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Abstract 
Strategy involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses has not been 
given adequate focus in contemporary research. The main concern has been on 
exploring the phenomenon in large corporations, which means that the field remains 
fairly unexplored. The purpose of this study is two folded. Firstly we want to 
understand what obstacles boards of small and medium-sized businesses face for 
strategy involvement. Secondly we want to generate new insights and knowledge about 
how these obstacles can be tackled. In order to accomplish these goals we assume the 
following two research questions:  
 
Research Question 1: Are there any obstacles in the way for strategy involvement of 
boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 
Research Question 2: What solutions are there to overcome these obstacles for strategy 
involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 
The first question aims to explore and map potential obstacles for strategy involvement, 
whereas the second question addresses potential solutions. By utilizing a qualitative 
approach and interviews we want to better understand the context. Our goal of using 
this method was to reveal motives and opinions to get a better understanding of how 
small and medium-sized businesses deal with strategy issues. The participants held 
various positions within small and medium-sized businesses in Sweden. CEOs, 
directors and busy directors participated in semi-structured interviews. 
 
This study is based upon two frameworks. Firstly we constructed an obstacle framework 
consisting of five obstacles derived from existing literature. Secondly we made a 
solution framework, which includes potential solutions connected to the obstacles, also 
derived from contemporary research. These two frameworks were then used to see what 
opinions our participants held about them. 
 
The data were analyzed by performing a thematic analysis. The idea of using this 
technique was to identify themes participants held in common. We found some patterns 
among the respondents which led us to revise both of the frameworks.  
 
The main finding of this study is that the presence of a board role conflict seems to be 
very limited in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. We furthermore 
found that there are differences in how to solve obstacles in regards to firm size. Two of 
the suggested solution in existing literature was found to be irrelevant for small and 
medium-sized businesses. Namely that it is not necessary to get CEOs to embrace 
strategy involvement, and stopping CEOs from handing over deceiving information is 
not solved by changing incentives. We also found patterns of two new solutions which 
were added in the revised solution framework. The first solution involves having regular 
strategy sessions and meetings. The second solution suggests that it can be 
advantageous to replace directors uncommitted to strategizing.  
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1. Introduction 
In this chapter we introduce the topic and familiarize the reader with the development 
of strategy involvement and a few traditional governance theories. We also present the 
connection we make to five potential obstacle areas boards face concerning strategy 
involvement. This is followed by the research gap, where we discuss further how the 
governance theories may be connected with the five obstacles. Then we present the 
purpose of this study, along with the two research questions we aim to answer. Next we 
present why we chose the topic. The chapter concludes with definitions of a few 
recurrent and important terms, followed by a disposition of the paper.  

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Strategy Involvement in Corporate Governance 
There are different aspects of corporate governance and the focus is usually on how 
stakeholders interests are best safeguarded through the monitor and control role of 
boards (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 780; Jonsson, 2013, p. 62). Strategizing together with 
management in order to improve organizational performance is nonetheless also 
connected to corporate governance, through the strategic role of boards (Jonsson, 2013, 
p. 56; Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16). There seems to be a coherent view in 
contemporary research that board of directors should be more actively involved in and 
take greater responsibility for planning and implementing strategy, as well as evaluating 
its effects (Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 113-114; Siciliano, 2005, p. 8; Weitzner & 
Peridis, 2011, p. 34). Increased strategy involvement is defined as getting the board 
more engaged in analyzing strategy, formulating organizational purpose, planning and 
implementing strategy (Jonsson, 2013, p. 57; Nadler, 2004, p. 26; Siciliano, 2005, pp. 3-
4). 
 
Pugliese et al., (2009, pp. 292, 297) argue that strategy involvement can be divided into 
three distinct research periods, which they base on a comprehensive analysis of 150 
articles covering strategy involvement in corporate governance literature until the year 
2007. Period one is called the emerging debate about board's strategic involvement, and 
lasted between 1972-1989 (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 299). It was the birth of strategy 
involvement as a research area, just as the label of the period points out. The period may 
have been ignited by corporate failures and board scandals, but also the establishment of 
strategy as a field of research at the time (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 299). We have also 
found that it was during this period of time key governance theoretical development was 
at work. It was for example during this time that agency theory and resource 
dependence theory was introduced. Agency theory was however less used than resource 
dependence theory in the field of strategy involvement and it was even more common 
for articles to lack anchoring in other theories altogether (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 299). 
   
 
An innovative article by Zahra & Pearce’s (1989) that suggested new theoretical 
approaches lead the research area of strategy involvement into the second period, called 
the Heyday of “input-output” Approaches, which lasted between 1990-2000 (Pugliese 
et al., 2009, pp. 297, 300). At the start of this period stewardship theory was introduced 
with the aim to complement agency theory. Agency theory had however already gained 
influence and became the dominating theory in the field of strategy involvement, 
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perhaps due to its dominant focus on the effects and consequences of strategy 
involvement in this period (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 300). 
 
Although we will use articles from all periods, our literature review will mainly be 
based upon articles from the third period; Towards More Pluralism in the Board-
Strategy Debate, which lasted between 2001-2007 (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 300). 
Moreover our literature review will examine articles published after the third period, i.e. 
post 2007. During the third research period the use of multi-theoretical approaches 
became common in strategy involvement research, nevertheless agency theory still 
remained the dominant theory (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 299). Strategy involvement 
gained more momentum as a research area and much of the focus still remained on the 
consequences of strategy involvement (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 300).  
 
By reviewing the extensive reference list of strategy involvement related articles in 
Pugliese et al., (2009), we found many articles that we have used in our own literature 
review. However there were only relatively few articles on strategy involvement 
connected to small and medium-sized businesses. This unfortunately came as no 
surprise to us, as we found very few such articles in our own search. In a study 
published after Pugliese et al., (2009) by Jonsson (2013, p. 50) covering small and 
medium-sized businesses, it was however found that strategy involvement of boards 
indeed is perceived to be important, and even more so than previously was believed. 
There are other studies from the third period covering small and medium-sized 
businesses, governance and strategy that make similar remarks, and we have found no 
evidence of the contrary. A good example is the study of Gabrielsson & Huse (2002, pp. 
130, 139, 142) who point out strategic involvement as one of the most important tasks 
for boards in small and medium-sized businesses. We therefore argue that there seems 
to be a coherent view regarding the importance of strategy involvement of boards even 
in small and medium-sized businesses, just like with larger corporations covered in the 
general governance research.   

1.1.2 Grand Theories in Corporate Governance 
We will build our theoretical departure using three common theories used in 
governance; agency theory, stewardship theory and resource dependence theory. Our 
theoretical departure and use of grand theories will be briefly summarized below. A 
fuller and more detailed description is presented later in the third chapter. 
 
Agency theory is a much reflected corporate governance theory developed in the late 
1970s, building on ideas that go as far back as 1776 (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.59; Jensen & 
Meckling. 1976, p. 327). The Agency theory assumes a tension between delegated 
management, referred to as agents, and the owners, referred to as principals. Agents are 
the ones who initiate and execute decisions, and the principals are those who delegate 
responsibility and authority. (Jensen & Meckling, 1976, pp. 309; Fama & Jensen, 1983, 
p. 322) Agency theory is very concerned with governance mechanisms to prevent self-
serving behaviors from agents (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 59-60; Shapiro, 2005, p. 270). The 
problems highlighted in separating ownership from control have made agency theory 
highly reflected in the corporate governance movements (Fama & Jensen. 1983, p. 312). 
 
The stewardship theory was introduced in the beginning of 1990s by Donaldson and 
Davis (1991, p. 50) as a complement to agency theory based essentially on a 
contrariwise behavior model of man (Davis et al., 1997, p. 21; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 
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2003, pp. 398-399). According to Donaldson (1990, p. 377) stewardship theory 
somewhat beautify management but it is focused towards corporate governance. The 
perspective of stewardship theory on corporate governance is that structures should 
facilitate and empower management rather than monitor and control their action (Davis 
et al., 1997, p. 26). 
 
Resource dependence theory was developed in the late 1970s and was widely adopted 
through the seminal work; the external control of organizations: A resource dependence 
perspective by Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) (Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1404; Wry et al., 
2013, p. 442). Pfeffer & Salancik (1978, pp 1-3, 139-140, 225-226) described 
organizations as liable to external control and interdependencies from other 
organizations. They proposed that organizational survival requests effective 
management of external demands from stakeholders within the environment. According 
to Hillman et al., (2009, pp. 1408, 1411) the greatest application for resource 
dependence theory is on corporate governance, in the sense that boards of directors 
should reflect environmental needs, and that boards should be a tool for managing an 
organization’s external dependencies. 
 
Boards in small and medium-sized business have multiple roles to play (Johnson et al., 
1996, p. 409; Jonsson, 2013, p. 63; Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 291). We will try to use 
these three grand theories in order to understand and explain these roles. According to 
Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 407, 411) agency and stewardship theory are in fact 
complementary theories that should be used together. There are also scholars that 
highlight the need integrate resource dependency theory to explain the advice and 
resource providing function of the board (Christopher, 2010, p. 688; Pugliese et al., 
2014, p. 1189). In fact, there are numerous scholars supporting the use of a multi-
theoretical perspective, with the argument that it is necessary in order to explain the vast 
complexity of the different roles and functions boards perform (Christopher, 2010, p. 
692; Jonsson, 2013, p. 64; Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 305). 

1.1.3 Obstacles for Strategy Involvement 
In order to accomplish increased strategy involvement from boards there are however 
some potential obstacles that may have to be solved. We will throughout this paper map 
five potential obstacles found in literature, with the aim to evaluate these and their 
respective solutions in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. In addition to 
the competence needed for assuring the customary control responsibilities, directors are 
in need of higher levels of competence in strategizing, if their involvement in strategy is 
to be increased (Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 115-116). This can be explained by the 
recourse dependence theory as a need for board capital, namely that of the director’s 
accumulated know-how and knowledge (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003, pp. 383, 386). 
Weitzner & Peridis (2011, p. 33) found for example that boards that emphasize 
competence more in their recruitment of directors handled the financial crisis better than 
those who did not. We therefore see lack of strategizing know-how as the first out of 
five potential obstacles for board involvement in strategy. 
 
There are also troubled thoughts about the information passed on from management to 
board of directors (Siciliano, 2002, p. 34). Board of directors perceive that information 
is controlled by the CEO, and that the information given often is too extensive or 
limited, but also sometimes even kept intentionally asymmetric by management. This 
makes it very difficult for directors to minimize risk and uncertainty, as well as 
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maintaining high quality in strategy dialogues (Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 112, 119; 
Nowak & McCabe, 2003, pp. 301, 304; Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, pp. 34, 38). This 
information problem can be explained quite differently using either a stewardship 
theory perspective or the agency theory perspective. Giving too little or too much 
information unintentionally is in our view providing a poor mix of information. This is 
explained by the stewardship theory perspective, as management not being able to 
deliver an adequate achievement although they want nothing else than to perform 
satisfactory (Davis et al., 1997, pp. 23-24). We will therefore se poor mix of information 
from management as the second potential obstacle for board involvement in strategy. 
Intentionally passing on too little information, overloading or even giving information 
that is wrong in order to manipulate is what we regard as asymmetric information. This 
is explained by the agency theory perspective as signs of a self-serving management 
taking advantage of their position (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 58-60; Ratnatunga & Alam, 
2011, p. 348). We will see asymmetric information from management as the third 
potential obstacle for board involvement in strategy.  
 
Time and effort are two more possible barriers for directors to overcome in order to get 
more involved in strategy (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 786; Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 119). 
As Nadler (2004, p. 28) noted: “While the benefits can be significant, broader board 
participation in strategy development also has costs. First, board members need a 
comprehensive understanding of the company, and that takes time and commitment”. 
Nadler’s reasoning underpin that there is a need for boards to be highly involved, and 
that their commitment is mainly limited by time. Time is a scarce resource and can 
therefore according to resource dependence theory be exposed to, for example, 
competing demands (Johnson et al., 1996, p. 411; Leclerc et al.. 1995, p. 110; Pfeffer & 
Salancik. 1978, p 110). The lack of time originates from boards high workload, where 
they are expected to be well-read into many different issues (Nadler, 2004, p. 28). 
Anderson et al. (2007, p. 786) found that directors believe they face increasingly more 
workload, and due to limited time they are not able to perform as well as they would 
like. Effortlessness by board of directors is unfortunately a topic that we cannot find any 
specific research on. Seen through the agency theory perspective effortlessness is 
explained as agreed effort intentionally avoided, a moral hazard also known as shirking 
(Eisenhardt, 1989, p 61). We argue that a reason for the lack of research being the 
difficulty to collect reliable data to measure effortlessness. For example it could be 
expected that directors would give other reasons rather than admit to idly not doing their 
job. We therefore see lack of time and commitment as a combined fourth potential 
obstacle, instead of splitting time and commitment into two separate obstacles.  
 
Agency theory is the most influential theory there is to corporate governance research 
(Hillman & Dalziel, 2003, p. 383; Lubatkin et al., 2007, p. 53; Ratnatunga & Alam, 
2011, p. 348; Uhlaner et al., 2007, p. 226). It has been found that agency theory is quite 
misleading since it overemphasizes boards fiduciary monitor and control responsibilities 
(Anderson et al., 2007, p. 780). This makes strategy involvement from directors 
somewhat prohibited if the basic idea would be followed to the letter (Jonsson, 2013, p. 
63). Boards cannot for example be engaged in their company’s strategy process if they 
are to remain completely independent of the management, and primarily prevent agency 
problems. Such situations would lead the board into a paradox of having to 
independently control in order to approve what could potentially be an agency problem 
of their own (Nowak & McCabe, 2003, p. 300-301). Anderson et al., (2007, p. 787) 
reports that many directors are struggling to make sense of how they should combine 
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the role of monitoring and control with a collaborating strategic role. If directors have 
problems mixing roles, it is arguably hard for them to perform multiple roles 
adequately. This potential board role conflict has also been pointed out as one of the top 
reasons management sometimes actively tries to keep the board away from engaging in 
strategic issues (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 115). We therefore see this evident board 
role conflict as the fifth and last potential obstacle for board involvement in strategy. 

1.2 Research Gap  
It is frequently stressed that it is important for board of directors to be involved in 
strategy with no differences in regard to business size. We therefore argue that it is 
important to find out whether the obstacles and solutions towards increase strategy 
involvement are the same regardless of company size. Existing research and the 
foundation in the field of strategy involvement from board of directors is however 
primarily based on large and often public corporations (Heuvel et al., 2006, p. 467; 
Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 301). Besides, most of these studies build on agency theory, and 
the assumption advocates a clear interest divergence and information asymmetry 
between owners and those in control (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 293; Ratnatunga & Alam, 
2011, p. 347). This brings us to question the relevance and applicability of such research 
in the setting of small and medium-sized business, where the owners often hold the role 
of CEO (Brunninge et al., 2007, p. 298). Moreover owners often hold directorship, work 
in the company, or in some other way have good, or even great, insights into the current 
situation of their businesses, their industry, their strategy and their management (Van 
Den Berghe & Carchon, 2002, pp. 242-243). We argue that it is important to explore 
potential differences in grand theoretical applicability in relation to business size. We 
believe that this is needed in order to make way for further theoretical saturation in the 
research area of strategy involvement within corporate governance.   
 
