late into more effective monitoring. While this might,
in part, have been because directors find it hard to
compromise on their oftentimes strongly held views
(Amason, 1996; Samba, Van Knippenberg, & Miller,
2018), the evidence from these boardroom observa-
tions also suggested that boards comprised of outside
directors appear to be quite susceptible to process
losses (Boivie et al., 2016; Forbes & Milliken, 1999).

While we recognize the danger in assuming a
generalized relationship based on episodic process
data (Langley, 1999), research into small groups has
similarly suggested that cognitive conflict can be
harmful if it obstructs communication and the group’s
ability to act collectively (Amason & Sapienza, 1997;
deWit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012; deWit, Jehn, & Scheepers,
2013). In particular, cognitive conflict does not nec-
essarily lead to in-depth discussions for groups en-
gaged in complex decision-making tasks; instead, the
contestation over ideas can actually divert cognitive
resources away from productive problem solving (de
Dreu&Weingart,2003).At itsworst, thisdiversioncan
deteriorate into dysfunctional dynamics that obstruct
information processing and prevent reaching a con-
sensus on the issue (Amason & Schweiger, 1994;
Bradley, Postlethwaite, Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown,
2012; de Wit et al., 2013). As boards recurrently face
these conditions, it is not surprising that we did see a
number of these conflicts result indifficult boardroom
dynamics.

The subsequent analysis aimed at exploring why
and when such dysfunctional dynamics occurred
pointed to differences across the five boards in how
chairs responded to and managed board–CEO dis-
agreement. In the cases with lower CEO monitoring,
the board chair either provided limited guidance
whenworking throughboarddisagreementswith the
CEO (Board Delta) or took center stage and dominated
the discussion by interrupting, shutting down, or ig-
noring the contributions of other directors (Board
Echo). In both instances, the chair’s lack of facilita-
tion appeared to exacerbate the negative dynamics
unfolding (i.e., directors were less engaged in seeking
information or clarification from the CEO and with-
drewfromboardroomdeliberations). In contrast, in the
positive cases (i.e., Boards Bravo, Prime, and Victor),
the chair actively solicited contributions from fellow
directors and summarized the various views while
initiallywithholding their ownview.Thedirectors not
only responded more constructively toward one an-
other but were also more engaged with the CEO in
trying to gather information to understand the issue at
hand. As such, the chairs of Boards Bravo, Prime, and
Victor appeared to “neutralize” the negative impact of
board–CEO disagreement by setting the stage for di-
rectors to participate in a joint, collaborative, andmore
pointed discussion with the CEO.

The interviews corroborated this pattern. A Board
Bravodirector, for instance,made the following remark

what I have experienced is that [in our board] people
will speakup, particularlywhen it comes to substantial
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issues.Everyonecancontribute.Thechairgoes“round”
if necessary. Particularly when there is disagreement
or tension, [the chair] makes a round. Typical way of
dealing with it. (Board Bravo, D8)

A director from Board Victor hinted at similar
dynamics by noting that “none of us [the directors]
are wallflowers, but it is the chairing that makes a
difference. People are looking for or sensing com-
ments. Chair engages specific individuals by name”
(Board Victor, D5). In Board Prime, a director high-
lighted that theirs “is a very good chair. Facilitates
without trying to dominate” (Board Prime, D9). The
directors’ experiences on Boards Delta and Echo (the
boards that had themost intense disagreements with
the CEO) pointed to a very different dynamic. A di-
rector on Board Delta remarked that “the chair does
not tend to engage a lot. Never quite sure what [they
are] thinking. Quiet chair. Have seen better ones”
(Board Delta, D3). This seemed to signal the impor-
tance of the chair actively facilitating the board
rather than simply remaining in the background—a
behavior that appeared to be as detrimental as a chair
taking over the discussion. On Board Echo, the di-
rectors were most explicit about the lack of facilita-
tive leadership they had experienced, with one
boardmember opining that “the chair is a bulldozer.
Have an affection for [them], but [they are] a bull-
dozer. The chair talks until [they get their] ownway”
(Board Echo, D7).

While we again need to be careful about the gen-
eralizability of the insights emerging from our epi-
sodic and interview evidence, these observations
suggested that the board chair’s facilitative leader-
ship is an important boundary condition regarding
the expectation in the governance literature that
cognitive conflict will result in higher levels of
monitoring (e.g., Finkelstein&Mooney, 2003; Forbes
&Milliken, 1999;Minichilli et al., 2012).While there
may be clear advantages to having an independent
chair taking center stage vis-à-vis the CEO (Jensen,
1993;Tuggle, Sirmon,Reutzel, &Bierman, 2010), our
inductive analysis suggested that such an approach
may result in a boardroom environment that can
actually limit directors’ engagement in monitoring
CEO decision-making because it undermines their
engagement in terms of seeking information from the
CEO. Instead, chairs taking a step back, soliciting
contributions, and supporting other directors who
speak up would appear to be a more effective style
when leading boardroom discussions. These chair
behaviors closely align with the concept of partici-
pative leadership, which has generally been defined

as the active sharing of influence in decision-making
by soliciting contributions (Arnold et al., 2000; Lam
et al., 2015; Somech, 2003) and involves considering
group members’ suggestions and solving problems
through consultation and joint discussion (Buengeler,
Homan, & Voelpel, 2016). Indeed, group research has
demonstrated that leaders play an important role in
effectively managing conflict (Bradley, Anderson,
Baur, & Klotz, 2015; Bradley et al., 2012) and that
more dominant discussion-management tactics may
undermine a group’s ability to work together effec-
tively (Simons & Peterson, 2000; Weingart, Behfar,
Bendersky, Todorova & Jehn, 2015).

The observation that chair participative leader-
ship is important for effective monitoring supports
emerging research that has emphasized the role of
the chair as the leader of the board. Interestingly,
Krause (2017) hinted at the importance of this lead-
ership role when he referred to insights from boards
themselves. For instance,MargaretWhitman,CEOof
Hewlett-Packard Inc. and chair of Hewlett-Packard
Enterprise, explains that “the chairman is not there
to run the company. The chairman [role] is to help
the board be productive” (Whitman, 2015, as cited in
Krause, 2017: 697, emphasis added). Similarly, inhis
study of directors and board chairs from 31 coun-
tries, Shekshnia (2018) noted that most successful
chairs have learned not to jump inwith answers or to
try to call the shots. When asked to describe chair
behaviors that led to productive board sessions,
those surveyed offered answers such as “restrained,”
“nondomineering,” and “leaving room for others.”
As one director quoted by Shekshnia (2018: 98) put
it: “If you want to occupy center-stage, look for an-
other job. Great chairs create conditions that allow
other people to shine.” Similarly, a chair explained:
“Initially, I would always try to look for the best so-
lution to the problem myself . . . rather than orga-
nizing a group discussion. Later I realized that it puts
some directors off and limits opportunities for col-
lective exploration” (Shekshnia, 2018: 98). Although
facilitative board chairs are common in practice, this
view is not reflected in the longstanding research on
what exactly constitutes effective chair leadership.

This is an important issue as it fundamentally re-
casts what constitutes effective chair leadership
during boardmeetings. It appears that effective chair
leadership is more nuanced than the extant gover-
nance literature would suggest. While independent
board chairs face the challenge of counterbalancing
the CEO, they simultaneously have to foster an en-
vironment that engages the full potential of all out-
side directors on the board. The pattern of board
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dynamics emerging from observation and interview
data suggests that effective chair leadership miti-
gates the negative effects of cognitive conflict with
theCEO. Specifically,when facedwith high levels of
board–CEO cognitive conflict, the participative
leadership actions of the board chair play an im-
portant role in providing a context that facilitates
directors’ continued engagement in monitoring the
CEO. We therefore propose that:

Proposition 1. Chair participative leadership moder-
ates the relationship between board–CEO cognitive
conflict and directors’ engagement in monitoring
such that the relationship is less negative at higher
values of chair participative leadership.

Finding 2: Exploring the Mechanisms Underlying
the Influence of Board Chair Leadership

We next sought to explore the mechanisms by
which the chair participative leadership style re-
lieves the negative effects of board–CEO cognitive
conflict on directors’ engagement inmonitoring. The
analysis of the recorded interview data highlighted
strong differences across the five boards in terms of
how directors experienced their boardroom’s cli-
mate. The directors of Boards Bravo, Prime, and
Victor often described their climate in positive
terms, highlighting that there was “great comradery,
banter, and a bit [of] fun” (Board Bravo, D2), where
“disagreements are constructive . . . [and] there is no
censure of views” (Board Prime, D4), and “no one is
scared to ask something or to challenge” (Board
Bravo, D7). In contrast, the directors of Boards Delta
and Echo were more critical of the atmosphere
in their boardrooms, highlighting that “invariably
[meetings] disintegrate into something nasty; at least
we’ve stopped swearing in meetings” (Board Echo,
D1), “directors should not feel intimidated” (Board
Echo, D2), and “no one wants to really raise things”
(Board Delta, D1). The directors of these two boards
more often used terms such as “intimidating,”
“bruised,” “sharpness,” and “uncomfortable” to illus-
trate the difficulties they faced while executing their
director role.

Consistent with our previous insights, the direc-
tors regularly pointed out the important role of the
board chair in facilitating a positive boardroom cli-
mate, particularly when directors brought views to
the table that diverged with those of the CEO. In
Boards Bravo, Prime, and Victor, the directors often
used terms such as “collaboration,” “encouragement,”
and “appreciating differences” to characterize the

chair’s leadership, resulting in a context in which
“everyone can have a say, no one gets shut down.
There are strong characters, but they don’t try and take
over. There is an overarching sense of humility, they
listen, they ask the hard questions, but there is no one-
upmanship” (Board Bravo, D6). Similarly, a director
from Board Prime described the role the board chair
played in encouraging balanced contributions and
developing an atmosphere in which all views were
welcomed as follows:

Our first chair after the restructuring brought propri-
etary to all. (S)he set up a succession plan and was
very careful in terms of the operation of the board.
His/her focus was on good governance, practice, and
policies, and getting everyone’s views at the board
table. [Name] has now taken over. (S)he understands
the character of the board, has been very disciplined,
and has continued this set of practices. (Board Prime,
D10)

In contrast, the directors on Boards Delta and Echo
were less enamored with how their chairs led
boardroom discussions, in the sense that on these
boards, the chairs often failed to create an environ-
ment that facilitated constructive disagreement. In
Board Delta, one director, for example, commented
that learning “how to defuse conflict would be ben-
eficial . . . [as there is] not a lot of confidence to deal
with thorny issues” (BoardDelta, D1). Another board
member noted that directors “could do more prob-
ing, delving” (Board Delta, D2), reiterating concerns
with the chair’s leadership and the board’s atmo-
sphere since it was difficult for individual directors
to seek information and monitor the CEO. Board
Echo’s directors similarly highlighted how the ab-
sence of a clear, chair-led mechanism to include the
views of all meeting participants created a difficult
context for them to effectively monitor the CEO. One
director commented that

trying to get a word [in] is sometimes difficult. We
have somevery strongpersonalities on theboard.And
I had to throwmypen in the air at some point and had
to lift my hand, I want to say something. We are good
at interrupting other people, and I find that really
quite frustrating. (Board Echo, D6)

Another board member worried “about the emo-
tional toll” of the board’s climate (Board Echo, D1),
and several other directors indicated their intention
to leave at the end of their current term.

Whereas the interview data generally reinforced
the important role the chair plays when directors
disagree with the CEO, they also provided a more
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in-depth understanding of how directors themselves
experience these dynamics. Interestingly, when the
chair engages in participative leadership, it helps to
structure the discussions but also signals that each
director’s contribution and views will be taken seri-
ously andwill not be rejected out of hand.As such, in
dealing with board–CEO disagreement, these par-
ticipative chair behaviors appear to create an envi-
ronment in which directors are more likely to see
merit in and appreciate one another’s views. This
notion closely mirrors the construct of a psycholog-
ical safety climate derived from group research,
which has generally been defined as “the sense of
confidence that the teamwill not embarrass, reject or
punish someone for speaking up,” thereby capturing
the shared belief that group members respond con-
structively to the issues that are raised (Edmondson,
1999: 354). It is important to note that psychological
safety is distinct frommore commonly studied board
properties such as cohesion (Forbes &Milliken, 1999),
defined as teammembers’ commitment to the task and
eachother (Beal,Cohen,Burke,&McLendon,2003), in
that it welcomes rather than discourages cognitive
conflict (Bradley et al., 2012).

Thus, the analysis of the qualitative data aligned
with one of the most well-founded research insights
from the group conflict literature: cognitive conflict
undermines decision-making when the group is in-
capable of adequately reflecting on and integrating
divergent views brought to the table (de Dreu &
Weingart, 2003; de Wit et al., 2012; Gamero,
González-Romá, & Peiró, 2008; Gardner, Gino, &
Staats, 2012;Mooney et al., 2007). It is then important
to realize that in a psychologically unsafe environ-
ment, group members are generally less open to con-
sidering alternative views (Bradley et al., 2012; Li, Li,
Guo, Li, & Harris, 2018; Salazar, Lant, Fiore, & Salas,
2012). Our boardroomobservations showed that if left
unfacilitated, board–CEO cognitive conflict resulted
in discussions in which the directors spent their time
critiquing and reacting to fellow directors’ critiques
rather than using the divergence to explore the issue
at hand (Jiang, Hu, Wang, & Jiang, 2019; Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2006; Siemsen, Roth, Balasubramanian,
& Anand, 2009). In demonstrating this effect, the
findings resonated with the work of Hambrick,
Werder, and Zajac (2008: 384), who noted that “al-
though . . . barriers [within boards] to open discussion
are known to occur, there is a lack of insight as to how
these barriers can be overcome and how open dis-
cussion cultures can be fostered.” Similarly, Boivie
et al. (2016) indicated the importance of information-
processing barrierswithin boards. Thus, the inductive

analyses pointed us in the direction of board psycho-
logical safety as a core, but underexplored, mecha-
nism that explains why it appears to be so difficult for
outside directors to engage in forthright dialoguewith
and monitor the CEO.