Huse (2007, as cited in Pugliese et al., 2014, p. 1189) argues that there is plenty of 
research done within the field of board of directors, but there is still a lot to learn about 
what drives their task performance. Pugliese et al., (2009, p. 301) maintain that there is 
a need for more research on governance behavior and on how directors actually think 
and involve themselves in strategy, due to the very limited coverage of existing studies 
exploring these topics. Consequently, we find it important to understand what obstacles 
that really stands in the way for the strategic role to prosper, and how directors might 
think and behave to solve these problems. There are some studies covering obstacles 
and solutions for board strategy involvement, and after carefully reviewing the literature 
we settled for a selection of studies. However we do recognize that the selected studies 
are primarily based on the conditions of larger corporations. We also recognize that 
small and medium-sized businesses have considerably more restricted resources than 
larger companies, for instance less access to knowledge and professional competence 
(Brunninge et al., 2007, p. 304; Wincent et al., 2010, p. 265). Based on the reasoning 
above we argue that there is a need for further exploration into how the process and 
collaboration in strategy between boards and management can be understood, and 
moreover potentially improved in the context of small and medium-sized businesses.  
 
From the assessment of existing literature we have concluded that there are numerous 
potential problems or obstacles for boards of directors to overcome in order to increase 
strategy involvement. This study will focus on five obstacles and their potential 
solutions that will be distinguished throughout our literature review. The obstacles are 
presented below, along with brief clarifications of how we will try to connect them to 
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the three corporate governance theories; agency theory, stewardship theory and resource 
dependence theory.  
 

1. Lack of Strategizing Know-how  
We will try to understand this potential obstacle and explore solutions by using the 
resource dependence theory, which will help us evaluate the need of experience and 
knowledge. The stewardship theory will be used as well, to evaluate aspirations to 
satisfy requirements of appointed tasks.  
 

2. Poor mix of Information from Management 
We will discern this potential obstacle and explore solutions by using the resource 
dependence theory to assess the need for adequate resources. The stewardship theory 
will also be used to help us evaluate unintentional collaboration problem. Agency 
theory will be used in exploration of potential solutions. 
 

3. Asymmetrical Information from Management 
We will try to make sense of this potential obstacle and explore solutions by using the 
agency theory, which will help us to evaluate potential agency problems. We want to 
find out whether management is acting in self-interest instead of the interests of 
principals. We will however use stewardship theory in exploring potential solutions. 
 

4. Lack of Time and Commitment 
We will try to understand this potential obstacle and explore solutions by applying the 
agency theory, which will enable us to evaluate faulty governance mechanisms. The 
resource dependence theory will be applied to evaluate lack of time and bad utilization 
of resources. Furthermore the stewardship theory will be used to explore the motivation 
to aspire and contribute. 
 

5. Board Role Conflict 
Here our integrated multi-theoretical mix will be put to the test. Since we found agency 
and stewardship theory to be somewhat contradicting forces in this potential role 
conflict. We will keep a very open mind while examining this potential obstacle and its 
potential solutions, using the perspectives of agency theory, stewardship theory and 
resource dependence theory.  

1.3 Research Purpose and Research Questions 
Small and medium-sized businesses constitute a large portion of the amount of 
corporations in total, and furthermore stand for considerable employment opportunities 
as well as possibilities for increased gross national product and wealth creation 
(Corbetta & Montemerlo, 1999, p. 362; Heuvel et al., 2006, p. 467). The European 
Commission (2013) reports that small and medium-sized businesses represent 99% of 
all European companies, and they stand for more than half of the total value-added 
created by companies within the European Union. Besides, small and medium-sized 
businesses are considered being the back-bone of the European economy, playing a key 
role for the wealth and economic growth (European Commission, 2013). For these 
reasons we argue that the evolution of small and medium-sized businesses plays an 
important part in improving society as a whole. Strategy involvement from boards has 
been pointed out as an important factor for improved corporate performance. We 
therefore see strategy involvement of boards in small and medium-sized business as a 
very important research area. 
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The purpose of this research is to find out if the same obstacles and principles pointed 
out for increased strategy involvement of boards in large corporations, also are 
applicable for small and medium-sized businesses, or if there is a need to develop 
different suggestions depending on corporate size. We furthermore want to contribute in 
investigating strategy involvement through perspectives of grand corporate theories, and 
hopefully find out more about their usefulness in the context of small and medium-sized 
businesses. We will therefore use a multi-theoretical approach by using agency theory, 
stewardship theory and resource dependence theory in building our theoretical 
framework. By doing this we hope to conclude practical and more well-grounded 
scientific advice for board of directors, management and perhaps even owners of small 
and medium-sized businesses. Foremost we aim to add more accuracy and less 
uncertainty in the recommendations towards increased strategy involvement of boards 
in small and medium-sized businesses. Through doing this we hope to aid not only the 
growth of small and medium-sized businesses, but also in development and prosperity 
of the society as a whole. We acknowledge that the generalizability of this study is 
limited due to its qualitative nature and small sample. However we hope that this study 
will provide valuable insights and enhance the overall understanding of strategy 
involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses. In order to fulfill the 
purpose of this study we will endeavor to answer the following research questions:  
 
Research Question 1: Are there any obstacles in the way for strategy involvement of 
boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 
Research Question 2: What solutions are there to overcome these obstacles for strategy 
involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 

1.4 Contributions and Limitations 
A lot of previous research has been done concerning strategy involvement of boards in 
large corporations. As pointed out, we have noticed that there is a limited amount of 
research done concerning strategy involvement in small and medium-sized businesses. 
Hopefully this study can bring to light what problems boards of small and medium-
sized businesses really face, and can contribute by offering valuable recommendations 
on how to actually overcome these problems. We suggest that more studies should be 
done within this field and our research is a step towards that. Moreover we argue that 
our study brings a fresh perspective upon the topic by integrating agency theory, 
stewardship theory and resource dependency theory. This study is set to be rewarding 
by combining these theories and exploring obstacles and solutions found for larger 
corporations. Furthermore by using these three theoretical lenses in analyzing 
experiences and the lore of directors and CEOs active in small and medium-sized 
businesses, we hope to evaluate the relevance of the identified obstacles and solutions 
from our literature review. In the end our contribution lies mostly in reducing the 
uncertainty about how boards in small and medium-sized businesses can become more 
involved in strategy.  
 
We recognize that our study has some limitations. Since the study only include 
participants representing Swedish companies it is hard to make any generalizations for 
small and medium-sized businesses in other countries. The political and social 
intuitional systems in different countries are usually very unlike (Murtha, 1991, p. 122), 
implying that conclusions from this study are not directly applicable for other countries.  
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Moreover we used a convenience sample in this study. Using this technique to get hold 
of participants is a limitation due to its incline towards bias and influences beyond our 
control. Naturally a randomized sample would have been desirable. However due to the 
hardship of finding participants suitable for our research we had to proceed with a 
convenience sample in order to make this study feasible. This led us to involve two 
respondents representing the same firm in this study. We see a limitation in not 
presenting how these two respondents are connected. There were furthermore no 
conflicting notions between these two respondents in relation to our research purpose. 
We nonetheless still want to point out that our sample has its scientific flaws. 
 
The fifth obstacle concerning board role conflict were not completely covered in the 
interviews. In some cases the direction of the interviews led us to not ask about one of 
the potential solutions. The question we did not ask in those cases aimed at exploring 
whether the respondents thought replacing the current were a good solution if there 
existed a role conflict in the board. Due to this shortcoming we did not get enough 
empirical data to be able to fully analyze this particular potential solution for board role 
conflicts. 
 
We have looked very hard for more statistics about the share of management ownership 
in small and medium-sized businesses. Unfortunately there is very limited data on this 
area. Not even the company registration office, corporate register or central bureau of 
statistics has access to this type of data. We cannot evaluate the concentration for 
ownership in small and medium-sized businesses based on other data or our own few 
qualitative samples, and thereby not contribute in answering the ownership 
concentration relevance to strategy involvement as much as we would have hoped. It is 
however not the primarily goal of this thesis to evaluate ownership concentration, and 
we are hopeful that complementary studies will be done in the future. 

1.5 Choice of Topic 
We, the authors of this degree thesis, are studying our fourth and final year of the 
business administration and economics program at Umeå University. On top of our 
academic studies into the area of business and economics, we both have experience of 
management. One of the authors has for example years of experience working as CEO 
for a small size family held business. The other author has experience from management 
by working as a supervisor, with responsibility of staff and division of labor. However 
none of us have any experience of working as, nor communicating or collaborating with 
board of directors. The family company that one of the authors worked for as CEO had 
for example no professional or active board other than to just fulfill the formal legal 
requirements. Not having an advisory resource providing collaborator, nor adversary or 
controlling board, may of course have ignited part of the interest to learn more about 
this specific subject. 
 
The choice of topic came nonetheless very naturally to both of us. We are both 
interested in continued careers into top level management, but also to contribute through 
becoming valuable members in corporate boards in the future. Our academic 
background as well as work experience has fuelled the interests in finding out how top 
level management, corporate governance and strategy can fit together more effectively 
in small and medium-sized businesses. Through a comprehensive literature review we 
aim to lay the foundation for a well performed analysis, based on valuable insights from 
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experienced board of directors and CEOs in small and medium-sized businesses. We 
hope to enhance the overall understanding of strategy involvement of boards in small 
and medium-sized business. Thus we hope to contribute to society as well as personally 
acquire desirable knowledge. This knowledge can hopefully improve our abilities to 
excel as future top level managers and directors. Hence the choice of this topic, strategy 
involvement from boards in small and medium-sized businesses. 

1.6 Definitions  
Below we explain the meaning we apply for key-words used extensively throughout this 
paper. Moreover we will make clarifications in the text throughout the paper to explain 
assigned meaning of words or concepts and sometimes repeat ourselves if it is deemed 
necessary in the context, in order to avoid confusion and misunderstandings, but also to 
create conditions for good fluency while reading.   
 
Corporate governance - According to Brickley and Zimmerman (2010, p. 236) there is 
no such thing as a universal and common definition of corporate governance, and they 
furthermore stress that the definition used is of great importance for the direction and 
interpretation of research. We therefore want to be clear about our definition which is 
based on our theoretical point of departure. Our definition of corporate governance 
follows below. 
 
Corporate governance is a construct of mechanisms to deal with problems and risks 
inherent in separation of control and ownership of the firm, but also to appoint and 
assure that top level management is functioning and performing according to explicitly 
or implicitly agreed upon expectations. Corporate governance is also mechanisms that 
facilitate and aid top level management in strategic analysis, formulation of 
organizational purpose, strategic planning and implementation of strategy. Corporate 
governance is furthermore mechanisms to facilitate and aid top level management to 
better understand and manage external dependencies and to gain access to resources. 
We will confine our view to the ultimate purpose of corporate governance; to maximize 
shareholders’ wealth, even if we recognize that governance mechanisms are important 
to safeguard other stakeholders’ interests as well. This is due to the research scope of 
this thesis. We will furthermore view corporate governance from the organizations 
internal perspective and therefore be focusing on internal governance mechanisms that 
potentially can affect top level management’s performance or action, for example 
internal reporting procedures. We do recognize that there are external governance 
mechanisms as well, for example the stock market, but we argue that these mechanisms 
holds low meaning in our research as we are exploring behaviors and cognition related 
to strategy involvement within organizations. 
 
Owner / owners / shareholder / shareholders - Used interchangeably. When these 
definitions appear without specifications in the text, assume concentrated ownership and 
few owners. In other words persons who alone have the power to influence decisions 
such as, appointing or dismissing board of directors. If the owner has ties to the 
management or directors we will clarify this when it is considered important.   
 
Board - The formal business organ, functioning between ownership and management. 
In contrast to board of directors the board is by our definition more of a collective and 
unanimous unit with power to appoint and dismiss management. 
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Board of directors - The individuals that constitutes the board. In contrast to the board, 
board of directors is by our definition implied to have, or may have, individual 
differences within the same board. The board of directors are only active in the matters 
of the board. When using the definition we do however not imply or exclude that a 
director may also fit other definitions, for example owner. We will clarify in the text 
when it is important to make a distinction, for example when a board of director also is 
an owner.  
 
Director / directors - Will be used interchangeably with the definition board of 
directors and must never be mistaken for managing director or for example the Swedish 
term “verkställande direktör”. According to our use of the definition of directors, they 
are members of the board. When using the definition we do however not imply or 
exclude that a director may also fit other definitions. Just as with board of directors we 
will clarify distinctions when it holds importance for the context.  
 
Busy director - A director can hold more than one directorship, namely serve on more 
than one board. In our definition a busy director is not implied to be overburdened or 
without room for other obligations. In our literature review we found the term busy 
director commonly being used to describe a person who currently holds four or more 
directorships. We argue that the term busy director align fairly well with the Swedish 
term “styrelseproffs”.  
 
Chairperson / chairperson of the board - The director acting as head of the board. In 
our definition it is assumed that the chairperson of the board more actively 
communicate with management in-between board meetings. When using the definition 
we do however not imply or exclude that a chairperson of the board may also fit other 
definitions. Just as with board of directors we will clarify distinctions when it is deemed 
appropriate within the context.  
 
CEO - This abbreviation of chief executive officer is one of the few abbreviations we 
will use. In general we have chosen not to use abbreviations. This choice has been made 
in-line with the purpose of this study. Namely to give practical advice to board of 
directors, managers and even owners of small and medium-sized businesses. We want 
this thesis to be a comfortable read and believe that abbreviations may to some of our 
diverse intended readers potentially be unfamiliar, and as such provide an unnecessary 
destructive torque. The reason for this exception is that we believe CEO to be a very 
familiar abbreviation, probably more commonly used and understood for many of our 
intended readers than the combination of words the abbreviation actually stands for. In 
our definition the CEO is the head of management, responsible for managing the 
business. For small and medium-sized businesses the term managing director with the 
abbreviation MD may have been a more suitable option. These types of companies are 
often owned by the CEO, who also often is a director or the chairperson of the board.  
However since we want to examine the roles, issues, solutions and functions of the 
directors and management separately, we want to avoid using different words for the 
CEO.  
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Management / top level management - Management is by our definition often 
synonymous with the CEO as small and medium-sized businesses sometimes are 
without a management team. When we use the definition management it is to point out 
that where there are a management teams, the meaning of the context apply to that 
whole group and not only the CEO. We want to be clear that in corporations where 
there exist multiple layers of managers, our definition of management only apply to the 
highest level of managers, who are in the company’s top executive management team. 
To be extra clear about this and to avoid critical misinterpretations we will sometimes 
use the definition top level management instead of just management. 
 
Small and medium-sized enterprises / small and medium-sized businesses - We will 
define small and medium-sized business in accordance with the European commission’s 
recommendations, which imply: 10 to 249 employees with no more than € 50 million 
revenue per year or € 43 million in total balance sheet (European Commission, 2014). 
From here on we will also use firm, business, organization and company 
interchangeably with small and medium-sized business. If we are referring to a micro or 
large size business we will explicitly clarify that if it is necessary within the context. 
Although it is common to use the abbreviation SME to describe small and medium-
sized businesses, we chose to not use it. The reason for this is that the flow and 
readability of the text becomes significantly better when reading out the full wording.  

Small and medium-sized businesses in comparison to larger firms have considerably 
more restricted resources, as well as less access to knowledge and professional 
competence (Brunninge et al., 2007, p. 304; Wincent et al., 2010, p. 265). Ownership is 
less dispersed in small and medium-sized businesses where the owners often are in top 
level management, active in the board, work in the company or in some other way have 
good insight into the company’s current situation, strategy, management and industry 
(Van Den Berghe & Carchon, 2002, pp. 242-243; Brunninge et al., 2007, p. 298). 
Larger companies in contrast have greater access to expert knowledge and resources, 
and they usually have a larger separation between management and ownership. This is 
what we mean by different context and conditions between small and medium-sized 
business and larger organizations. 
 
Strategy and strategy involvement - Strategy is a much debated word used in many 
different ways and interpretations. A clarification of what we mean with strategy and 
strategy involvement can be found in the in the theoretical framework, the third chapter. 
The meanings of strategy and strategy involvement are rather complex, but in summary 
we apply the meaning below: 

Strategy - Directing all activities towards fulfilling a predetermined purpose of the 
organization, through deliberate implementation of competitive long-term plans. 
 