Interestingly, when Edmondson (1999: 356) first
coined the phrase “psychological safety,” she noted
that “if the leader is supportive . . . and has non-
defensive responses to questions and challenges,
members are likely to conclude that the team con-
stitutes a safe environment.” Since then, group re-
search has generally corroborated this connection
between supportive leadership and psychological
safety (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Walumbwa
& Schaubroeck, 2009). Studies have highlighted that
individuals within teams are very much attuned to
the behaviors of team leaders and look to them for
information about what is acceptable in group in-
teractions (Liu, Hu, Li, Wang, & Lin, 2014; see also
Bandura, 1977). By observing how leaders recognize
the importance of others’ ideas, members come to
appreciate divergent views and show appreciation
and support when fellow members contribute to
discussions (Owens & Hekman, 2016). Thus, partic-
ularly when dealing with CEO cognitive conflict,
chairs who engage in participative leadership do
more than simply structure the boardroom discus-
sion; they signal that the boardroom environment is
open to directors’ divergent views and that fellow
directors should pay respectful consideration to
such views. This can be contrasted with a domi-
neering chairwhoeither ignores or rejects individual
directors or signals the irrelevancy of views brought
to the table within the board. This explains why a
board led by a participative chair appears better
equipped to deal constructively with board–CEO
cognitive conflict by ensuring that it does not under-
mine board psychological safety (Edmondson, 2004;
Kark & Carmeli, 2009; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck,
2009). Arguably, these effects may even be more pro-
found within boards with directors that are subject
to higher scrutiny and performance expectations
(Harrison, Boivie, Sharp, & Gentry, 2018). Therefore,
we propose the following:

Proposition 2. Chair participative leadership moder-
ates the relationship between board–CEO cognitive
conflict and board psychological safety climate such
that the relationship is less negative at higher values
of chair participative leadership.

While we could not fully rule out other mecha-
nisms at play that may explain why participative
chairs appear so effective in dealingwith board–CEO
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cognitive conflict, especially in complex social sys-
tems such as boards (Lorsch, 2017), our inductive
analyses pointed to the psychological safety climate
as a key mechanism for directors’ engagement in
monitoring. Asnoted, a boardwith apsychologically
unsafe climate would be one in which directors
neither tolerate error nor constructively respond to
one another when disagreeing with CEO decision-
making (Edmondson, 1999; Roussin, MacLean, &
Rudolph, 2016). It is hard to imagine how such a
board dynamic would facilitate directors’ engage-
ment in monitoring the CEO. Then, if board psy-
chological safety indeed acts as the mechanism that
explains why participative chair leadership miti-
gates the negative impact of board–CEO cognitive
conflict on directors’ engagement in monitoring, we
can also postulate the following:

Proposition 3. Chair participative leadership moder-
ates the indirect effect of board–CEO cognitive con-
flict on directors’ engagement in monitoring through
board psychological safety climate such that this in-
direct effect is less negative when chair participative
leadership is high.

Summary of Qualitative Findings and Limitations

In conclusion, these qualitative findings suggested
that directors are influenced by the boardroom cli-
mate inwhich they carry out theirmonitoring duties.
Specifically, high levels of board–CEO cognitive
conflict appeared to undermine directors’ monitor-
ing when the board was led by a nonparticipative
chair. Although these results were strongly groun-
ded in observations from videotaped boardmeetings
and interviews, our investigation was subject to
several limitations, making our qualitative findings
better suited to theory building than to empirical
validation (Parker &Northcott, 2016). First, given the
presence of video cameras and members of the re-
search teamduring the boardmeetings, we could not
rule out the possibility that our presence affected the
directors’ behaviors and board dynamics, notwith-
standing our best efforts to limit any potential inter-
ference. Second, our findings relied (in part) on the
directors’ own recollections and sensemaking of
board dynamics and fellow directors’ behaviors,
thus raising the need to further test the emerging re-
lationships with alternative sources of data. Third,
given that our focus was on specific episodes of
board–CEO disagreement, the inductive analyses
were unable to show to what extent the observed re-
lationships are generalizable beyond these observed

episodes (Langley, 1999). While the literature has
suggested that the insights emerging from our episode
analysiswere likely generalizable, furtherquantitative
testing is needed to corroborate this. Fourth, given our
participants were all from Australian-based financial
institutions, we wanted to examine whether our re-
sultswouldhold inadifferent setting.Thus,wesought
to strengthen these conclusions with a second large-
scale quantitative study to formally test the proposed
relationships with alternative data drawn from a dif-
ferent institutional context.

STUDY 2: THEORY TESTING

To close the loop in this full-cycle research
(Chatman & Flynn, 2005; Grant, Berg, & Cable, 2014)
and address the limitations of Study 1,we designed a
second study to test the propositions developed from
the boardroom observations and in-depth inter-
views. As part of an ongoing research project, we
used aweb-based tool developed for boards of Dutch
corporations to participate in research and receive
feedback on their functioning. This allowedus to test
the three propositions in a different institutional
setting, thus alleviating concerns regarding the ex-
ternal validity of our conceptual model and findings
derived from an Australian context. In general,
Dutch corporations have a two-tier structure in
which the management board (which includes the
CEO) is formally separated from the supervisory
board (comprising of outside directors). The tasks of
the members of a supervisory board are, however,
very similar to the tasks of outside directors within a
one-tier structure (e.g., Bezemer, Peij, de Kruijs, &
Maassen, 2014; Veltrop,Molleman,Hooghiemstra, &
van Ees, 2018). For the sake of parsimony, we refer to
supervisory board members as outside directors be-
cause they are independent of management and are
not full-time employees of the firm (further details on
the procedure and the sample are included below).

Sample and Data Gathering

Gaining access to directors is one of the most
challenging aspects of researching boards (Leblanc&
Schwartz, 2007; Westphal & Stern, 2007). We stim-
ulated participation by offering boards feedback that
could be used as input for their annual board self-
evaluations. Boards voluntarily enrolled in a web-
based tool to participate in the research and receive
feedback on their functioning. To achieve this, we
were supported by a number of prominent gover-
nance experts in the Netherlands, including the
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chair of the Dutch Corporate Governance Code
Committee, journalists from a Dutch financial
newspaper (Het Financieele Dagblad), and several
Dutch executive and nonexecutive director associa-
tions (e.g., VTW, NVTZ, Het Nationaal Register, and
NCD), who brought the tool to the attention of di-
rectors via newsletters or on their websites.

We took three key steps tomaximize theCEOs’ and
directors’ participation. First, when a board enrolled
in the research, we set a participation deadline.
Second, we asked each board to appoint an indi-
vidual (usually the company secretary or the secre-
tary of the board) to coordinate the research response
by sending out individual reminders to directors via
the web-based tool. Finally, in the week preceding
the deadline, we sent a reminder via email to each
director. The participation agreement ensured the
participants that we would maintain the confiden-
tiality of their responses and that only the re-
searchers would be able to match the responses to
individual directors (Westphal & Stern, 2007). The
CEOs and outside directors received a unique per-
sonal access code to complete the survey and to log in
to a securewebsite throughwhich respondents rated
their fellow directors and answered questions about
themselves. All CEOs (who were asked to rate as-
pects of individual directors’ behaviors) were also
assured of absolute confidentiality; their specific
answers would not be made available to outside di-
rectors under any circumstances.8 In total, 70 orga-
nizations, each with one CEO, and 367 outside
directors agreed to participate.

From this initial sample, 352 outside directors
(96%) and 66 CEOs (94%) completed the survey. To
limit common source bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003),9 we utilized two rating
sources: outside directors provided ratings on their
cognitive conflict with the CEO, the board’s psy-
chological safety climate, and chair participative
leadership; and the CEOs were asked to rate indi-
vidual directors’ engagement inCEOmonitoring.We

retained outside directors and CEOs in the sample if
they provided valid responses (e.g., no missing data
for any relevant dimension of the main constructs).
This resulted in a final sample of 64 organizations
(91%) in which (a) at least two outside directors
provided valid responses on CEO cognitive conflict,
psychological safety, and chair participative leader-
ship; and (b) the CEO rated monitoring engagement
for 310 outside directors (84%) at the individual
level. For these 64 organizations, an average of 5.11
outside directors responded per organization.10

Of the 310 participating outside directors, 31.6%
were female, their average age was 55.5 years old
(SD 5 9.0), their average board tenure was 3.5 years
(SD 5 2.3), and 11% held a formal certified public
accountant (CPA) or certified financial controller
(CFC) qualification. To assess the representativeness
of the directors included in the final sample, we
compared the characteristics of the responding out-
side directors (n 5 310 respondents) to the non-
responding directors who were not included in the
final sample (n 5 57 nonresponding). Consistent
with Westphal and Bednar (2005), for instance, we
used the Kolmogorov–Smirnov two-sample test
alongside standard F-test statistics. Neither the F-test
nor the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test indicated any
statistically significant differences between the sub-
sets of directors in terms of director age, gender,
tenure, or chair position.

8 In the Dutch two-tier structure in which the manage-
ment board is formally separated from the supervisory
board, executives are generally present during (supervi-
sory) board meetings, with the exception of the formal
yearly evaluation of the management board as highlighted
in the Dutch Corporate Governance Code (2016, Principle
2.2.7).

9 It is important to note that Siemsen, Roth, and Oliveira
(2010) formally derived that common source variance can
only deflate, but not inflate, estimated interaction effects
(see also Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).

10 In our study, boards signed themselves up to partici-
pate in the research. This made it very difficult to compare
responding to nonresponding firms or boards. As we did
not have access to the full underlying population data, we
could not absolutely determine whether the participating
corporations were representative of the population of
Dutch organizations. However, we carried out additional
analyses to reduce this concern. First, we compared the
participating corporations with a stratified sample of
Dutch corporations. We randomly selected 500 corpora-
tions across the different industries (based on the two-digit
SBI industry codes, which is the Dutch equivalent to the
SIC industry classification), ensuring that the weights of
the separate industries were proportionate to the indus-
tries in our sample (i.e., proportionate stratified sampling).
This allowed us to test whether corporations in our sample
were representative across the industries. We used the
Kolmogorov–Smirnov two-sample test alongside standard
F-test statistics. Neither the F-test nor the Kolmogorov–
Smirnov test indicated any statistically significant differ-
ences between the participating and nonparticipating
corporations for our sample in terms of size (measured as
total assets), operatingperformance (measured as returnon
assets [ROA]), and overall profitability (measured as net
income).
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Measures

Director monitoring. To assess the directors’ en-
gagement in monitoring, we employed three items
from McDonald, Khanna, and Westphal (2008) that
specifically reflect directors’ monitoring behaviors
(see also McDonald & Westphal, 2010; Westphal,
1999) and adapted these items to the individual di-
rector level. The CEOs rated the dimensions of di-
rector monitoring for each director. The following
items were used to capture directors’ engagement in
monitoring: “To what extent does [name of the di-
rector] seek information from top management for
the purpose of evaluating the performance of top
management?”, “To what extent does [name of the
director] monitor top management strategic deci-
sion-making?” and “To what extent is [name of the
director] involved in formally evaluating top man-
agement?” For these items, the “name of the direc-
tor” was replaced by the name and surname of the
focal director to be rated. These three items were
measured on a seven-point scale (15minimally; 75
very much so). The Cronbach’s a score was .76.

Board–CEO cognitive conflict. Board–CEO cog-
nitive conflict reflects the overall level of cognitive
conflict between directors and the CEO; it has its
origin at individual director’s level of cognitive
conflict with the CEO. We adapted two items from
Jehn (1995) and Jehn and Mannix (2001) to reflect
directors’ cognitive conflict with the CEO. Specifi-
cally, directors rated the following items: “Howoften
do you have conflict of ideas with the CEO?” and
“How often do you have task-related disagreements
with the CEO?” (1 5 never; 7 5 always). The Cron-
bach’s a score was .76.

Chair participative leadership. The directors rated
the participative leadership of the chair through six
survey items following Arnold et al. (2000). These
items were adapted by Huang, Iun, Liu, and Gong
(2010) and used to measure leaders’ participative
leadership (see also Lam et al., 2015), for example:
“The chair listens to directors’ ideas and suggestions”
and “The chair gives all directors a chance to voice
their opinions” (1 5 strongly disagree; 7 5 strongly
agree). The Cronbach’s a score was .85.

Board psychological safety. Directors also pro-
vided ratings on board psychological safety using an
adapted version of Edmondson’s (1999) measure of
team psychological safety. We modified the original
referent category for the five items by replacing the
word “team”with “supervisory board,” for example:
“If youmake amistake on this supervisory board, it is
often held against you” (reverse scored), “Members of

this supervisory board are able to bring up problems
and tough issues,” and “It is safe to express views
within this supervisory board” (15 strongly disagree;
75 strongly agree). The Cronbach’s a score was .78.

Next, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses
to establish whether board–CEO cognitive conflict,
chair participative leadership, and board psycho-
logical safety captured distinct concepts. The results
showed that the hypothesized measurement model
in which the items loaded separately onto board–
CEO cognitive conflict, chair participative leader-
ship, and board psychological safety provided an
adequate fit (x2 5 131.32, p , .01, CFI 5 0.96,
RMSEA5 0.06) and a significantly better fit than any
alternative two-factor or one-factor models.

Ratings for CEO cognitive conflict, psychological
safety, and chair participative leadership were then
aggregated to the board level.11 To assess whether
the director ratings within a particular board were
more similar to one another in comparison to ratings
from directors from other boards, we calculated
the intraclass correlation coefficients (Bliese, 2000).
A one-way analysis of variance suggested that the
ratings differed significantly between boards for
board–CEO cognitive conflict (ICC15 0.18, p, .01),
chair participative leadership (ICC15 0.13, p, .01),
and board psychological safety (ICC1 5 0.17, p ,
.01). Furthermore, to assess the extent to which
aggregation was justified, we calculated James,
Demaree, and Wolf’s (1984, 1993) average inter-
agreement coefficient formulti-item indices (rwg [j]).
Compared with a heavily skewed distribution (cf.
LeBreton & Senter, 2008), the median rwg (j) values
for board–CEO cognitive conflict (0.86), chair par-
ticipative leadership (0.81), and board psychological
safety (0.94) were indicative of sufficient agreement
to justify aggregation of individual-level ratings to
the board level.12

11 When aggregating to the board level, we excluded the
chair’s rating, because the chair would otherwise be rating
their own leadership behavior.