Strategy involvement – Actively participating and contributing in fulfilling the tasks of 
analyzing, formulating purpose, planning and implementing strategy.   
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1.7 Disposition 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
In this chapter we introduce the topic and familiarize the reader with the development of 
strategy involvement and a few traditional governance theories. We also present the 
connection we make to five potential obstacle areas boards face concerning strategy 
involvement. This is followed by the research gap, where we discuss further how the 
governance theories may be connected with the five obstacles. Then we present the 
purpose of this study, along with the two research questions we aim to answer. Next we 
present why we chose the topic. The chapter concludes with definitions of a few 
recurrent and important terms, followed by a disposition of the paper.  
 
Chapter 2: Theoretical Method 
The theoretical method chapter presents and motivates our scientific approach. The 
chapter begins by declaring our preconceptions as researchers, followed by our position 
towards research philosophy. Then we talk about the choice of using a qualitative 
method to collect data. Next we explain our position of how to relate research to theory 
and how it can yield into new knowledge. In the research design section we present a 
general framework for how this study was conducted. The chapter concludes with a 
review of literature used and how we reasoned with using various sources.   
 
Chapter 3: Theoretical framework 
The theoretical framework chapter presents and motivates our use of theories from 
existing literature. The chapter begins with a review of the three corporate governance 
theories previously discussed in the first chapter. Then we declare what strategy 
involvement is, in order to clarify what we are exploring. After this we will present the 
five potential obstacles for strategy involvement and explore their potential solutions 
one obstacle at the time. The central notions of the chapter are then presented in the 
obstacle framework and the solution framework. The chapter concludes by showing 
how the research questions can be answered by utilizing the frameworks.  
 
Chapter 4: Practical Method 
In this chapter we present the practical method by outlining how the research has been 
conducted. The chapter begins by displaying how we constructed the interview guide 
based on the theoretical framework. Next we present how the sample was picked out 
along with some information about the respondents. The reader will then be familiarized 
with our choice of data collection method and a description of how the interviews were 
performed. This is followed by an explanation of how we will analyze the data. The 
chapter concludes by going through some aspects that are necessary to relate to, in order 
to maintain a high quality of the research and satisfy ethical criteria.  
 
Chapter 5: Empirical Findings 
In this chapter we present our empirical findings. The data presented is derived from 
transcriptions from the interviews and limited to data deemed to be of relevance for this 
study. The five obstacles are presented one at a time, containing input from each of the 
respondents. For each respondent we first declare to what degree the obstacle is an issue 
within their organizations, followed by reasoning regarding the potential solutions.    
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Chapter 6: Analysis 
This chapter mainly follows the same structure as the previous chapter. This means that 
each obstacle is assessed and analyzed one at the time. The alternation compared to the 
previous chapter is that CEOs, directors and busy directors are analyzed as groups. By 
doing this we can relate and connect information in between the respondents to see if 
any patterns start to emerge.  
 
Chapter 7: Conclusion 
In this chapter we tie up the study by answering the two research questions outlined in 
the beginning of this paper. The conclusions we make are presented in revised 
frameworks, which contains both alternations to the obstacles as well as to the potential 
solutions. This yields in some practical recommendations that can help boards to 
become more involved in strategy. Next we argue for how this study is valuable for 
society and how boards can contribute and steer the direction of strategy towards 
including ethical perspectives. The chapter concludes with our recommendations for 
future research within the field. 
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2. Theoretical Method 
The theoretical method chapter presents and motivates our scientific approach. The 
chapter begins by declaring our preconceptions as researchers, followed by our 
position towards research philosophy. Then we talk about the choice of using a 
qualitative method to collect data. Next we explain our position of how to relate 
research to theory and how it can yield into new knowledge. In the research design 
section we present a general framework for how this study was conducted. The chapter 
concludes with a review of literature used and how we reasoned with using various 
sources.   

2.1 Preconceptions 
According to Malterud (2001, p. 484) researchers always have preconceptions about the 
field of study, with assumptions rooted in personal experiences as well as professional 
background. Furthermore Malterud argues that researcher’s preconceptions are built up 
by other factors such as previous educational knowledge, motivation and interest in the 
field studied. As a consequence reflexivity comes into play, stating that researchers 
should bear in mind and reflect upon how these kinds of preconceptions might affect the 
approach of the study (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 700). Malterud (2001, p. 484) argues 
that reflexivity can be valuable for researchers as long as they successfully acknowledge 
personal issues. Additionally she points out the importance of not confusing previous 
knowledge, held in preconceptions, with new knowledge emerging from the research.  
 
Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 30) state that research should be objective and free from 
personal values, which is more or less impossible. However they maintain that it is 
important to recognize this and being self-reflective throughout the research process. 
Values and biases can occur any time during the research. In qualitative research this 
might manifest itself as a developed affection and sympathy for respondents, resulting 
in a struggle to keep an objective perspective (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 30).It is our 
understanding that objectivity and reflexivity is important, and we will therefore present 
our personal, professional and educational background. By revealing our 
preconceptions, as well as continuously being self-reflective throughout the research 
process, we aim to keep our research as value free and unbiased as possible. As we 
mentioned earlier in the introductory chapter we choose to write about strategy 
involvement of boards because we find the subject interesting. We are aware that our 
interest in the subject might affect the study and will therefore have a critical view of 
our assumptions throughout the research process. 
 
Both authors of this study have a natural interest in how top management of 
organizations carry out their commitments and how this process can be enhanced. Both 
of us aims to become involved in board work in the future, whether it is directly within 
boards as members or as top level managers. As discussed in the introductory chapter, 
neither of us have any experience from working with boards. However one of the 
authors has been working as CEO in a small size family held business, meaning that 
some personal values might affect the study. A possibility is that he will create affection 
and sympathize with CEOs, rather than identifying with board of directors. By being 
aware of this possibility we are confident that an objective approach can be kept. 
 
After studying business and economics at Umeå University during the past four years 
we have developed a broad knowledge of business administration. Both of us are 
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specializing in marketing and strategy, but we have also studied a fair amount of 
management. However no course has explicitly covered boards and their relationship to 
management. We believe this mean that we enter this research without values deeply 
rooted in our educational background. Furthermore we argue that our educational 
background has developed our critical and analytical abilities, which undeniably will aid 
us to separate our personal values from affecting the research. 

2.2 Research Philosophy 
The research philosophy describes in which way one view the world, and how these 
assumptions will influence the methods used for the research strategy (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 108). The two main ways of reflecting about research philosophy are ontology 
and epistemology (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 109), which therefore will form how we 
approach the research process.     

2.2.1 Ontology 
Ontology is the assumptions we hold about the nature of social entities (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 20). The philosophical viewpoint of ontology can be divided into two positions 
holding different views about social reality; objectivism and constructionism. 
Objectivism regards reality as external, which means that individuals are unable to 
influence it (Long et al., 2000, p. 190; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21). Objectivism 
describes organizations as objects, where rules and standardized procedures are strictly 
conformed by employees (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21). Objectivism is further 
described by Saunders et al. (2009, p.110) who state that organizations are hierarchal, 
implying that there is a clear structure of management and employees have clear 
directives of to whom they report. Contradictory to this view, the ontological position of 
constructionism considers the reality as something that is shaped by social actors, where 
everyone holds their own view of the reality (Saunders et al. 2009, p.111). This outlook 
is a consequence of the reasoning that people interpret the same situation differently 
depending on their individual point of view (Saunders et al. 2009, p.111). 
 
In this study we have a point of view matching the ontology of constructionism. We 
argue that this orientation influenced us to proceed with a qualitative study, and we 
argue that constructionism is the better option for this study and its exploratory nature. 
The purpose of this study is to understand what prevents boards of small and medium-
sized businesses to be more involved in strategic work. Moreover we want to see 
whether the same recommendations for large organizations also are applicable for small 
and medium-sized businesses. To be able to accomplish this purpose we adopt a 
constructivist position. This will enable us to get a deeper as well as a more 
comprehensive understanding of these dilemmas, from both directors and CEOs 
respective point of view. This will be done through interviews where the participants 
are allowed to explain how their respective companies tackle problems. We argue that it 
is necessary to have a constructivist position since we want to get into the minds of 
CEOs and directors, to understand their respective thoughts and opinions upon the 
subject. To fully understand board of directors and CEOs we deem it necessary to 
embrace this study with the outlook that every person can have different constructs of 
reality.  
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2.2.2 Epistemology  
Epistemology concerns what can be considered acceptable knowledge within a subject 
of interest (Saunders et al. 2009, p.112). The main question of epistemology is whether 
social reality should be studied and approached with the same mind-set as in natural 
science (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.15). Epistemological concerns are studied from three 
different positions; positivism, realism and interpretivism. The orientation of positivism 
is closely connected to the approach of natural science, which implies that facts are 
more relevant to the researcher than interpreting impressions (Saunders et al. 2009, 
p.114). Positivism further advocates that research should be done as value-free as 
possible (Saunders et al. 2009, p.114). Carson et al. (2001, p. 5) argue that researchers 
attain the goal of being value-free by distancing themselves from the object of research, 
and by acknowledging the difference between reason and their own feelings. Positivism 
is further characterized by utilizing quantitative methods, followed by statistical 
analysis (Saunders et al. 2009, p.114). 
 
The epistemological position of realism is closely related to positivism. Saunders et al. 
(2009, pp. 114-115) describe realism as grounded in science, and therefore obey to the 
same assumptions as positivism regarding what can be considered acceptable 
knowledge. They continue by stating that there are two branches within realism; direct 
realism and critical realism. Direct realism is defined by people’s ability to correctly 
interpret the world, whereas critical realism state that the images we get from our 
experiences are not the direct world, they are merely images created by our sensations 
(Saunders et al. 2009, p.114-115). 
 
Interpretivism is regarded as the opposite of positivism (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 16; 
Carson et al. 2001, p. 5). Saunders et al. (2009, p. 114) reinforces this view by 
suggesting that the difference is that a researcher who apply interpretivism need to 
recognize that people have different roles when interacting, in other words social actors. 
As social actors we interpret our own role, as well as others, in conformity with our 
individual values (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 116). Carson et al. (2001, p.5) continue and 
describes the main points of interpretivism as the need to understand that everyone view 
reality from their perspective and therefore it exists multiple realities. They imply that 
researchers who apply interpretivism need to be involved in the study by understanding 
both the context and the collected data. 
 
In this study we adopt interpretivism. The main reason for this is that we aim to get a 
deeper understanding of the relationship between CEOs and board of directors. If we 
were to practice positivism or realism we would not be able to fully understand the 
context behind the answers we get. Further we would be stuck with the rigidities of 
natural science, forced to find causalities by objective data collection (Carson et al., 
2001, p. 5). Hence we believe that positivism and realism would be a bad fit for this 
study. Besides, an interpretivist philosophy is appropriate for business and management 
studies due to its unique context, with different actors and situations coming together 
(Saunders et al. (2009, p. 116).  
 
To contribute with a better understanding of the obstacles and solutions for strategy 
involvement between the board and management is within the purpose of this study. We 
argue that people have their own interpretations, viewing their respective realities from 
their own point of view. Hence we also realize that their values and how they interpret 
information will be different. We therefore consider it unavoidable to use interpretivism 
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in this study, if we are to realize our goal. An additional argument for using 
interpretivism is the fact that every organization is different, consisting of different 
people. This means that no business situation is identical (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 116) 
and we therefore argue that generalizations from a positivistic approach will not apply. 
Bryman et al. (2011, p. 19) argue that having an interpretative attitude might reveal new 
surprising findings, especially if the researchers study an external field outside their 
social context. The authors of this study are not, nor have been, involved with boards. 
We believe our external perspective may help in revealing new interesting findings. 

2.3 Research Strategy 
The research strategy refers to the methods adopted to collect data, which can be 
gathered through either quantitative or qualitative techniques. Besides, the research 
strategy is also concerned with how the collected data is analyzed. Researchers 
employing the quantitative technique collect their data through quantification (Bryman 
& Bell, 2011, p. 26). This technique does not pay attention to details, as the goal is 
rather to draw generalizations about a population (Hyde, 2000, p. 84). The qualitative 
technique on the other hand emphasizes words rather than measurements, with the aim 
of gaining in depth understanding of a small number of participants (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 27; Hyde, 2000, p. 84). Hyde (2000, p. 84) argue that even a small amount of 
participants in a qualitative method may be sufficient to theoretically explain a 
phenomenon.  
 
Traditionally quantitative and qualitative techniques are connected with different 
research philosophies and approaches. Hyde (2000, p. 82) suggests that quantitative 
techniques are commonly accompanied with a positivistic position in combination with 
deductive reasoning. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 27) add that quantitative techniques 
generally adopt an objectivistic ontology. Qualitative techniques on the other hand 
traditionally have an inductive reasoning and an epistemology of realism. Furthermore 
qualitative techniques are usually adopting a constructivist ontology (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 27).  
 
In business research Bryman and Bell (2011, pp. 26-28) argue that it can be beneficial 
to put the two research techniques in opposition to each other, as it will offer a general 
orientations of the research. However the research strategy does not necessarily decide 
how you approach the study on other levels such as research approach and 
epistemology. There is simply no clear cut in between the two techniques of 
quantitative and qualitative research strategies and how you approach the study 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27; Hyde, 2000, p. 82). It is for instance possible to adopt a 
qualitative technique in combination with a deductive reasoning (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p. 27). From this we can draw the conclusion that business research is complex by its 
nature. Although there are general orientations, choosing one research strategy is not a 
straightforward choice. The research technique will not predetermine how you approach 
the study on other levels.  
 
For this study we adopt a qualitative technique by conducting semi-structured 
interviews. We want to get a deep understanding of how strategy involvement, directors 
and management fit together towards increased strategy involvement of the board. A 
quantitative technique would not be adequate for this purpose because it would 
overemphasize objectivity and thus hinder us to interpret data. We deem it necessary to 
study the topic of this paper using a qualitative technique in order to fully understand 
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the individual opinions and views of the participants, and it furthermore allows us to 
conduct semi-structured interviews. This technique is usually adopted when researchers 
have an interpretivist epistemology since it gives the opportunity to use probing 
questions (Saunders et al, 2009, p. 324). They also stress that semi-structured interviews 
will allow researchers to fully understand participants and how they assign meaning to 
phenomenon. Using probing questions in semi-structured interviews will also add 
significance and depth to the data (Saunders et al, 2009, p. 324). Furthermore a 
qualitative data collection method will serve as a good basis for the subsequent narrative 
analysis. Within narrative analysis there are various methods to take advantage of, and 
specifically for this study we will perform a thematic analysis.   

2.4 Research Approach 
Research is approached either with deductive or inductive reasoning, which explains 
how you relate research to theory and how it might lead to new knowledge (Hyde, 2000, 
p. 83). In a deductive study the researcher uses theory to build up hypotheses and later 
test whether the hypotheses are correct or if they can be dismissed (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 124). Hyde (2000, p. 83) state that deductive reasoning start with either 
previous theories or generalizations, which are applied to other specific contexts to see 
whether the same theories are applicable. Induction on the other hand contends this 
view, stating that data collection is the first step and a subsequent analysis will explain 
what has been observed, resulting in new theory (Carson et al., 2012, p. 12; Saunders et 
al., 2009, p. 124). Hyde (2000, p .83) argue that the starting point to develop new 
theories are through observations about a certain phenomenon. Simply put, the central 
difference between the two approaches is whether you start your research with theories 
or data (Carson et al., 2012, p. 10).  
 
However deductive and inductive reasoning are not as distinctive as it seems. Bryman 
and Bell (2011, p. 14) advocate that the two approaches can be seen as tendencies rather 
than two distinctive doctrines. They also argue that there are no clear cut between 
deductive and inductive reasoning. This means that a deductive research can have some 
attributes normally associated with inductive reasoning (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 13). 
Hyde (2000, p. 83) confirms this, arguing that it is common for researchers to 
continuously alternate between having a deductive and inductive reasoning throughout 
the research process.  
 