12 Whereas board psychological safety climate and chair
participative leadership are compositional constructs that
emerge fromdirectors’ sharedperceptions on a board-level
property, board–CEO cognitive conflict is a “compilation”
construct (cf. Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) that emerges
“bottom-up” from individual directors’ cognitive conflict
with the CEO. Whereas convergence is not required for
compilation-based emergence (e.g., individual directors
do not necessarily have the same level of cognitive conflict
with the CEO), individual directors within the same board
do experience similar levels of cognitive conflict with a
focal CEO.
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Control variables. We included a number of con-
trol variables both at the board and individual di-
rector level to increase estimation precision and
minimize the risk of omitted correlated variables.
Board size (board size) was expected to jointly affect
directormonitoring behaviors by reducing directors’
participation opportunities (cf. Lam et al., 2015) as
well as psychological safety because both are based
on group contextual characteristics such as group
size (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). We controlled for
company performance by using return on assets
(ROA) computed in the fiscal year ending just before
the completion of the survey; low performance may
increase the directors’ proclivity to monitor their
CEO (Bushman&Smith, 2001). Consistentwith prior
board research, we controlled for the size of the
company by employing total assets (tot_assets) in the
fiscal year ending before the survey. Last, we con-
trolled for the availability of information (board_
info) by employing three survey items: “Directors
timely receive the information prior to the board
meeting,” “The right information is available to
make informed decisions,” and “The agenda is pro-
vided with the necessary underlying documents”
(1 5 strongly disagree; 7 5 strongly agree). The
Cronbach’s a score was .77. A one-way analysis of
variance suggested that the ratings differed signifi-
cantly between boards (ICC15 0.18, p, .01) and the
median rwg (j) compared with a highly skewed dis-
tribution was 0.92.

We also included a series of covariates capturing
director-level characteristics and controls for both
personal and professional characteristics of the
board members (e.g., director’s position as the chair
of the board, gender, tenure, age, education, and
skills) because these may influence individual-level
engagement in monitoring (Van der Vegt &
Bunderson, 2005; Veltrop et al., 2018). Information
on director tenure and age was obtained from the
annual reports of the corporation in combination
with additional information from the Dutch Cham-
ber of Commerce. Tenure (tenure) and age (age)were
both measured in years. Information on director
gender was provided by the organizations them-
selves since this informationwasnecessary to enable
the CEO to rate each focal director by name. We
inferred whether the director was female by the
name (female). We also collected information on the
directors’ backgrounds from the annual reports and
online sources (e.g., company websites, press re-
leases, and LinkedIn). Specifically, we coded direc-
tors as financially literate (1) if they had obtained a
CPA or CFC diploma or not (0) (fin_expert). The

descriptive statistics and the correlation analysis are
presented in Table 1.

Analyses and Model Estimation

We employed multilevel analyses to test our
propositions (Koopmann, Lanaj, Wang, Zhou & Shi,
2016; Pollack, Vanepps, & Hayes, 2012; Yu &
Zellmer-Bruhn, 2018). The hypothesized relation-
ships were tested in a regression-based framework
using Stata 15.13 Specifically, our empirical model
featured a board-level predictor—board–CEO cog-
nitive conflict (level 2), a board-level mediator—
board psychological safety climate (level 2), a
board-levelmoderator—chair participative leadership
(level 2), and a director-level dependent variable—
director monitoring (level 1). Our propositions could
be empirically examined as amultilevel 2–2–1model
(i.e., a first-stage moderation model) (Edwards &
Lambert, 2007; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).
This approach allowed for an estimation of varia-
tion in average outside directors’ behaviors due to
changes in board-level variables, accounting for
individual-level covariates (LoPilato & Vandenberg,
2015). To estimate and probe confidence intervals for
the coefficients, we used a bootstrapping technique
with 10,000 replications to infer the stability of the
direct, indirect, and conditional indirect effects. Fol-
lowing Aiken and West’s (1991) recommendations,
wemean-centered the variables before computing the
interaction terms. A representation of the analytical
approach employed—using path modeling (Pollack
et al., 2012)—is shown in Figure 1.

STUDY 2: FINDINGS

Our first proposition suggested amoderation effect
of chair participative leadership on the relationship
between board–CEO cognitive conflict and director
monitoring. Model 1 (Table 2) revealed that the re-
lationship was indeed moderated by chair partici-
pative leadership, with the interaction term (a3)
being positive and statistically significant (b5 1.25;

13 The Stata command was gsem (gsem (MV , - IV 1
Controls) (DV, -MV1 IV1ControlsM1[org_id]) together
with the nlcom and bootstrap routines to test for indirect
effects. Identical results are obtained when estimating the
models as separate standalone models using the xtmixed
command (e.g., xtmixed DVMV1 Controls || cluster_id:
IDENTIFIER, ml vce(robust)). The latest routine also pro-
vides a generalmodel fit—differently from gsem (Wald-x2)—
that we report in Table 2.
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p, .01). We further probed this interaction effect on
the basis of 10,000 bootstrap samples, confirming
that the interaction coefficient (a3) was positive and
significant (b 5 1.25; p , .01). See Table A3 in the

Appendix for an overview of all bootstrapped path
coefficients. To ease interpretation, this interaction
effect is depicted graphically in Figure 2 (Panel A),
which plots the conditional effects of board–CEO

Panel B. Test of Proposition 2 (Model 2): Moderation Effect of Chair Participative Leadership on the Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Psychological Safety Relationship. a Test of Proposition 3 (Model 3): Conditional Indirect
Effect of Chair Participative Leadership on the board–CEOCognitive Conflict–DirectorMonitoringRelationship,

via Psychological Safety.b

Board–CEO 
Cognitive Conflict

Director Monitoring

Chair Participative 
Leadership

Chair Participative 
Leadership * Board–

CEO Cognitive 
Conflict

Psychological Safety

c

d1

d2

b3

d3

b2

b1

B 

a Dashed arrows; the coefficient of interest is b3.
b The coefficient of interest is b3 3 c.

FIGURE 1
Model Specification in the Form of a Path Model (Study 2)

Panel A. Test of Proposition 1 (Model 1): Moderation of Chair Participative Leadership on the Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Director Monitoring Relationship

Board–CEO 
Cognitive Conflict

Director MonitoringChair Participative 
Leadership

Chair Participative 
Leadership × Board–

CEO Cognitive 
Conflict

A

a3

a2

a1

Note: The coefficient of interest is a3.
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cognitive conflict on director monitoring at low (21
SD) and high (11 SD) levels of chair participative
leadership (Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson, 2014). In
boards characterized by lower levels of chair par-
ticipative leadership, board–CEO cognitive conflict
was negatively associated with director monitoring,
while this negative relationship was attenuated at
higher levels of chair participative leadership. These
results support Proposition 1.