Our study is constructed by assessing different theories, which we used to build up the 
theoretical framework. Hence our study mainly has a deductive reasoning. However the 
subsequent analysis will require an inductive reasoning since we strive to gain new 
insights, which might fill the gap in previous research. Carson et al. (2012, p. 12) argue 
that a study using an interpretivist position can appropriately combine and balance 
between deductive and inductive reasoning. Hence for this study we have a deductive 
reasoning where we assess existing theory to understand phenomenon relevant to our 
research field. This will enable us to construct a theoretical framework which we can 
apply to the context of small and medium-sized businesses. The subsequent data 
collection and analysis will have an inductive reasoning, where we aim to apply our 
theoretical framework to find out if the same problems for large corporations also exist 
in small and medium-sized businesses. An inductive reasoning will also enable us to 
assess whether the same recommendations for large corporations apply for small and 
medium-sized businesses as well, or if new insights can be gained.  
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2.5 Research Design 
The research design serve as a framework for how to collect data, and the procedures 
used to later analyze it (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 40). The limited time horizon of this 
study suggest the utilization of a cross-sectional research design, which means that you 
are studying a phenomenon during a specific timeframe (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 155). 
In a cross-sectional study the data is typically collected on multiple cases (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p. 53). A case is described by Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 60) as a study of a 
geographical location, which for example can be an organization. To satisfy these 
criteria we will include CEOs and directors from various small and medium-sized 
businesses. Furthermore the data will be collected during a limited timeframe. After the 
data collection phase we will analyze the data by using a thematic analysis. 
 
The purpose of this study is to gain new insights yielding in recommendations for how 
small and medium-sized businesses can tackle the obstacles for strategy involvement 
between the board and management. The purpose suggests that our study have an 
exploratory nature. This means that we are trying to understand problems by studying 
them through new perspectives (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 139). We aim to gain new 
insights by studying issues concerning strategic involvement in the context of small and 
medium-sized businesses. 
 
A further consideration with the research design is the level of analysis. Bryman and 
Bell (2011, p. 67) describe the level of analysis as the primary unit which you aim to 
measure in the study. Research commonly focuses on either individuals, groups, 
organizations or societies. However it is possible to combine different level of analysis, 
for instance individuals in combination with organizations. This study focuses on board 
of directors and management which means that the level of analysis is concerned with 
individuals (CEOs and directors) and groups (management and board of directors). In a 
sense this study can be seen as focusing on directors as individuals since we do not 
intend to include all directors from the boards. We will rather include just one person 
from each board, but we recognize that directors are working together as a group. The 
same goes for top level management where for example a team of the chief financial 
officer, chief operating officer and the chief strategic officer are led by the CEO, who 
then is not solely alone in managing the organization but do so through management.    

2.6 Literature Sources 
As mentioned earlier, we wanted to do a comprehensive literature review aiming to lay 
the foundation for a well performed analysis. Due to the lack of research on strategy 
involvement in small and medium-sized business, we wanted to explore the field 
further. In order to accomplish this with minimal risk of missing out on important 
findings in past research, we have in our literature search used a very wide range of 
keywords in different combinations. Secondary sources, such as journals and books, 
were mainly used to create the theoretical foundation of the study. We mostly searched 
for articles in the search engine of Umeå University Library. In addition other databases 
were used to search for relevant literature. The database of Business Source Premier 
(EBSCO) was used due to its extensive coverage of reliable literary works in multiple 
academic journals (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 104). Emerald Journals were used because 
of its comprehensive collection of relevant journals and articles. The purpose of doing 
our comprehensive literature search were to lay the foundation for this study. We 
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looked-for reliable sources to base the study upon, and also to steer the direction it took 
by including additional studies.   
 
Examples of keywords: SME, SMEs, small and medium-sized, small and medium-sized 
business, small and medium-sized enterprise, family held, family owned, family 
business, governance, corporate governance, board, boards, board of directors, strategy, 
strategic, strategizing, involvement, involved, collaboration, collaborating, etc. 
 
While going through secondary sources, such as articles, we frequently came across 
interesting subjects and findings referred to by the original authors. In such cases we 
accessed the original source to make sure that we interpret meanings correctly and 
determine how it could bring something to our study. This proved to be very valuable 
and gave more than an understanding of the backgrounds and rationale of the articles 
using these sources, it helped us to avoid misconceptions and even root out some 
potential asymmetrical usage. It furthermore gave us more sources of our own, and a 
more holistic and greater understanding of governance and how the discipline has 
developed throughout the last decades. 
 
The construction of this paper was mainly based on the books: Research Methods for 
Business Students by Saunders et al. (2009) and Business Research Methods by Bryman 
and Bell (2011). The main reason for using these two books are the fact that they are 
commonly used and accepted in academic writing.   
 
Saunders et al. (2009, p. 70) state that peer-reviewed articles are preferred in research 
for the reason that such articles have been thoroughly reviewed by experts, and usually 
contain relevant and detailed information within certain fields. It is also argued that 
peer-reviewed articles and journals is regarded as an essential source of information 
when conducting research (Hart, 2001, p. 93). We have been very careful to use peer-
reviewed articles to build the foundation to our rationales. We have however used a few 
articles that were not peer-reviewed, but in these cases never to provide critical support 
for key concepts. Furthermore these non-peer-reviewed articles are very commonly 
acknowledged and referenced in other literature, and written by generally respected 
authors, for example the study of Donaldson (1990). We have also tried to use more 
than one and sometimes multiple references to back up pediment notions in our study, 
all in order to get our foundation as solid as possible.  
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3. Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework chapter presents and motivates our use of theories from 
existing literature. The chapter begins with a review of the three corporate governance 
theories previously discussed in the first chapter. Then we declare what strategy 
involvement is, in order to clarify what we are exploring. After this we will present the 
five potential obstacles for strategy involvement and explore their potential solutions 
one obstacle at the time. The central notions of the chapter are then presented in the 
obstacle framework and the solution framework. The chapter concludes by showing 
how the research questions can be answered by utilizing the frameworks.  

3.1 Theoretical Point of Departure  

3.1.1 Agency Theory 
Agency theory, entrenched in economics and finance (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003, 
p. 398; Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 301). The Agency theory was developed in the late 
1970s and early 1980s by different authors and seminal articles, for example Jensen and 
Meckling (1976) and Fama and Jensen (1983) (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.59; Shapiro. 2005, 
p. 266). Agency theory was however not entirely a revolutionary new theoretical 
perspective, it was built upon the ideas presented in the seminal book; The modern 
corporation and private property by Berle & Means published in 1932 (Eisenhardt, 
1989, p. 59) which partly correlates with the thoughts put forth by Adam Smith in the 
book: the wealth of the nations dated all the way back to 1776 (Jensen & Meckling. 
1976, p. 327). In their influential work published 1932, Berle and Means (1991, pp. 46-
47) put forth concerns about the increasing dispersion of ownership in the largest 
corporations connected to a potentially dangerous concentration of power to a handful 
of people, who’s combined appointed authority controlled nearly half the American 
industry. From an agency theory perspective dispersion of ownership and all other 
forms of separation between ownership and control creates agency costs due to several 
reasons. For example agents may act in opportunistic self-interest, or the costs of 
maintaining governance mechanisms preventing, minimizing or detecting such costly 
behaviors (Fama & Jensen, 1983, pp. 301, 312; Jensen & Meckling, 1976, pp. 308, 327-
328).    
 
The Agency theory perspective on management assumes that there always exist a 
tension between delegated management initiating and executing decisions, referred to as 
the agents, and the owners or those delegating responsibility and authority, referred to 
as principals (Jensen & Meckling, 1976, pp. 309; Fama & Jensen, 1983, p. 322). The 
tension is caused by both parties’ self-motivation and their opportunistic behavior 
(Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, p. 348; Shapiro, 2005, pp. 266, 269), with the manager’s 
aim of promoting personal welfare rather than objectives of the company and its 
shareholders (Boyd, 1995, p. 303; Jensen & Meckling, 1976, p. 312). Sundaramurthy & 
Lewis (2003, p. 398) argue that agents potential to act opportunistic fosters a natural 
distrust between owners and managers. However, the root of the principal-agent 
problem is managements and owners’ diverse preferences when it comes to goals and 
risks, where management is more risk averse and self-preserving than shareholders 
prefer, due to their options of using risk diversification (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 59; 
Shapiro, 2005, pp. 265, 278).  
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Agency theory is concerned with governance mechanisms for the principals in order to 
prevent self-serving behaviors from agents (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 59-60; Shapiro, 2005, 
p. 270). Furthermore the problems highlighted in separating ownership from control has 
made agency theory highly reflected in the corporate governance movements (Fama & 
Jensen. 1983, p. 312). Agency theorists argue that one solution to these problems is to 
implement incentives programs and outcome based contracts, which will ensure that 
management’s objectives are aligned with the interest of the owners, and therefore 
remove the harms of opportunistic behavior (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 60; Ratnatunga & 
Alam 2011, p. 349). Moreover, agency theory perspective on corporate governance is 
that the board’s role require discipline, with the primary function of monitoring and 
controlling management through behavior based contracts (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 60; 
Jonsson, 2013, pp. 59, 64; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003, p. 399). It is also proposed 
that boards should apply a top-down perspective and one way directives instead of 
collaborating with management (Fama & Jensen. 1983, p. 310; Ratnatunga & Alam, 
2011, p. 349). Donaldson and Davis (1991, pp. 50-51) state that according to agency 
theory, boards ultimate function is to ensure that aspirations of shareholders are being 
attained. Donaldson and Davis further argue that according to the agency theory 
perspective, the best way to achieve this is to have independent directors from 
management to ensure impartiality. In cases where the CEO also holds the role of 
chairperson of the board, organizations risk to overlook the aspirations of shareholders 
in favor of management’s self-interests (Boyd, 1995, p. 303; Donaldson & Davis, 1991, 
p. 51).  
 
Since we are exploring strategy involvement from boards in small and medium-sized 
businesses we will venture into corporate governance. We therefore find agency theory 
to be highly relevant for our point of departure due to its broadly empirically tested 
applications of governance mechanisms in agency-principal relationships. It is 
furthermore both possible and even likely that these mechanisms and perspectives exist 
in the companies in our sample and population, due to decades of strong agency theory 
influence in corporate governance literature. We foremost believe that using agency 
theory in our theoretical framework will contribute in paving way for further knowledge 
in the perspective and its mechanisms applicability to increased strategy involvement, in 
the context of small and medium-sized businesses.   

3.1.2 Stewardship Theory 
Stewardship theory is grounded in organizational sociology and psychology (Donaldson 
& Davis, 1991, p. 51; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003, p. 398), adopting a quite different 
view of management and owner relationships than the agency theory. The stewardship 
theory was introduced in the beginning of 1990s by Donaldson and Davis (1991, p. 50) 
as a complement to agency theory based essentially on a contrariwise behavior model of 
man (Davis et al., 1997, p. 21; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003, pp. 398-399). The 
Stewardship theory has since been develop further, foremost through the work of Davis 
et al., (1997) where they focused on proposing which psychological, sociological and 
situational factors that fosters stewardship-principal relationships, rather than agent-
principal relationships (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 782; Davis et al., 1997, pp. 42-43). 
 
The stewardship theory view on management assumes no inherent tension between 
delegated management referred to as stewards in this perspective, and the owners or 
those delegating responsibility and authority still referred to as principals (Donaldson & 
Davis, 1991, p. 51; Davis et al., 1997, p. 24). Davis et al., (1997, pp. 22, 43) argue that 
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psychological and sociological characteristics determines a steward from an agent, 
namely which model of man is more suited to explain the individual in question 
between the model constitutive to agency theory or stewardship theory. In contrast to 
agency theory, where executives making decisions and acting on behalf of the owners 
are presented as inherently opportunistic, self-serving and motivated by personal gain 
and security, stewardship theory believe executives may instead predominantly value 
and be driven by achievements, growth, empowerment, collective interests and 
cooperation (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 782; Davis et al., 1997, pp. 24, 43). Stewardship 
theory therefore emphasizes the need of a collaborative approach from both parties in a 
principal-steward relationship, and stress the importance of accepting vulnerability 
through trust instead of overemphasizing potentially self-fulfilling suspicion (Davis et 
al., 1997, pp. 34, 42-43; Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, p. 350). Since there is no issue of 
misalignment of goals or opportunistic behavior problems to a steward, the difficulty for 
management is rather to what degree they can perform and contribute to the company’s 
overall performance (Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 51). Their performance level 
depends on organizational structures and whether it aids management’s aspirations of 
good performance (Davis et al., 1997, p. 26; Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 51).  
 
According to Donaldson (1990, p. 377) stewardship theory is similar to management 
theory in the way that it somewhat beautify management, but stewardship theory is 
distinguished by being more evolved and focused towards corporate governance. The 
stewardship theory view on corporate governance is that structures are promoted to 
facilitate and empower management rather than monitor and control their actions (Davis 
et al., 1997, p. 26). Furthermore Donaldson and Davis (1991, p. 52) argue that 
organizational structures that put the CEO in an unchallenged and authoritarian position 
will obtain better performance, which is achieved due to less confusion about direction 
and leadership of the firm. The effect is argued to become even greater if the CEO also 
holds the position of chairperson of the board as this will also decrease costs and is 
more effective, leading to better company performance and shareholder returns (Abels 
& Martelli, 2013, p. 137; Donaldson, 1990, p. 377; Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 52). 
Strategy factors such as mission commitment and commitment to organizational values 
has been found highly related to stewardship theory, and the theory is also suitable to 
explain the strategic role and collaboration with boards (Davis et al., 1997, p. 43; 
Jonsson, 2013, pp. 59, 64).  
 
Since we are exploring strategy involvement from boards, we find stewardship theory to 
be highly relevant for us. Stewardship theory is for example suitable to complement 
agency theory perspectives on management behavior and motivations central to 
understanding collaboration and commitment. The theory also gives potential for better 
explanations of the strategic role of the board. A role we believe is very essential to 
corporate governance when aiming towards increased strategy involvement.  

3.1.3 Resource Dependence Theory 
Resource dependence theory is rooted in sociology and political science (Ulrich & 
Barney, 1984, p. 467). The theory was developed in the late 1970s and was widely 
adopted through the seminal work: the external control of organizations: A resource 
dependence perspective by Pfeffer & Salancik 1978 (Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1404; Wry 
et al., 2013, p. 442). Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) described organizations as liable to 
external control, dependencies and interdependencies from and to other organizations. 
They also proposed that organizational survival requests not only internal efficiency but 
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effective management of external, often competing, demands from stakeholders in the 
environment. Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) suggests that external demands and divergent 
interests from stakeholders must be well managed to align organization and 
environment, but also managed to minimize dependency in order to assure 
organizational survival. This could according to Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) be managed 
through mergers, joint ventures, interorganizational collaborations and relationships, 
boards of directors, political action and executive succession. (Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, 
pp. 1-3, 139-140, 182-183, 222, 225) Despite the initial comprehensive development 
and scope of the resource dependence theory its vast explorations started to subside in 
the late 1980s (Wry et al., 2013, p. 442). Although still being highly cited in research, 
their book was probably no longer read and also very hard to get hold of in the early 
2000s, leading one of the authors to push for a reissue of the book and revitalization of 
the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik. 2003, pp. ix, xxiii). Jeff Pfeffer 
believed that resource dependence had became a mere metaphorical statement about 
organizations, so unquestionable accepted that it was no longer substantially tested 
(Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1405; Pfeffer & Salancik. 2003, pp. xvi, xxiii; Wry et al., 2013, 
p. 443). Hillman et al., (2009, p. 1414) did however make findings that disprove some 
of Pfeffer's statements, arguing that the theory although widely taken for granted, is 
actually still being rigorously explored. 
 
The view of resource dependence theory on management behavior is that they manage 
the organization’s control, or lack of control, over resources in order to achieve 
competitive advantages (Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, p. 350). The theory emphasizes that 
management should aim to gain and exploit access to external resources and making 
stakeholders in their environment dependent on their organization, while avoid 
becoming dependent on others, or to loose the organizations bargaining position (Wry et 
al., 2013, p. 445). If management does not align the organization to effectively fit 
critical demands in the environment, management should simply be replaced with 
someone better suited for that task (Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1413; Pfeffer & Salancik. 
1978, p. 236).  
 
According to Hillman et al., (2009, pp. 1408, 1411) the greatest application for resource 
dependence theory is on corporate governance in the understanding that boards of 
directors should reflect environmental needs, and that boards should be a tool for 
managing the organization's external dependencies. Resource dependence theory is used 
for more than explaining directors as a means of securing external resources and 
managing external dependencies; it also views directors as resource providers in 
counseling management, as well as boundary spanners and collectors of information 
through their important business relationships and networks to other organizations 
(Hillman & Dalziel, 2003, p. 383; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, p. 161; Ratnatunga & 
Alam, 2011, p. 350; Wry et al., 2013, p. 457; Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 297). The board 
has according to resource dependence theory furthermore an obligation to make sure 
that critical resources are obtained and utilized in order to minimize uncertainty and 
maximize company performance, for example by appointing a suitable CEO (Johnson et 
al., 1996, pp. 410-411; Wry et al., 2013, p. 450).   
 
Unlike with agency and stewardship theory, we have not found resource dependence 
theory to take any stance regarding the CEO also being the chairperson of the board. It 
is our view that resource dependence theory will have a different attitude towards this 
issue depending on the situation. If resource provision or utilization is affected 
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negatively by having the chairperson as CEO it should not be done. But if for example 
the resource provision is unchanged, but utilization is positively affected, it would be a 
good idea to combine these roles according to our understanding of the resource 
dependence theory. 
 
Since the focus of this study is on strategy involvement from boards, the resource 
dependence theory and its applications for board of directors, management, as well as 
executive succession are highly relevant for this thesis. The extent of directors’ external 
network has for example been proven to have a positive correlation to their ability to 
provide greater strategic input (Carpenter & Westphal, 2001, p. 653). And part of the 
notion in executive succession is, for example, that the environment affects distribution 
of power and control within the organization (Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1415; Pfeffer & 
Salancik. 1978, p. 228). In our aim to understand strategy involvement between 
directors and management we find it important to have a broader view on corporate 
governance, than to limit ourselves exclusively to the internal organization. Resource 
dependence theory foremost aid our venture into corporate governance and 
organizational behavior by taking into account that strategy involvement by the board 
may be affected by the organizations recourses in relation to its environment. Hillman et 
al., (2009, pp. 1415) argue that it would be a theoretical contribution to resource 
dependence theory if the understanding of how the assets that the boards of director´s 
bring with them to the organizations are connected to executive succession. Although 
we won’t test or generalize any connections, we hope to make a theoretical contribution 
in exploring potentials for such connections. 

3.1.4 Integration of Agency, Stewardship and Resource Dependence Theory 
Boards are required and responsible by law in many countries to control and judge 
management in order to safeguard the interests of shareholders, and other stakeholders 
as well (Jonsson, 2013, p. 50; Nadler, 2004, p. 25; Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 39). 
This implies that companies need to have a board that monitor and control actions taken 
by management, and that role could best be explained by the agency theory (Jonsson, 
2013, p. 50). There is however research that proves that strategy involvement from the 
board is positive for the value creation in businesses, regardless of company size 
(Jonsson, 2013, p. 51; Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 113-114; Siciliano, 2005, p. 8; 
Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 34). Stewardship theory describes board and management 
as collaborative partners and emphasizes that working together will increase company 
performance. Agency theorists on the other hand argue that such involvement, 
collaboration and close ties between boards and management can undermine a board’s 
autonomy and its control and monitoring tasks (Anderson et al., 2007, p.782). 
 
According to Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 407, 411) agency and stewardship 
theory are not opposing, but in fact complementary theories that should be used 
together. They argue that it is important that these theories are combined in order to 
prevent value destroying conduct. Anderson et al., (2007, p. 788) agrees with that view 
and even points out empirical evidence suggesting that an emphasis of stewardship 
theory perspective on management does not reduce the level or the quality of 
monitoring, which the agency theory suggests. Instead they conclude that boards rather 
will give better advices and strengthen the understanding for business situations. While 
agency theory portrays managers or agents as self-serving with an inherent goal 
divergence from owners or principals interests, stewardship theory believes that there is 
no such conflict of interest. According to Pieper et al., (2008, p. 375) goal divergence or 
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conflict of interest may exist in different degrees depending on the managers and 
circumstances surrounding the organizations. They imply that a combination of agency 
theory and stewardship theory is relative and depends on the specific situation. Davis et 
al., (1997, pp. 40-43) was first to point out that situational, but also physiological and 
sociological factors fosters either a steward- or an agent-principal relationship, and that 
managers are both partly agent and partly steward to various and changing degrees.   
We approve with these arguments and recognize that agency theory and stewardship 
theory can be integrated for this study.  
 
There are also scholars that highlight the need to move beyond agency theory and 
integrate resource dependency theory to explain the advice and resource providing 
function of the board (Christopher, 2010, p. 688; Pugliese et al., 2014, p. 1189). Some 
researchers have even found evidence that such integration can actually enhance the 
understanding for more effective monitoring than the use of agency theory alone 
(Hillman & Dalziel, 2003, p. 391). The resource and advice role of the board is best 
explained using resource dependence theory (Jonsson, 2013, p. 54; Zahra & Pearce, 
1989, p. 297). Resource dependence theory gives a better understanding that corporate 
governance practice should reflect environmental needs, and that boards should be a 
tool for managing the organization's external dependencies (Hillman et al., 2009, pp. 
1408, 1411). Some of our identified potential obstacles for strategy involvement, for 
example the need for competence, knowledge and time may need to be explained by 
resource dependence theory for these reasons. We will therefore heed to the advice of 
integrating resource dependency theory where it is deemed appropriate and necessary.  
 
Boards in small and medium-sized business have multiple roles to play (Johnson et al., 
1996, p. 409; Jonsson, 2013, p. 63; Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 291). For instance 
numerous scholars support the use of a multi theoretical perspective, with the argument 
that it is necessary in order to explain the vast complexity of the different roles and 
functions boards perform (Christopher, 2010, p. 692; Jonsson, 2013, p. 64; Zahra & 
Pearce, 1989, p. 305). Our view is in line with these scholars and thus supporting the 
use of a multi theoretical perspective. We will use the three roles put forth by Jonsson 
(2013, p. 64), namely the monitoring and control role grounded in agency theory, the 
strategic role which is well explained by stewardship theory, and lastly the resource and 
advice role rooted in resource dependence theory. 
 
Some central concepts of agency theory, stewardship theory and resource and 
dependence theory are summarized below in table 1. Note that only information that 
have been presented and referenced up till this point is used in the table. Due to design 
and space reasons we will not point out source references again within the table. Our 
hope is that this will provide a better and more comprehensible overview of the three 
theories. 
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Table 1. Overview of corporate governance theories.  

 Agency Theory Stewardship Theory Resource Dependence 
Theory 

Rooted in: Economics and 
finance. 

Sociology and 
psychology. 

Sociology and political 
science. 

Boards’ role and 
function: 

Monitor and 
control. Strategic. Resources and advice. 

View 
managements’ 
behaviour as: 

Self-serving and 
opportunistic. Need 
to be monitored and 
controlled. 

Diligent and selfless. 
Need to be 
empowered and free. 

Creating advantages out 
of the resources they 
control. In need of more 
resources. 

If the CEO also 
acts as 
chairperson: 

Very high risk for 
agency problems. 
Dangerous for 
shareholders. 

Very positive for 
company 
performance and 
shareholder returns. 

Good or bad, depending 
on the effect it has on 
resource provision and 
utilization. 

Boards ensure that 
management fulfil 
shareholders’ 
interests by: 

Aligning their 
interest through 
balanced incentive 
programmes for 
management. 

Working together 
with management 
towards improved 
firm performance. 

Providing necessary 
resources to the firm, e.g. 
by appointing a suitable 
CEO, providing advice 
and business relations. 

Boards’ 
relationship with 
management 
should be: 

Independent of 
management and on 
arm’s length. 
Monitoring in a 
suspicious way. 

Close and 
collaborating. 
Promote trust 
between management 
and board. 

Boundary spanners and 
providers of resources. 

 

3.2 What is Strategy Involvement?  
Strategy involvement of boards is an important factor for improving corporate 
performance (Jonsson, 2013, p. 51; Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 113-114; Siciliano, 2005, 
p. 8; Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 34). This is our starting point, and it is the basis for 
which this whole paper builds upon, namely how to increase strategy involvement of 
board of directors in small and medium-sized businesses. We therefore believe it to be 
essential to clarify what strategy involvement really is. We will do so by first quoting 
M. E. Porter (1997, p. 68) on his answer to what strategy is: “Strategy is the creation of 
a unique and valuable position, involving a different set of abilities [than those of 
competitors]”. 
 
While Porter and many other scholars argues for a deliberate strategy derived from 
formulation and planning, there are views on strategy as unintentionally emerging out of 
a series of ad hoc decisions, that over time forms a pattern (Johnsson et al., 2014, pp. 
404, 410; Mintzberg & Waters, 1985, p. 257). Mintzberg (1978, p. 935) for example 
portrays terminologies which explain strategy simply as a predetermined plan with rules 
that dictates future decisions as incomplete, and that those descriptions does not take 
into account the decisional behavior of organizations. There is evidence in longitudinal 
research of linkages between intended and realized strategies, as well as findings of 
absent relationships between configured strategic priorities and later realized 



 

28 
 

investments (Boyer, 1998, pp. 368-369). We therefore acknowledge that realized 
strategy may derive from both deliberate as well as emergent strategies, or a 
combination of these two (Breene et al., 2007, p. 91; Mintzberg & Waters, 1985, p. 
270). 
 
However to be able to conduct this comprehensive study in our limited timeframe, we 
have decided to confine our view on strategy. We have not the time nor resources to 
reliably determine whether the interviewed companies really have valuable and different 
abilities than competitors, nor if they unintendedly create a pattern through streams of 
unrelated decisions. Derived from our research purpose, limited time and a combination 
of definitions from the works of Porter (1997, p 64) and Mintzberg (1978, p. 935) we 
have decided to formulate the following simplified definition of strategy:  
 
Strategy is, directing all activities towards fulfilling a predetermined purpose of the 
organization, through deliberate implementation of competitive long-term plans. 
 
Strategy involvement implies doing strategy or strategizing together, which means 
collaborating in the activities forming strategy. There are many descriptions and activity 
breakdowns of strategizing, with the most basic description suggesting just two 
activities, commonly labeled formulation and implementation. Using the works of 
Eppler & Platts, (2009, p. 43), Jonsson, (2013, p. 57), Lavarda et al., (2010, p. 362), 
Nadler, (2004, p. 26) and Siciliano (2005, pp. 3-4) we have decided to label and use the 
following four activities in our definition of strategy involvement: analyzing, 
formulating purpose, planning and implementing strategy. From a corporate governance 
perspective, getting the directors more engaged in performing these activities together 
with management is considered as increased strategy involvement (Jonsson, 2013, p. 
57; Nadler, 2004, p. 26; Siciliano, 2005, pp. 3-4). Hence our definition of strategy 
involvement: 
 
Strategy involvement is, being actively participating and contributing in fulfilling the 
tasks of analyzing, formulating purpose, planning and implementing strategy.  
 

Strategy involvement 

Formulation of strategy Realization of strategy 

Analysis  Formulating 
purpose  Planning  Implementation 

Figure 1. Strategy involvement.  
 
To improve the quality of our exploration of obstacles and solutions, we will elaborate 
even further on the assigned meaning used in this paper for strategy involvement. We 
do so by separately present the four activities further, and what they mean for strategy 
involvement. To make sure that we do not lose focus from the purpose of this study, we 
will not put forth arguments for which frameworks are best suited in different situations, 
nor pros and cons of different conducts in performing these activities. To keep this 
study from becoming too widely-spread, we will intentionally avoid to go into details, 
and only mention a few tools commonly used in every activity.  
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3.2.1 Strategy Involvement - Analysis 
To analyze the strategic outlook of organizations there are many approaches and 
frameworks to use, and in various combinations. SWOT for example, is one of the most 
popular and commonly used framework (Hill & Westbrook, 1997, p. 46; Kajanus et al., 
2012, p. 1). SWOT is generally applied as a summary for analysis of a firm’s strategic 
capabilities and benchmarks, were key findings are attributed as organizational 
strengths or weaknesses, and an analysis of the environment identifies significant 
opportunities and threats to the organization (Johnson et al., 2014, p. 91). Conducting 
and summarizing these internal and external analysis in a SWOT, gives a useful basis 
for strategy assessment and guides decisions about future actions (Johnson et al., 2014, 
p. 92; Kajanus et al., 2012, p. 1). 

3.2.2 Strategy Involvement - Formulation of Purpose 
Board of directors’ need a common and good understanding of the organization’s 
strategy in order to contribute better in strategic issues and central to aid this 
understanding is the involvement in formulating the strategy (Andrews, 1981, p. 20; 
Johnson et al., 2014, p. 119). The key in formulating strategy is the overall purpose of 
the organization (Andrews, 1981, p. 20; Montgomery, 2008, p. 58). Montgomery (2008, 
p. 58) argues: “Purpose should be at the heart of strategy. It should give direction to 
every part of the firm - from the corporate office to the loading dock - and define the 
nature of the work that must be done”. What the overall purpose of the firm is, for 
whom it matter and why, may be a very basic question but nonetheless very difficult to 
answer in a clear sense (Breene et al., 2007, p. 89; Montgomery, 2008, p. 57). And no 
matter how clearly formulated or compelling, the purpose and strategy may need to 
change over time and strategy formulation is therefore a difficult job that never ends 
(Breene et al., 2007, p. 90; Montgomery, 2008, p. 59). There are four generic ways 
through which organizations usually formulate their purpose, namely: mission 
statement, vision statement, statements of corporate values and objectives (Johnson et 
al., 2014, p. 108-109).  

3.2.3 Strategy Involvement - Planning 
If strategy formulation is stating what the organization’s overall purpose and strategy is, 
the strategy planning is breaking down that purpose into rules or guidelines for the 
whole organization, defining how the strategy will be achieved in more detail (Eppler & 
Platts, 2009, p. 46; Lavarda et al., 2010, p. 365). Planning is done in numerous different 
ways using decision guiding tools like the McKinsey’s 7-S framework, the marketing 
mix 4-7Ps, Boston Consulting Group’s growth-share matrix, Porter’s Diamond, 
acquisition-integration matrix and game theory to name a few (Johnson et al., 2014, pp. 
191-523; Montgomery, 2008, p. 56). Resource allocation, objectives and responsibilities 
are often among the decisions being made in the strategy planning activity, as well as 
setting timelines for later implementation (Eppler & Platts, 2009, p. 46). 
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3.2.4 Strategy Involvement - Implementation 
No matter how good the strategy, purpose or plan for achieving it is, intended strategies 
contribute absolutely nothing if they stay unrealized (Breene et al., 2007, p. 92). 
Strategy is more than an idea or a plan; it is the organization’s actual way of life 
(Montgomery, 2008, p. 56). Implementation of strategy or steering the organization’s 
way of life is traditionally in the hands and responsibilities of the CEO (Breene et al., 
2007, p. 86). Some who argues for high board involvement and hands on in analysis, 
formulation and planning of strategy express more distance and mere advice giving 
involvement in the strategy implementation activity (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 122; 
Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 39). Implementing implies executing or realizing, which 
requires managing, and can therefore be seen as in the domain of management 
(Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16). Some scholars argue nonetheless that the governing 
domain should be expanded to include participation in making sure that strategies 
become realized (Nadler, 2004, p. 26; Siciliano, 2002, p. 33). And that implementation 
or formulation of strategy cannot be done effectively without a holistic view, as these 
activities feed back into each other continuously (Andrews, 1981, p. 20; Siciliano, 2002, 
p. 38). The board being active in implementation goes against the fundamental 
governance mechanisms built on agency theory, while the idea is supported through the 
governance perspective built on stewardship theory (Davis et al., 1997, p. 34; Fama & 
Jensen, 1983, p. 304).  
 