Our second proposition suggests a similar mod-
erating effect of chair participative leadership on the

relationship between board–CEO cognitive conflict
and board psychological safety climate. The results
from Model 2 (Table 2) showed that this interaction
effect (the coefficient of interest is b3) was positive
and significant (b 5 .59; p , .01). The bootstrapped
results corroborated that the interaction coefficient
(b3) was positive and significant (b 5 .59; p , .01).
Additionally, to further ease interpretation, we
plotted this interaction in Figure 2 (Panel B). In ad-
dition to showing the direct effect of chair partici-
pative leadership on board psychological safety,

Panel B: Two-Way Interaction for Board Psychological Safety

6.4
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6.0
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Low board–CEO
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FIGURE 2
Interaction Plots (Study 2)

Panel A: Two-Way Interaction for Director Monitoring
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when chair participative leadership was high (11
SD), the pattern showed that board–CEO cognitive
conflict did not negatively impact board psycholog-
ical safety. When chair participative leadership was
low (21 SD), board–CEO cognitive conflict was
negatively related to board psychological safety. All
in all, these results provide support for Proposition 2.

Finally, the third proposition suggests that the ef-
fect of board–CEO cognitive conflict on director
monitoring of CEOs operates through board psy-
chological safety and that this is conditional on chair
participative leadership. While previous analyses
established that chair participative leadership mod-
erates the relationship between board–CEO cogni-
tive conflict and directormonitoring aswell as board
psychological safety, Model 3 (Table 2) showed that
the moderating effect for monitoring was no longer
significant when board psychological safety was
added to the model. To formally test the conditional
indirect effect of board–CEO cognitive conflict on
director monitoring via board psychological safety,
we tested the joint effect of the interaction term on
the proposedmediator in conjunctionwith the effect
of the proposed mediator on the outcome (Morgan-
Lopez & Mackinnon, 2006). Of interest here was the
product of the effect of the interaction on the pro-
posed mediator (b3) and the effect of the proposed
mediator on the outcome, controlling for the same
interaction term (c). The bootstrapped results
showed that the product of these coefficients (b3 and
c) was positive and significant (b 5 .43; p , .05).
Furthermore, in addition to all the underlying paths
of the conditional indirect effect being significant,
the bootstrapped 95% confidence interval (CI) ex-
cluded zero [.01, .86].14 Taken together, these results
provide support for our third proposition on the

existence of a conditional indirect effect operating
through board psychological safety.

DISCUSSION

There is an intuitive logic in appointing outside
directors to improve management monitoring and
reduce agency costs. Empirical studies and reviews
of the field, however, have provided no (or at best,
mixed) support for this near ubiquitous governance
guidance (Boivie et al., 2016; Dalton et al., 1998).We
contend that an explanation for this inconsistency
lies in the important reason that these directors are
appointed in the first place; namely, their “outsider
status.”Outside directors invariably bring divergent
views to the table such that their input will differ
from or even run contrary to those of the CEO
(Hambrick et al., 2015). If not well managed, the
resulting board–CEO cognitive conflicts have the
potential to undermine dynamics in the boardroom.
To better understandhow this unfolds,we immersed
ourselves in the reality of the boardroom. The in-
ductive analysis of videotaped board observations
and semi-structured interviews revealed that
board–CEOcognitive conflict can have a detrimental
impact on directors’ monitoring. If not adequately
managed by the chair, this conflict appears to result
in a psychologically unsafe board climate. It became
apparent that in these situations, a participative
chair can play an important role in facilitating ef-
fective discussions within the boardroom. Our sec-
ond study, based on large-scale multisource survey
data in a different institutional setting, confirmed
these qualitative insights.

We believe these insights have two key implica-
tions. First, the findings respond to recent calls in the
literature to better understand board leadership be-
havior as a distinct phenomenon (Krause, 2017;
Krause, Li, Ma, & Bruton, 2019; Oliver et al., 2018;
Withers & Fitza, 2017). Extant theorizing generally
positions the board chair’s key role as one of coun-
terbalancing the CEO (Jensen, 1993; Krause et al.,
2014; Lorsch &MacIver, 1989). This has led the field
to concentrate its research on the impact of a chair’s
independence (Boivie et al., 2016; Tuggle et al., 2010)
or technical competence as a counterbalance and,
more recently, a resource for the CEO (Krause et al.,
2014; Krause et al., 2019; Withers & Fitza, 2017).

Instead, we highlight how a chair’s leadership style
has significant implications for board-governance ef-
fectiveness through its indirect effect on individual
director monitoring. Our findings point to the impor-
tance of the chair not taking center stage vis-à-vis the

14 Additional analyses comparing the coefficients for the
interaction between board–CEO cognitive conflict and
chair participative leadership on director monitoring
revealed that the coefficient (d3) was significantly smaller
in Model 3 than in Model 1 (a3), thus indicating that upon
partitioning the full moderated effect (d3) of chair partici-
pative leadership on the board–CEO cognitive conflict–
monitoring relationship, the indirect component of the
moderation (e.g., b3*c) effect explained most of the ob-
served total effect (d3). The difference between the total
effect of the interaction (a3) and the direct effect of the
interaction after controlling for the mediation of board
psychological safety (d3) revealed the indirect effect of the
product of chair participative leadership and board–CEO
cognitive conflict on monitoring through board psycho-
logical safety. The results of these bootstrapped paths are
available upon request.
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CEObut rather facilitatingboardroomdiscussions that
involve board–CEO conflict. While these are non-
conventional findings, we do not believe they over-
turn current theory per se. We see our insights as
complementary to extant theorizing because different
leadership styles might be appropriate for different
aspects of the chairing role. For instance, in terms of
work within the boardroom, it would seem difficult
for any chair to simultaneously foster participation
and be directive. Instead, directive chairing behav-
iors might be more appropriate during the prepara-
tion and follow-up for board meetings, while an
inclusive, participative chairing approach may be
more effective during boardroom decision-making
episodes (Brennanet al., 2016;Kakabadse&Kakabadse,
2007; Krause et al., 2014; Withers & Fitza, 2017). We
are hopeful that this is a first important step in better
understanding how the chair can stimulate monitor-
ing via harnessing the potential of their board col-
leagues over and above attempting to directly control
(adverse) management behavior.

Second, our finding that the board psychological
safety climate features prominently in ensuring di-
rectormonitoringwithin boards resonateswith recent
theoretical work examining boards as information-
processing groups. Boivie et al. (2016: 322–323)
highlighted that there are “a number of barriers . . .
[that] ultimately inhibit directors from providing ef-
fective oversight on an ongoing basis; . . . barriers that
arise from group factors (e.g. the relational dynamics
that emerge in board interactions).”By focusing on the
psychological safety climate, we have demonstrated a
specific inhibiting factor distinct from other socio-
psychological mechanisms recorded in the literature
such as the fear of losing current or future board seats
(Zhu & Westphal, 2011), group polarization (Zhu,
2013), or pluralistic ignorance (Westphal & Bednar,
2005). In so doing, our work complements extant re-
search by aligning with a growing body of literature
that demonstrates how specific psycho-social phe-
nomena may affect a director’s engagement in moni-
toring (e.g., Hambrick et al., 2015; Veltrop et al., 2018;
Westphal & Zajac, 2013; Zhu, 2013).