We therefore conclude that there is far from a coherent view regarding what is too much 
or too little strategy involvement of boards in the activity of implementing strategy. We 
believe that there must be a balanced line between governing and managing, and that it 
may be somewhere in the vicinity of the strategy implementation. However, it is not our 
current objective to neither find or determine the perfect governing-managing balance, 
nor investigate how strategy involvement affects performance. We will therefore use all 
the works referenced in this paragraph as guiding principles in assessing strategy 
involvement in this activity, seeking only positive support and overlooking possible 
incoherencies between them. 
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3.3 The Obstacles of Strategy Involvement 
In this section we present and explain the five obstacles and what characterize them. 
Furthermore we will present potential solutions of how to overcome these obstacles. We 
will furthermore elaborate using our theoretical point of departure by trying to connect 
each obstacle and its solutions to agency theory, stewardship theory and resource 
dependence theory respectively. Below, figure 2 offers an overview of the five 
obstacles.   

 
Figure 2. Overview of obstacles.  

3.3.1 Lack of Strategizing Know-how 
In order to accomplish increased strategy involvement of boards of directors, a higher 
level of competence in strategizing is required, especially in strategic planning, 
marketing and auditing (Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 115-116). From a resource 
dependence theory perspective this is expressed as a resource need for more human 
capital in the board, namely the directors combined expertise and know how (Hillman 
& Dalziel, 2003, pp. 383, 386). Haynes and Hillman (2010, pp. 1145-1149) found 
support for the resource dependence theory based notion, that broader human capital in 
the board is correlating with the realization of more potential strategies. Since 
strategizing know how is found to be of importance in the human capital of the board, 
lack thereof is arguably an obstacle for strategy involvement. We therefore chose to 
explore this as a potential obstacle for strategy involvement of boards in small and 
medium sized businesses. Strategizing know-how may be acquired in three different 
ways, through strategy experience in a similar business or industry, higher education 
covering strategy or professional training in strategy (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 116). 
The recruitment of directors based on existing know how may result in principals being 

1. Lack of 
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information from 

management 
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4. Lack of time 
and commitment 
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deceived by directors claiming to have far more strategizing know how than they 
actually have (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 61). The obstacle lack of strategizing know how may 
therefore also be explained through agency theory as a result of an agency problem, 
namely that of adverse selection (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 61). To reliable explore the 
existence of adverse selection given our limited time and resources are in our view 
however not a realistic goal. We will therefore confine our exploration using the 
resource dependence theory perspective on board capital as either sufficient or in need 
of becoming broader. Our four identified activities of strategy involvement (previously 
displayed in figure 1) will be used together with the three identified ways to learn 
strategizing, together forming the framework shown in figure 3 below. We will use this 
framework to assess if lack of strategizing know-how is perceived as an obstacle for 
increased strategy involvement from the board. 
 

 
Figure 3. Strategy involvement and obstacle 1.  
 
Since strategizing know-how has been found important for strategy involvement, we 
aim to find possible solutions if lack of strategizing know-how is perceived to be an 
obstacle. It has also been found that emphasizing competence more in recruitment of 
directors lowers the risk for organizational distress (Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 33). 
We searched in literature and found three very straightforward but different solutions 
for when there is a gap between existent strategizing know-how and what is needed to 
increase strategy involvement. Two proposed solutions is that the board can recruit new 
directors with the needed know-how, or train and upgrade the know-how of the existing 
directors (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 118; Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, pp. 368-369). The 
recruitment of new directors with the needed strategizing know-how, or in other words 
broaden the board's resource of human capital, can be explained using resource 
dependence theory. But it can also in itself give rise to the agency problem of adverse 
selection as we have discussed earlier. To train and upgrade the know-how of existing 
directors is however consistent with stewardship theory, in the perspectives emphasis on 
empowering the stewards (Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 52; Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, 
p 352). The third proposed solution, building on the perspective of resource dependence 
theory, is that valuable experience can also be obtained from directorship on multiple 
boards, what is also called being a busy director (Field et al., 2013, p. 64; Harris & 
Shimizu, 2004, p. 791; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, p. 145; Wry et al., 2013, p 449). There 
are however recommendations against having busy directors which we will discuss in 
detail later under the forth obstacle, covering lack of time and commitment. We have 
summarized the three potential solutions in figure 4 and will use them to explore their 
perceived usefulness for solving lack of strategizing know-how in small and medium-
sized businesses.  

• The board has no experience, education or 
professional training in strategy 
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Strategy involvement 
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1 
Train and upgrade existing directors know-how  Increased 

strategy 
involvement 

Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board  
Recruit new directors with the needed know-how  

Figure 4. Solutions to obstacle 1.  

3.3.2 Poor Mix of Information from Management 
If the quality of information passed on from management to board of directors is too 
low it might be an obstacle for strategy involvement (Nowak & McCabe, 2003, p. 303; 
Siciliano, 2002, p. 34). According to Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) the time of board 
meetings is too often consumed by regular reports provided from management about 
marginally important issues, until there is no room left for information discourses that 
really matter. The information can be either limited or too extensive for effective 
strategy involvement (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 112; Siciliano, 2002, p. 34). Much of 
the discourses’ quality depends on preparation, even the timing of information can be of 
importance. Relevant information that arrives too late for directors to be able to study it 
before meetings hinders effective strategy involvement (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 119; 
Zahra & Pearce, 1989, p. 310). Hence too much information of one kind, insufficient 
amounts of other information, or bad timing or quality is what we mean by poor mix of 
information. The third obstacle, asymmetrical information from management, is very 
similar to this obstacle in the way that it is concerned with a poor mix of information. 
However the main difference is that this obstacle is viewed as appearing unintentionally 
in line with stewardship theory. Using the stewardship theory perspective, 
management's failings in delivering a good information mix to the board is not caused 
by a motivational agency problem (Davis et al., 1997, pp. 23-24). Management's 
failings can instead be the result from lack of knowledge of what a good information 
mix is, or simply management's lack of ability to report properly (Davis et al., 1997, pp. 
23-24). Recourse dependence theory is also concerned with the importance of functional 
information systems, but more in the sense of how information of the external 
environment and its demands is obtained instead of how obtained information is shared 
or withheld internally between management and the board (Haynes & Hillman 2010, p. 
1145; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, p. 80-81). We will display the four main characteristics 
identified for obstacle 2; poor mix of information together with the characteristics for 
obstacle 3; asymmetric information in figure 5 below. We do so to point out the 
differences in a more comparable manor. 
 
Boards are increasingly conducting their own information inquiries and making 
demands concerning content and timing of information supplied by management 
(Nowak & McCabe, 2003, p. 305). This is partly done in order to become increasingly 
involved in strategy (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 119). Siciliano (2005, p. 5) also points 
out that boards reach higher levels of strategy involvement if they collect their own 
information or make clear requests of content, but also request how and when the 
information is to be received. These suggestions are clearly in line with the agency 
theory perspective on information as a commodity that can be purchased, through 
investing in information systems such as, for example, enhanced reporting procedures 
and extending board activity (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 59, 61; Fama & Jensen, 1983, p. 
314). It has furthermore been found very important that directors are given a thorough 
orientation and understanding of the core strengths, products and people of the 
organization, and that this orientation should be an ongoing and recurring task to keep 
directors well-informed (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 117). This suggestion can be seen as 
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a collaboration and collegial approach consistent with that of the stewardship 
theory.  Building deeper relationships and getting to know each other is furthermore 
believed to facilitate trust and the likelihood of a working principal-steward relationship 
(Davis et al., 1997, p. 35). We have in our literature review derived at three possible 
solutions to this obstacle of poor mix of information displayed in figure 6, together with 
the solutions we found for the next obstacle asymmetric information from management, 
again for a better comparative overview of these two similar but still different obstacles. 

3.3.3 Asymmetric Information from Management 
Asymmetric information is when the knowledge held by management is intentionally 
kept divergent from that of the principals, or those acting on their behalf namely the 
board, in order to manipulate (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 58-60; Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, 
p. 348). This is in our view not inline with the behavior model of man used in 
stewardship theory, but instead very consistent with the model of man constitutive to 
agency theory. Some directors perceive that information is controlled and formed 
asymmetrical by management in order to steer decisions, which makes it very difficult 
for directors to engage in strategy, let alone minimize risk and uncertainty (Kerr & 
Werther, 2008, pp. 112, 119; Nowak & McCabe, 2003, pp. 301, 304; Weitzner & 
Peridis, 2011, pp. 34, 38). This is often a sign of an agency problem where management 
to some extent are concealing acts of self-interest that are conflicting with the interests 
of the principals (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 58; Lubatkin et al., 2007, p. 46; Ratnatunga & 
Alam, 2011, p. 348). The poor quality of the information passed on from management 
to the board of directors may be an obstacle for strategy involvement (Nowak & 
McCabe, 2003, p. 303; Siciliano, 2002, p. 34). We have summarized the four main 
behaviors that characterize asymmetric information found in the above works in figure 
5, together with what has been found to characterize the obstacle 2, poor mix of 
information from management. 
 

 
Figure 5. Obstacle 2 and 3.  
 
Reducing the reliance on management for information by conduction their own 
inquiries is a possible solution to handle asymmetric information (Anderson et al., 2007, 
p. 791). Another way to prevent asymmetric information from management is by having 
recurring orientations through collegial interactions with management (Anderson et al., 
2007, p. 790; Eisenhardt 1989, pp. 62-63; Lubatkin et al., 2007, p. 49). These solutions 
are the same as when there is an unintentional information problem, using the same 
theoretical perspectives, so what is the big difference? For one thing, we found no 
suggestions that the board should request better quality and timing of the information 
from management when the information problem is intentionally. Moreover, agency 
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theory promotes that boards are responsible and have authority to act on the behalf of 
principals, and should therefore use the sanction of dismissing and replacing 
management, or changing the behavior of management by changing incentives (Nowak 
& McCabe, 2003, p. 301). Our identified solutions to asymmetric information from 
management is displayed together with the solutions identified for poor mix of 
information from management in figure 6, all in order to provide a comparable 
overlook. 
 

2 Make clear demands on content and timing of information  

Increased 
strategy 

involvement 

   

2 & 3 The board conduct their own information inquires  
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm  

   

3 
Replace the current management  
Change the incentives for the management  

Figure 6. Solutions to obstacle 2 and 3.   

3.3.4 Lack of Time and Commitment 
Time and commitment are two common barriers for strategy involvement of boards 
(Anderson et al., 2007, p. 786; Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 119; Nadler, 2004, p. 28). As 
we mentioned in the introduction we are however exploring these two barriers as one 
and the same obstacle, which is also how they are commonly presented in literature. 
Time is as a scarce resource and as such can be badly utilized but also affected by 
inconsistent or competing demands according to resource dependence theory (Johnson 
et al., 1996, p. 411; Leclerc et al.. 1995, p. 110; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, p 110). Kerr 
and Werther, (2008, p. 121) noted for example that strategy is often saved to last on the 
agenda which is a sign of low priority, which results in lack of time and energy for 
directors to fully engage. From the agency theory perspective the agenda should not be 
set solely by the CEO, as agency problems may prevent meaningful board dialogue 
through making routine tasks devour precious meeting time (Jensen. 1993, p. 864; 
Vafeas. 1999, p. 114). The order in the agenda therefore seems to be of importance for 
explaining lack of time and commitment. Board commitment in strategy is usually 
stronger in times of crisis as managers ask for more council, than in times of fiscal calm 
when management is actually often negative towards strategy involvement from the 
board (Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 35). Nadler (2004, p. 32) also points out that 
management holds a central role in getting boards to allocate more time for their 
commitment in strategy. We therefore also see management as a potential influencer of 
directors’ lack of time and commitment in strategy.  There are furthermore arguments 
against having busy directors on the board. Serving too many time demanding boards 
can result in lack of time and compromised commitment (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 787; 
Field et al., 2013, p. 64; Harris & Shimizu, 2004, p. 777). Seen from the agency 
perspective effortlessness can be seen as an agency problem called moral hazard, 
namely that the agreed effort is not released because of shirking (Eisenhardt, 1989, p 
61). There seem to be no clear suggestion for how many commitments are considered to 
be too much, partly because of the fact that different boards demand different amounts 
of time, and different directors have different amounts of time available to commit 
(Harris & Shimizu, 2004, pp. 776, 783). Harris and Shimizu, (2004, p. 783) argued for 
the limit of serving four or more boards to define the term busy directors. This is based 
on recommendations for directors in governance literature, which usually suggests to 
commit to no more than around 4 or 5 boards (Harris & Shimizu, 2004, p. 783). We will 
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adopt Harris and Shimizu’s definition classifying a director with more than four 
directorships as busy. Note that busy directors are suggested as a solution to the first 
obstacle, lack of strategizing know-how, and here as a potential reason to the obstacle 
lack of time and commitment itself. We have summarized the above characteristics or 
causes we found for lack of time and commitment in figure 7 below.  
 

 
Figure 7. Obstacle 4.  
 
Directors have a high workload, where they are expected to be well-read into numerous 
diverse questions resulting in lack of time (Nadler, 2004, p. 28). Many directors are 
therefore reducing the number of board directorships to divide their time among, but 
also reorganizing meeting priorities of boards to free up time for more substantive 
discussions about strategy (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 787). This can be seen as a 
stewardship theory based solution where motivation is on intrinsic rewards like 
achievements and being able to contribute (Davis et al., 1997, p. 28). Following the 
stewardship theory perspective on collaboration, CEOs also need to recognize the 
benefits of strategy involvement, as well as embrace strategy involvement from boards 
in order to fully establish commitment (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 115; Nadler, 2004, p. 
32). To better utilize the knowledge and information the directors possess through 
strategy involvement can also be seen as a resource dependence theory based solution. 
If the CEO is against board commitment in strategy, there is furthermore a question if 
CEO is right for the job and therefore should be replaced (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 
115). The solution to replace the CEO for preventing the board to become involved in 
strategy can be explained through agency theory as a result of CEO agency problems in 
not fulfilling the contract or expectations of compliance (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp.59-60; 
Fama & Jensen, 1983, p 315). It can also be explained using the resource dependence 
perspective on executive succession, namely that the board should replace a CEO that 
mismanage resource utilization or external dependencies (Johnson et al., 1996, pp. 410-
411; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, p. 225; Wry et al., 2013, p. 450). We argue that bad 
utilization of resources is the case if the CEO intentionally fails to utilize the board 
capital of the director´s knowledge and network through blocking their strategy 
involvement. We therefore conclude in our literature review that there are four possible 
solutions for solving lack of time and commitment, and we have summarized them in 
figure 8 below. 
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Figure 8. Solutions to obstacle 4.  
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3.3.5 Board Role Conflict 
To explore the potential role conflict we believe it is important to first present the 
different roles boards play. Contemporary literature on governance and board roles has 
no coherent role definitions (Heuvel et al., 2006, p. 468; Jonsson, 2013, p. 53). However 
there seems to be no fundamental differences between different definitions of board 
roles (Jonsson, 2013, p. 55). Our literature review strengthens this claim since it shows 
that different researchers advocate different boards roles. But in the end the definitions 
and functions are often very similar. A common starting point of the discussion of board 
roles is the definitions constructed by Zahra and Pearce, dating back to 1989 (Jonsson, 
2013, p. 53; Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 8). Zahra and Pearce (1989, p. 303) base their 
definitions upon previous research and conclude that there are three main roles boards 
can act as; the control role, the strategy role and at last the service role. There are other 
perspectives on the labeling, functions and number of board roles. For instance the 
definition of Nicholson and Kiel (2004, p. 16), which suggests that boards have four 
different functions; monitoring and control role, strategic role, advice role and finally 
the role responsible for access to resources.  
 