By demonstrating this pattern of results between a
board climate of psychological safety, chair leader-
ship style, anddirectormonitoring,we also point to a
group-process effect that is subtly but importantly
different from those found in studies exploring the
individual-level effects of motivation on director
monitoring. For example, an agency theory logic
suggests that the intrinsicmotivation associatedwith
the fear of social sanctioning may constitute a form
of self-interest and thus undermine a director’s

willingness to show dissent toward the CEO (e.g.,
Park, Westphal, & Stern, 2011; Westphal & Khanna,
2003). In addition, our results suggest a deeper,
group-level impact; a detrimental board climate as-
sociated with not taking colleagues seriously ap-
pears to lead to a broader detachment from the entire
monitoring process across the group. Put simply, our
findings indicate that it is not a simple issue of self-
censorship that inhibits monitoring but rather di-
rectors being thwarted in their monitoring by a
boardroom climate characterized by rejecting one
another’s views out of hand.

Relatedly, the negative relationship between
board–CEO conflict and director monitoring sug-
gests that emerging trends in board composition,
such as the growth in activist-nominated directors
may potentially act as double-edged swords. The
appointment of these “super directors” to reduce
agency costs (Christie, 2019; Coffee, Jackson,Mitts &
Bishop, 2018; Kastiel & Nili, 2017; Nili, 2015) will
arguably give rise to greater cognitive conflict and in
so doing may unwittingly undermine boardroom
monitoring. Similarly, the ongoing promotion of
board diversity and boards with balanced skillsets
(Tasheva & Hillman, 2019) designed to offer diver-
gent ideas and raise critical challengeswill also yield
a board dynamic that may more easily spiral into
dysfunction. While we agree with the view that a
board’s “most critical need is for an environment in
which effective challenge of the executive is ex-
pected” (Walker, 2009: 12), our results point to how
difficult and complex it is to develop this attribute of
effective governance. While we did not directly
study the impact of changes in board composition,
our results suggest that the chair’s leadership style is
important to ensuring the dissent associated with
these changes does not create dysfunctional board-
room dynamics.

Methodologically, the complexity we observe also
underscores the need to understand better the board-
level psycho-social mechanisms that enable or deter
director monitoring (see also Kroll, Walters, &
Wright, 2008; Tuggle et al., 2010). For example, in
our study, we provide insights into the process of
monitoring, linking director behavior (in this case,
directors’ disagreement with the CEO) with an
emergent group state (psychological safety) and a
propensity to engage in an important board task
(director monitoring). The importance of this proc-
essual insight lies in the nonlinear and counterintu-
itive effects it may have on the relationship between
individual directors’ characteristics and board or
firm outcomes (see Dalton & Dalton, 2011). For
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instance, it allows for the (untested) possibility that a
single outside director in a “psychologically safe”
boardroom climate may be more effective at miti-
gating managerial self-interest than an entire board
of independent, skilled directors situated in a “psy-
chologically unsafe” boardroomclimate (seeHambrick
et al., 2015). Such dynamics are not evident in the
current operationalization of agency theory, although
they have been positioned as a key avenue for further
development (see Dalton & Dalton, 2011; Hambrick
et al., 2015).

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Our study has some important limitations and of-
fers potential avenues for future research. First, we
did not study whether higher levels of director en-
gagement in monitoring actually reduced agency
costs. The required level of director monitoring may
very well differ for other corporate governance con-
figurations (e.g., Misangyi & Acharya, 2014), or
director-level monitoring may not linearly translate
to board-level monitoring. In addition, we do not
suggest that board psychological safety and chair
participative leadership are the only board-level
phenomena influencing directormonitoring, andwe
hope our work inspires further inquiry into board-
level phenomena affecting director monitoring. In
addition, we did not focus on leadership behavior or
the socio-psychological characteristics of the CEOs.
Perhaps board climate—or the direct positive rela-
tionship between chair participative leadership and
psychological safety we also witnessed in our
study—is contingent on CEO personality. For ex-
ample, CEO narcissism (Chatterjee & Hambrick,
2007) might inhibit monitoring by independent
outside directors or even undermine the group’s
psychological safety, independent of the relation-
ships we found. Moreover, given our focus on the
impact of CEO–board cognitive conflict, we did not
study how and when such conflict is most likely to
occur or how other types of conflict might unfold in
boardrooms (Greer, Jehn, & Mannix, 2008; O’Neill,
Allen, & Hastings, 2013). In this vein, interesting
further work can be done on boardroom norms cap-
turing whether it is okay to challenge the CEO to
begin with.

Second, although we investigated boards in dif-
ferent institutional environments (i.e., Australia
and the Netherlands) and different board models
(i.e., one-tier and two-tier boards) and still found
similar results, we are cognizant that nearly all par-
ticipating boards were fully comprised of outsiders

and had separate CEO and chair positions. Even
though we notice a marked trend toward having
boards made up primarily of outside directors with
the CEO being the only insider in systems such as in
the United States (e.g., Adams, Licht, & Sagiv, 2011;
Larcker &Tayan, 2016), future research could seek to
understand how, if at all, differences in board com-
position and different institutional settings affect the
relationships we uncovered. This is particularly
relevant given that both the Australian (Study 1) and
Dutch companies (Study 2) only featured indepen-
dent chairs; this is different from settings in which it
is still customary to have a CEO also serving as the
chair or as a voting director. Under such conditions,
with an entirely different power balance between
CEOs anddirectors, it is reasonable to expect some of
the uncovered relationships to be different, particu-
larly when it comes to the leadership of a lead di-
rector.Webelieve this limitationoffers an interesting
opportunity for further research on group-level
mechanisms either curtailing or enhancing outside
directors’monitoring in settingswith higher levels of
CEO power.

Third, our quantitative study also has several
methodological limitations. Given the sensitive data
we collected via our survey instrument (i.e., CEOs
rating individual directors), we had to rely on orga-
nizations signing themselves up to participate in the
research.Despite our efforts to assess its significance,
we cannot fully rule out self-selection bias (i.e., the
participating boards may be different from the pop-
ulation of boards in the Netherlands) as having af-
fected our results. In addition, although we had
different raters for the various constructs and the
results corroborated the insights from the qualitative
study, we cannot entirely rule out that the negative
relationship between board–CEO cognitive conflict
and director monitoring may simply be the product
of directors and CEOs perceiving and experiencing
their disagreements differently.We could not test for
this possibility, so future research using a different
methodological approach could further assess the
extent to which this may have been the case. In ad-
dition, the cross-sectional nature of our survey setup
raises questions around the potential for reverse
causality; that is, there is a possibility that directors’
engagement in monitoring during board meetings
might result in less cognitive conflict given that di-
rectors might be better at putting across what is truly
happening within the organization. Whereas the
qualitative study does not warrant such an inter-
pretation (particularly while interpreting the role of
chair participative leadership and psychological
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safety), further (processual or longitudinal) research
is needed to confirm our insights.