We have nonetheless chosen to use Jonsson’s (2013, p. 50) definition of three different 
board roles; monitoring and control, strategic and at last resource and advice. The main 
difference of Jonsson’s definitions compared to Nicholson and Kiel is that Jonsson 
chose to combine the advice and resource roles into one role. Jonsson argue that the 
service role outlined by Zahra and Pearce includes Nicholson and Kiels’ two roles of 
advice and access to resources (Jonsson, 2013, p. 55). Jonsson’s term resource and 
advice role is in our meaning more direct and descriptive than Zahra and Pearce’s 
service role. We furthermore regard Jonsson’s role definitions as more appropriate to 
our research as his research also was focused on small and medium-sized businesses. 
Jonsson’s definitions are moreover consistent with our approach outlined in the 
theoretical point of departure. To make sense of our research questions and to aid the 
analysis of the fifth obstacle we present a short review of the three roles below, together 
with how they are connected with our theoretical point of departure and strategy. 

3.3.5.1 Monitor and Control Role 
In the theoretical point of departure we acknowledge that agency theory advocate the 
monitor and control role. Jonsson (2013, p. 53) states that the monitoring and control 
role implies that boards have a responsibility to control actions of management, which 
is done by monitoring them. Monitoring is a broad term that involves diverse tasks from 
boards. They need to oversee the company's financial as well as non-financial 
performance, as well as ensuring that the organizations comply with laws and 
regulations (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16).  In the agency theory perspective the board 
should be independent and not involved with decision initiation or management 
(Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 51; Fama & Jensen. 1983, p. 314). The agency theory 
perspective therefore argues that the board should not be part of formulating or 
implementing strategy, or in other words should not resort to strategy involvement, but 
rather focus on monitoring and ratifying strategy (Fama & Jensen. 1983, p. 304; 
Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 294). Poorly formed strategy or bad implementation of strategy 
is from a corporate governance perspective built on agency theory, explained as the 
result of ineffective board control (Jensen. 1993, p. 854). 
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3.3.5.2 Strategic Role 
The board’s strategic role is linked to stewardship theory (Donaldson & Davis, 1991, p. 
60; Jonsson, 2013, p. 64). Stewardship theory’s perspective on corporate governance 
emphasizes the need of a collaborative approach from both directors and managers, and 
stresses the importance of trust in the relationship (Davis et al., 1997, p. 25; Ratnatunga 
& Alam, 2011, p. 350). Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 408) also connects the 
board’s involvement in strategy to trust and constructive dialogue between boards and 
management. When performing the strategic role boards are often involved in for 
example formulating a long term strategy of the organization with the ultimate goal of 
increasing shareholder value (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16). The corporate governance 
perspective built on stewardship theory furthermore states that shareholder value is 
increased even further if the board is involved in implementation of strategy as well as 
formulation (Pugliese et al., 2009, p. 294; Davis et al., 1997, p. 26). 

3.3.5.3 Resource and Advice Role 
The resource and advice role of boards is rooted in resource dependence theory and 
fulfills two main purposes. The advisory purpose is about offering management their 
knowledge and experience (Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1408; Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 
16). The advisory function of the board is important as it serves as the link between 
boards and management, ensuring that daily operation runs smoothly as well as making 
sure that the long term direction is followed (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16; Jonsson, 
2013, p. 62).The resource purpose is about providing the organization with resources, 
which are mainly divided into information resources such as industry knowledge and 
physical resources, which can be anything from access to investors to external loaning 
possibilities (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004, p. 16; Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, pp. 145).  From 
the resource dependence theory perspective this connects corporate governance to 
strategy using the very board composition as a strategy, namely by recruiting directors 
as a means to manage important external dependencies and gaining access to important 
resources (Pfeffer & Salancik. 1978, pp. 145, 161; Hillman et al., 2009, p. 1416; Wry et 
al., 2013, p. 457). 

3.3.5.4 The Role Conflict 
The use of Agency theory often leads to an overemphasis for the fiduciary monitor and 
control responsibilities of the board (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 780). This means that the 
monitor and control role is put in a dominant and resolute priority over performing other 
roles. The strategic role of the board is for example very prohibited if the basic ideas of 
agency theory are to be followed to the letter (Jonsson, 2013, p. 63; Pugliese et al., 
2009, p. 301). In the introduction we mentioned that directors who engage in their 
company’s strategy process cannot remain completely independent of the management. 
Leading the board into a paradox and role conflict of having to independently control in 
order to approve, what could potentially be an agency problem of their own (Nowak & 
McCabe, 2003, p. 300-301). This creates a struggle for directors of how they should 
balance the monitor and control role with the strategic role (Anderson et al, 2007, p. 
787). Since the monitoring and control role as well as the strategic role are both of 
importance for boards to perform, the imbalance between roles may work both ways 
and no role should exclude the other (Jonsson, 2013, p. 62). 
 
Since we are exploring and focusing the scope of our research on increased strategy 
involvement we will however only explore if boards are exercising the strategic role 
less than they would like to, in order to keep the control and monitor role 
uncompromised or dominant, and not vice versa. We noted earlier that a negative 
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attitude from the management may be a potential problem leading to the fourth obstacle, 
lack of time and commitment. Board role conflict has been pointed out as one of the top 
reasons for why management sometimes actively tries to keep boards away from 
engaging in strategic issues (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 115). We therefore see the board 
role conflict and the negative attitude from management towards strategy involvement 
of boards as potentially linked. We have summarized the above characteristics or causes 
for board role conflict in figure 9 below. 
 

 
Figure 9. Obstacle 5.  
Sundaramurthy & Lewis (2003, p. 408) state that to handle the paradox of control and 
collaboration it is important to build trust in others’ capabilities in order to nurture 
collaboration. And at the same time create a cognitive conflict of consequently 
distrusting and questioning assumptions and past decisions, for maintaining control, as 
well as a constructive dialog (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003, p. 408). In other words, 
embracing the role conflict by avoiding political build-ups of personal distrust, and at 
the same time not trust processes or existing structures. This solution is according to our 
interpretation a combination of both the stewardship theory perspective on trust and 
collaboration between board and management, and the agency theory perspective on 
investing in governance mechanisms aimed for controlling management (Anderson et 
al., 2007, p 790; Davis et al., 1997, p. 33; Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 59-60; Shapiro, 2005, p. 
270). The fundamental difference in sustaining both collaboration and control is 
according to Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 408) found in how criticism is made 
either personal or aimed at tasks. We therefore suggest that trust in others capabilities 
but distrust in assumptions and past decisions, and to make criticism constructive and 
never personal, to be two possible solutions. For instance existing assumptions and 
existing board structures may be questioned by a director in favour for more strategy 
involvement. But according to Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 115) it is however not 
enough that a director raises the issue if the CEO have decided to maintain boundaries 
to hinder collaboration. The replacement with a new CEO is then highly recommended. 
This will furthermore put roles in a brief flux, making it an ideal occasion for 
transformation towards increased strategy involvement (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 115). 
We therefore once more have identified the suggestion to replace the current CEO as a 
potential solution. The solution to replace the CEO for preventing the board to become 
involved in strategy can as we noted earlier be explained through agency theory as a 
result of the CEO not fulfilling his or her contract. It can also, to our interpretation, be 
explained using the resource dependence perspective on executive succession, that the 
board should replace a CEO that miss manage resource utilization of board capital. We 
have summarized the above solutions for board role conflict in figure 10 below.  
 

5 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions & past decisions  Increased 

strategy 
involvement 

Make criticism constructive and never personal  
Replace the current CEO  

Figure 10. Solutions to obstacle 5.    

  

• Directors struggle to balance roles 

• Directors unwillingly hold the strategic role 
back to ensure independence 

5. Board role 
conflict 
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3.4 Summary of the Theoretical Framework 
Through a broad and extensive literature review we have identified and mapped five 
obstacles. These obstacles are displayed together with their corresponding 
characteristics in the obstacle framework in figure 11. Next, in figure 12 we present the 
various solutions for how to resolve the obstacles in our solution framework. This is 
done since we have two different research questions to answer. From now on they will 
be referred to as the obstacle framework and the solution framework. Our hope is that 
each of these two frameworks will help answering research question 1 and research 
question 2 respectively. 
 
Research Question 1: Are there any obstacles in the way for strategy involvement of 
boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 

 
Figure 11. Obstacle framework.  
 
  

• The board has no experience, education or 
professional training in strategy 

1. Lack of 
strategizing 
know-how 

• Not enough information that matter 
• Too much marginally important information 
• The information is of low quality 
• Bad timing of providing information 

• Witholding information 
• Giving missleading information 
• Chose timing of providing information to 

sway decisions 
• Intentionally overloading with information 

Obstacles 
for strategy 
involvement 

• Negative attitude from management 
• Strategy placed last on agenda 
• Busy directors serve too many boards 

• Directors struggle to balance roles 
• Directors unwillingly hold the strategic role 

back to ensure independence 
5. Board role 

conflict 

4. Lack of time 
and commitment 

3. Assymetric 
information from 

management 

2. Poor mix of 
information from 

management 

Strategy involvement 

Formulation of strategy Realization of strategy 

Analysis  Formulating 
purpose  Planning  Implementation 
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Research Question 2: What solutions are there to overcome these obstacles for strategy 
involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 

1 
Train and upgrade existing directors know-how  

Increased 
strategy 

involvement 

Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board  
Recruit new directors with the needed know-how  

   
2 Make clear demands on content and timing of information  

   

2 & 3 
The board conduct their own information inquires  
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm  

   

3 
Replace the current management  
Change the incentives for the management  

   

4 

Reduce the number of board directorships the directors hold  
Reorganize meeting priorities in favor for strategy  
Get the CEO to recognize benefits & embrace strategy involvement  
Replace the current CEO  

   

5 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions & past decisions  
Make criticism constructive and never personal  
Replace the current CEO  

Figure 12. Solution framework.  
 
We want to point out that some of the characteristics and solutions are very familiar in-
between obstacles and that the obstacles may very well be interconnected. An article by 
Kerr and Werther (2008) was for example referenced in every obstacle. We have noted 
that there is a potential connection and causal relationship as board role conflicts leads 
to a negative attitude from management, which leads management to provide 
asymmetric information. We chose however to avoid making any such conclusions 
before analyzing the data we gather in the interviews, all in order to prevent influencing 
the respondents or creating pre conceptive bias.  
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4. Practical Method 
In this chapter we present the practical method by outlining how the research has been 
conducted. The chapter begins by displaying how we constructed the interview guide 
based on the theoretical framework. Next we present how the sample was picked out 
along with some information about the respondents. The reader will then be 
familiarized with our choice of data collection method and a description of how the 
interviews were performed. This is followed by an explanation of how we will analyze 
the data. The chapter concludes by going through some aspects that are necessary to 
relate to, in order to maintain a high quality of the research and satisfy ethical criteria.  

4.1 Interview Guide 
The interview guide consists of a number of questions divided into five themes, each 
covering one of the obstacles for strategy involvement. The idea of having an interview 
guide was to have a common basis for the interviews. The interview guide was 
constructed by carefully reviewing various scholars from the theoretical framework and 
formulate questions accordingly. Further explanations of what the various scholars 
advocate were presented more in detail in the theoretical framework. The theories used 
to construct the questions within the five obstacles are presented below in table 2. For 
instance the first theme covers concepts related to lack of strategizing know-how, which 
is assessed in research by Weitzner and Peridis (2011) among others. The interview 
guide was constructed to be both exploratory and at the same time yield comparable 
responses. Barribal and Alison (1994, pp. 332-333) suggest that semi-structured 
interviews should be exploratory in order to induce insights about abstract phenomenon 
such as perceptions. However they point out that interviews also should be standardized 
to a certain degree because it will make comparisons possible between respondents in 
the subsequent analysis. The full interview guide is presented in the Appendix. 
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Table 2. Connection between obstacles and theories.  
Obstacles Theories 

1. Lack of strategizing know-how 

Weitzner and Peridis (2011) 
Kerr and Werther (2008) 
Field et al. (2013) 
Harris and Shimizu (2004) 

2. Poor mix of information from management 

Kerr and Werther (2008) 
Siciliano (2002) 
Zahra and Pearce (1989) 
Nowak and McCabe (2003) 
Zahra and Pearce (1989) 

3. Asymmetric information from management 

Eisenhardt (1989) 
Ratnatunga and Alam (2011) 
Kerr and Werther (2008) 
Nowak and McCabe (2003) 
Weitzner and Peridis (2011) 
Lubatkin et al. (2007) 
Siciliano (2002) 
Anderson et al. (2007) 

4. Lack of time and commitment 

Anderson et al. (2007) 
Kerr and Werther (2008) 
Nadler (2004) 
Field et al. (2013) 
Harris and Shimizu (2004) 

5. Board role conflict 

Jonsson (2013) 
Nowak and McCabe (2003) 
Anderson et al (2007) 
Kerr and Werther (2008) 
Nicholson and Kiel (2004 
Ratnatunga and Alam (2011) 
Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003) 

4.2 Choice of Respondents 
The respondents for this study were chosen through a convenience sample. This 
technique implies that participants are selected because they are easy to access for the 
researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 190). There are few empirical studies that assess 
strategy involvement of boards, and this is probably because of the difficulties 
associated with gaining access to directors and senior management (Pye & Camm, 
2003, p. 57; Siciliano, 2005, p. 1). This brings us to the main reason for using a 
convenience sample for this study. It would require a lot of hardship to find directors 
and CEOs who were willing to participate in a study of this character. CEOs and 
directors are in general very busy and have limited time to participate in voluntary 
commitments beyond their normal workload. Hence a convenience sample was obtained 
due to the easier access and the possibility to get hold of CEOs and directors through 
existing business contacts. We simply saw it as a necessity to use a convenience sample 
to make this study feasible. However we realize that a convenience sample is not 
flawless due to its incline towards bias and other influences beyond our control 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). Another drawback is that a convenience sample is not 
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representable for a bigger population, which will make it hard to generalize any results 
concluded from this study (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 190). However we do not try to 
make any generalizations out of the findings of this study.  
 
One of the authors of this study has a broad network of business contacts, which 
enabled us to get in contact with suitable participants. The organizations were chosen 
based on their respective size measured by turnover, to fit in with the previously outlaid 
definition of small and medium-sized businesses. We deemed it necessary to get 
participants who represented various sizes to get a better representation for small and 
medium-sized businesses as a group, but also to increase comparability between them. 
It is worth to mention that all of the respondents represent different companies, except 
two of them. We also would like to mention that the represented companies are spread 
from all over Sweden and not active in any particular area. We do not believe it to affect 
the research in any way, and a further explanation of how we reason regarding this is 
offered in the first chapter. We chose to include CEOs, directors and busy directors to 
get an understanding of their respective views on strategy involvement. By getting 
thoughts and opinions from the respective parties we hope to get a more comprehensive 
understanding, yielding in new insights and recommendations. Since strategy 
involvement is collaboration between management and board, the choice to have 
respondents representing both sides was deemed necessary. By including only either 
CEOs, directors or busy directors we would arguably lose out on important information 
and the conclusions would potentially be poorer. Since busy directors have experience 
from multiple boards in contrast to directors, the choice to separate board members into 
two classifications was made in order to better capture the broad experiences of the busy 
directors. 
 