CONCLUSION

High-profilepractice reviewsofgovernance failures—
alongside worldwide governance regulations—
continue to emphasize the importance of active
engagement in monitoring by outside directors
(Walker, 2009). A common theme across these re-
views and regulations is the importance of outside
directors (versus insiders) being in a position to
hold the CEO accountable. While most of the liter-
ature and regulatory effort has focused on the attri-
butes of individual directors, we have argued that
two of the most widely supported prescriptions in
governance—namely, appointing outside directors
to boards and having an independent chair to
counterbalance the CEO—may potentially under-
mine boardroom dynamics and thus director mon-
itoring. In so doing, we highlight that both the
chair’s leadership and the psychological climate
within the boardroomare key to stimulating directors’
engagement inmonitoring.Wehope thebroadeningof
the focusprovides refinedguidance for future research
and practice initiatives.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1
CODING SCHEME OF BOARD–CEO DISAGREEMENT EPISODES ACROSS THE FIVE BOARDS INVOLVED (STUDY 1)

Construct Code Behaviors Within Code Exemplars from Observed Episodes (Episode No. in Brackets)

Intensity of
board–CEO
disagreement

LOW CEO and director(s) leave the
disagreement as implicit; absence of
strong divergence of views and
opinions; CEO takes time to
understand the issue before
responding.

c CEOmainly listens to feedback and at the end acknowledges
that someof the ideaswill be addressed bymanagement. (B2)

c CEO acknowledges that they might have been wrong about
[X] and then implicitly agrees with the rest of the directors’
comments. (P2)

MEDIUM CEO and director(s) are explicit about
the fact theydisagree;moderate level
of divergence of views and opinions;
CEO and directors take time to
understand each other’s reasoning.

c CEO carefully explains yet defends the current approach.
(E4)

c CEOunderstands the concerns expressedby thedirectors yet
defends the current approach. ProbesD5 to understandwhat
the main issue is. (B3)

HIGH CEO and director(s) are very explicit
about the fact they disagree; strong
divergence of views and opinions;
CEO and directors directly respond
to or counter each other’s reasoning.

c CEO initially silent. Then strongly defends their view and
critically says to D2 that is not something they should waste
time on anymore. (D2)

c CEO tries to patiently explain the issue. Toward the end of
the discussion becomes frustrated and strongly disagrees
with suggestions coming from board. (E2)

Level of chair
participative
leadership

LOW Chair shuts down opinions of others;
chair provides own strong opinions;
chair dominates the discussion;
chair remains silent or inactive.

c Chair asks many questions, disagrees multiple times with
other directors, andultimately just says no to a proposal from
other directors. (E1)

c Chair silent throughout whole discussion. (D2)
MEDIUM Chair provides background

information about the issue; chair
structures the discussion; chair asks
for input from other directors.

c Chair silent until the end. Then proposes a course of action
and asks for the input of other directors. (P1)

c Chair further explains the process after concerns have been
raised. (B2)
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TABLE A1
(Continued)

Construct Code Behaviors Within Code Exemplars from Observed Episodes (Episode No. in Brackets)

HIGH Chair supports the efforts of other
directors,making sure they are being
heard; chair withholds own views
initially to not steer the discussion.

c Chair repeatedly summarizeswhat they are picking up, does
not give ownviewuntilmidpoint, andprobes others for their
views. (B3)

c Chair asks several follow-up questions regarding the issues
other directors have raised and makes sure they receive an
answer. (V1)

Level of other
directors’
information
seeking from
the CEO

LOW Limited engagement of other directors
in seeking further information from
theCEO; other directorswithdrawor
disagree with the issue that is
creating the conflict.

c Directors’ talk over each other while disagreeing; two
directors visibly withdraw from the discussion toward the
end of the item. (E2)

c Directors remain silent, with only D3 affirming chair’s
approach at the end. (B4)

MEDIUM Two or more directors join the
discussion yet only moderately seek
further information from the CEO or
are mixed in their support for the
issue that is raised by the voicing
director.

c D7 and D4 add views that seek the middle ground in the
disagreement, arguing that both views have certain merits.
(D3)

c D1 andD6 ask some further clarification questions, although
it is clear that they largely agree with how the CEO and
management has approached the issue D5 is raising. (V2)

HIGH Two or more directors join the
discussion and actively support the
voicing director’s effort to obtain
further information from the CEO.

c D3 and D4 ask further clarification questions and take
responsibility for challenging the CEO. (V1)

c D5 and D2 join D10 in challenging the CEO on the issue. (P2)

TABLE A2
BEHAVIORAL PATTERNS IN THE OBSERVED DISAGREEMENT EPISODES (STUDY 1)

Board ID Episode ID
Intensity of Board–CEO

Disagreement
Level of Chair Participative

Leadership
Other Directors’ Information

Seeking from the CEO

Bravo B1 LOW MEDIUM LOW
Bravo B2 LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Bravo B3 MEDIUM HIGH HIGH
Bravo B4 HIGH MEDIUM LOW
Bravo B5 HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM

Prime P1 LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Prime P2 LOW LOW HIGH

Victor V1 MEDIUM HIGH HIGH
Victor V2 MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

D D1 HIGH LOW LOW
D D2 HIGH LOW LOW
D D3 HIGH LOW MEDIUM

Echo E1 MEDIUM LOW MEDIUM
Echo E2 HIGH LOW LOW
Echo E3 HIGH LOW LOW
Echo E4 MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

Notes: Board–CEO disagreement undermines director information seeking. That is, high levels of board–CEOdisagreement regularly result
in low levels of director information seeking from the CEO (five of the seven instances), whereas this is less likely for low or medium levels of
board–CEOdisagreement (one of nine cases). Board–CEOdisagreement is less likely to underminedirector information seeking at higher levels
of chair participative leadership. That is, high or medium levels of board–CEO disagreement result in lower levels of director information
seeking at low levels of chair participative leadership (four of six instances), whereas this is less likely at high or medium levels of chair
participative leadership (one of six instances).
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TABLE A3
BOOTSTRAPPED RESULTS AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS’ ESTIMATED PATHS (STUDY 2)

Name
of Path Estimated Path Model Type of Effect

Coeff.
(SE) (z (P > |z|)) [95% CI]

a3 Director Monitoring← (Chair
Participative Leadership *
Board–CEO Cognitive Conflict)

1 Moderation of Chair Participative
Leadership on the Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Director
Monitoring relationship

1.25 (.25) 5.02 (, .01) [.76, 1.73]

b1 Psychological Safety← Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict

2 Leg 1 of Mediation of the
relationship Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Director
Monitoring via Psychological
Safety

2.19 (.09) 22.02 (.04) [2.37, 2.06]

b3 Psychological Safety← (Chair
Participative Leadership *
Board–CEO Cognitive Conflict)

2 Moderation of Chair Participative
Leadership on the Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Psychological
Safety relationship

.59 (.24) 2.48 (.01) [.12, 1.06]

c DirectorMonitoring←Psychological
Safety

3 Leg 2 of Mediation of the
relationship Director
Monitoring–Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict via
Psychological Safety

.74 (.27) 2.73 (, .01) [.21, 1.26]

b3*c Director Monitoring← (Chair
Participative Leadership *
Board–CEO Cognitive Conflict)

2&3 Indirect of Chair Participative
Leadership on the Board–CEO
Cognitive Conflict–Director
Monitoring relationship,
controlling for Psychological
Safety

.43 (.22) 1.98 (.05) [.01, .86]

Notes: The coefficients that are statistically significant at p, .05 are in bold. All 95%CIs and coefficients are estimated through a bootstrap
routine using 10,000 replications.
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