The respondents have been given pseudonyms to make sure they remain absolutely 
anonymous. Moreover the turnover is presented in intervals to make sure it is 
impossible to track down the participating companies. Some of the directors serve on 
more than one board, which is display by a number of firms together with the revenue 
intervals these firms are within. The full list of respondents is presented below in table 3.   
 
Table 3. List of respondents. 

Title Turnover of the firms  
represented (million €)  

Date of 
interview Duration  

CEO 1 1 - 2.5 8/4 2015 33 min 

CEO 2 2.5 - 5 8/4 2015 37 min 

CEO 3 5 - 10 15/4 2015 47 min 

CEO 4 15 - 25 8/4 2015 29 min 

Director 1 1 - 2.5 13/4 2015 46 min 

Director 2 15 - 25 7/4 2015 53 min 

Busy director 1 6 firms between roughly 1 - 25 9/4 2015 50 min 

Busy director 2 5 firms between roughly 1 - 25 7/4 2015 67 min 

Busy director 3 4 firms between roughly 1 - 25 10/4 2015 54 min 
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4.3 Data Collection 
The data were collected through semi-structured interviews. This method is the most 
suitable option when the questions are either complex, open-ended or require alteration 
of order (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 324). Therefore we argue that semi-structured 
interviews is the best method due to the exploratory nature of our research. Saunders et 
al. (2009, p. 320) state that semi-structured interviews usually have some themes to be 
covered throughout the interview, but the questions can vary from one interview to the 
next. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 467) point out that the themes are set up of questions 
covering specific topics, which is also referred to as an interview guide. According to 
Barribal and Allison (1994, p. 330) using semi-structured interviews is a good choice of 
method if you want to examine people’s perceptions and attitudes of complex problems. 
Since we investigate the opinions and thoughts of the participants, semi-structured 
interviews can be considered a suitable method, appropriate for this study. A semi-
structured interview also allows the use of probing questions, which makes it possible to 
ask follow-up questions to clarify interesting topics and explore sensitive topics further 
(Barribal & Allison, 1994, p. 334). Having the possibility to follow up questions is 
necessary for this study, since we will most likely need more details or explanations on 
certain topics. Another reason for using semi-structured interviews is to be able to make 
comparisons between the participating CEOs, directors and busy directors. Bryman and 
Bell (2011, p. 473) argue that the structure imposed by semi-structured interviews will 
make it possible to make cross-case comparisons.  
 
Each of the nine interviews was conducted by one interviewer to ensure consistency 
between each interview. Barribal and Alison (1994, p. 334) argue that using multiple 
interviewers can be problematic because it can be hard to balance flexibility and 
consistency between interviews. The interviews were done through telephone as a 
means of communication. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 206) argue that telephone 
interviewing nowadays are considered just as representative as face-to-face 
interviewing. Travelling around to get access to respondents is both troublesome and 
expensive (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 206), which is the main reason for not conducting 
personal face-to-face interviews. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 206) argue that telephone 
interviewing have some advantages over personal interviews. For one, the interviewer’s 
characteristics will not affect the respondent since they are not visibly present. Besides, 
in personal interviews respondents may answer questions in a way that they assume will 
be preferred by the interviewer. However telephone interviews got drawbacks as well. 
The physical absence makes it impossible to read visual signs and reactions of 
respondents, which in turn might affect the interviewer’s ability to interpret and respond 
correctly to these signs (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 206). 
 
To prepare the empirical data for analysis we recorded the telephone interviews and 
subsequently transcribed them. The use of audio-recording yields detailed information 
of how both the interviewer and the respondent perform (Barribal & Allison, 1994, p. 
332). Saunders et al. (2009, p. 485) state that the transcribing process should be done 
thoroughly by writing out exactly what is said and try to interpret the use of tones and 
nuances. It is important to interpret nuances because that will help to validate the 
correctness and wholeness of the collected data (Barribal & Alison, 1994, p. 332). 
These guidelines were followed as closely as possible.  
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4.3.1 The Interviews 
The initial contact with participants was through telephone calls and e-mails to 
investigate what interest people had in participating. The people who decided to 
participate were contacted again to agree on time for the interview. In total nine persons 
were interviewed, four CEOs and five board directors, whereof three busy directors. As 
previously displayed in table 3, the interviews were performed between the 7th and 15th 
of April, 2015. The length of the interviews varied quite a lot. This was mainly due to 
the respondents’ different ways of expressing themselves. Some of the respondents 
wanted to explain certain issues very detailed, whereas other respondents gave shorter 
answers and elaborated less.  
 
Before each interview the respondents were briefed about the purpose of the study. 
They were given information about how long time the interview was estimated to take 
and that they could choose to end their participation at any time. Furthermore the 
participants were guaranteed to be anonymous and that all data were to be treated 
confidentially. By choosing to continue with the interviews the participants agreed upon 
the terms of the interview. 
 
Both authors of this study as well as all the participants speak Swedish as their mother 
tongue. The interviews were therefore conducted in Swedish to make sure the 
respondents could communicate their thoughts and opinions in their own language. We 
believe this is the best solution to yield as natural responses as possible, due to the fact 
that the respondents did not have to worry about translating correctly. We understand 
that the analysis of this study will therefore require more work since we have to both 
translate wording and interpret meanings from one language to another. Since both 
authors of this thesis have vast experiences of business and economics terminology and 
jargon both in Swedish and English, we feel comfortable doing this and do not expect it 
to affect any results of the study. 

4.4 Analyzing Method 
A narrative analysis was used to process the collected data. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 
497) describe that such analysis is based on participants own experiences and how they 
express their social reality. We believe a narrative analysis is the best suited option to 
accomplish the purpose of this study. In order to understand CEOs, directors and busy 
directors respective view of strategy involvement we deem it necessary to let them 
express their opinions and experiences. Narrative analysis encourages participants to 
share experiences, and it is likely they will tell stories to express or clarify what they 
mean (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 497, Riessman, 2008, p. 11). As a researcher it is 
important to be sensitive and acknowledge that participants construct their own reality 
through their subjective interpretations (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 497). It is our 
understanding that CEOs, directors and busy directors will see problems and solutions 
from different angles due to their respective positions within their organizations. By 
allowing CEOs, directors and busy directors to tell their stories we hope to get a better 
understanding of boards’ involvement in strategy.   
 
In a narrative analysis you do not only try to explain what is said, you also try to explain 
how and why experiences are told. Moreover narrative analysis is concerned with to 
whom information is directed and what purpose it serves. (Riessman, 2008, p. 11) 
Saunders et al. (2009, p. 514) argue that narrative analysis is a good approach to explore 
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social constructed explanations, which are often encountered in semi-structured 
interviews. We choose to proceed with a narrative analysis due to the exemplary fit with 
our constructivist view and the interview method we utilize. Within narrative analysis 
there are various methods one can implement. To best fit our purpose we chose to 
proceed by doing a thematic analysis. This method is focused on analyzing what is said, 
in other words it is exclusively focused on the content of stories told by participants 
(Riessman, 2008, p. 53). The idea of a thematic analysis is also to identify themes 
participants hold in common (Riessman, 2008, p. 74).  

4.5 Research Quality 
The research quality, also referred to as credibility, is concerned with the study’s 
reliability and validity. However when it comes to evaluating qualitative research there 
seem to be different views of what criteria one should assume. Bryman and Bell (2011, 
pp. 394-395) assert that quantitative research is traditionally evaluated based on its 
reliability and validity but for qualitative research there are more ambiguous views. One 
proposal is to assume the same criteria as quantitative research but with less focus on 
measurement issues (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395). We have chosen to evaluate this 
study based on its reliability and validity, aware that measurements will play a less 
significant role while evaluating our study. Moreover different types of biases as well as 
generalizability are additional concerns, which we will evaluate as well.   

4.5.1 Reliability 
Saunders et al. (2009, p. 156) describe reliability as an indication to what level the data 
collection techniques and analysis will generate consistent results. One concern about 
semi-structured interviews is the lack of standardization (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 326). 
Each interview will differ slightly from one another since the method encourages us to 
ask follow-up questions and deviate from strict interview guides. Bryman and Bell 
(2011, p. 408) state that qualitative research is hard to replicate for various reasons. For 
one, researchers collect data personally and it is impossible to replicate such settings 
completely. Furthermore findings from qualitative research are affected by researchers’ 
preconceptions and the way they interpret data. We have tried to enhance the possibility 
to replicate this study by being as transparent as possible. For instance we have 
thoroughly described the theoretical framework, the sampling process, the interviews 
and also how we intend to analyze the data. We furthermore include our interview guide 
in the appendix together with the rationales used for each question. 
 
However, Saunders et al. (2009, pp. 327-328) state that qualitative research which 
adopts semi-structured interviews are not always intended to be repeatable. The purpose 
of such research is to display reality at a certain time, but the situation may change. 
Further they argue such research utilize a flexible approach to allow exploration of 
complex and dynamic phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 328). However issues of 
replicability are less of a concern for this study since this study aim to explore the 
complex context of strategic involvement of boards, and is not primarily intended to be 
replicated.  

4.5.2 Bias 
For qualitative research such as semi-structured interviews, bias is an additional concern 
to take into account. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 326) discuss a number of bias that can 
affect the reliability. One concern they bring up is interviewer bias, which is concerned 
with how the interviewer interacts with respondents, how different tones and comments 
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can affect respondents and create bias in their answers. Interviewer bias can become an 
issue if the interviewer tries to sway respondents to agree with one’s own beliefs and 
opinions. By being aware of this we unconditionally tried to eliminate any traits of such 
behavior. During the interviews we never tried to impose our own beliefs upon the 
respondents, neither did we try to sway their answers in any way. Respondents did even 
ask what the interviewer thought a few times, but in those situations we replied that it 
was against protocol for the interviewer to take a stand in any way and that there were 
no right or wrong opinions.    
 
Another concern is response bias, which can be related to interviewer bias such as a 
respondent’s perception of the interviewer (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 326). However 
other factors leading to response bias might arise. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 327) argue 
that respondents can feel uncomfortable answering exploratory questions in semi-
structured interviews because some topics are simply too sensitive. Respondents might 
also be unable to answer probing questions due to restrictions in what they are allowed 
to reveal or other privacy concerns. A typical problem with this type of response bias is 
that respondents might only give you parts of the full picture. Moreover they might put 
themselves or their companies in a position that do not reflect reality, whether it is to 
make them look better or to look worse (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 327). It is argued that 
top management will presumably give you a picture that outshines the reality, 
something termed the “good news” syndrome (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 159). Due to top 
management being the central role of this study we are not wrong to assume the 
participants might have left out some sensitive information. We would like to point out 
that we are aware that response bias might exist. Nevertheless it is something we cannot 
evaluate, as it is impossible for us to know whether the participants left out information 
or put themselves or their companies in a position that do not correspond to reality. 
There is nonetheless also a possibility of non-obvious response bias, and since we have 
no direct reason to believe either case, it will remain unknown. 
 
At last we would like to mention bias caused by time constraints. Interviews are by 
nature time consuming and therefore some potential participants might choose to not 
engage in the study (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 327). Previously we pointed out that CEOs 
and directors in general are unavailable due to their high workloads. As a consequence 
of this we chose to use a convenience sample to make this study feasible. 

4.5.3 Validity 
Validity refers to whether the findings really describe what they intend to do, in other 
words the term refers to whether findings give a correct picture of what they aim to 
describe (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 157). This can be assessed by evaluating to what 
degree researchers manage to access participants’ experiences and opinions, and to 
correctly interpret the essence of their message (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 327). Since we 
used semi-structured interviews a high level of validity was achieved. By being two 
researchers we were able to cross-check with each other and make sure that we 
interpreted the respondents’ messages the same way. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 327) 
argue a high level of validity can be ensured by using semi-structured interviews. They 
state that semi-structured interviews obligate researchers to explore topics further by 
asking probing questions. Furthermore respondents have the opportunity to ask for 
clarification of questions. We argue a high level of validity was maintained by taking 
advantage of probing questions and allowing participants to ask for clarifications.  
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Qualitative research does not only try to map phenomenon, it also seeks explanations. 
Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 163) argue that qualitative researchers want to find out what 
causes certain phenomenon to occur. To satisfy a high level of validity we presented the 
connection we make between existing theories and the five themes of the study. Both 
the theoretical framework and the interview guide clarifies which connections are made. 
This will aid the reader to get a better understanding of how we intend to achieve the 
purpose of this study.  

4.5.4 Generalizability 
Generalizability is also referred to as external validity and is concerned with whether 
the study is applicable to other research settings and whether the findings are 
generalizable (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 158). Qualitative research is problematic 
because it is often performed through case studies and the samples are in general small 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 408). However generalizability is not a concern as long as 
you do not claim the findings of your study are generalizable (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 
157). We realize that the results of this study cannot describe or explain the situation in 
all other organizations. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 408) assert that there is no evidence 
that findings from a qualitative study, performed on a small number of people in 
specific organization, will be generalizable. It is our understanding that every 
organization is unique and the interaction between management and boards will 
therefore vary from case to case. Furthermore the findings of this study cannot be used 
to generalize due to the small sample of participants. 
 
However see that this study will offer valuable insights for small and medium-sized 
businesses. For one, this study brings light upon a topic that covers an interesting topic 
for this type of companies, presenting both potential obstacles as well as solutions. This 
study also yield in some practical recommendations that can prove to become valuable 
for the growth of small and medium-sized businesses.  

4.6 Ethical Considerations 
Ethical considerations will arise during the various stages of the research process. 
Starting from the planning and research design decisions, continuing to the final stages 
of data analysis and how it is applied. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 184) describe research 
ethics as the appropriateness of the researcher’s behavior in relation to the rights of the 
persons or organizations that participate in a study. In other words research ethics works 
as a guidance to ensure that the various stages of the research are conducted in a moral 
and responsible way. The various ethical concerns can be broken down into four 
themes; harm to participants, lack of informed consent, invasion of privacy and at last 
deception (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 128). 

4.6.1 Harm to Participants 
Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 128) stress that research might harm participants in many 
ways, which includes physical harm, harm to self-esteem, harm to career development 
and employment. Research that might harm participants in any way is regarded 
unacceptable and possible harm should be avoided or minimized. Bryman and Bell 
(2011, pp. 129-132) point out confidentiality and anonymity as two areas of particular 
concern. Participants should be anonymous and their records should be kept as 
confidential. This means that the identity of respondents or organizations should not be 
revealed, which in particular is a concern in qualitative research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p. 128). In this study we use pseudonyms such as CEO 1, CEO 2 etc. This enables us to 
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protect the identity of the respondents and their organizations. Furthermore the 
organizations the respondents represent are not revealed in anyway. The organizations 
respective turnover is presented in intervals to safe-guard that the companies cannot be 
traced. To ensure confidentiality we kept all data and interview recordings safe and out 
of reach for the public. The recordings were destroyed after the transcripts were 
completed and validated, and all names mentioned by respondents were censored in the 
transcripts.  

4.6.2 Lack of Informed Consent 
Lack of informed consent is concerned with participant’s right to be informed about the 
subject and purpose of the study, and their right to decline participation (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p. 133). To ensure that we conform to this issue we presented all the 
participants with information about the study, its purpose and of how the data were 
going to be used. The participants were also made aware of their right to refuse 
participation, not answering questions if they feel uncomfortable doing so and the 
possibility to discontinue their participation at any time. Prior to the interviews the 
participants were informed about how long time the interview were estimated to take 
and that the interviews were going to be recorded. A further concern is that participants 
should not be pressured to take part in the study (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 188). We 
have dealt with this concern by accepting declines to participate and by with no means 
tried to persuade people to participate in our study.   

4.6.3 Invasion of Privacy 
The objectives of a study is not a reason for researchers to intrude on people’s privacy 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). The invasion of privacy is somewhat related to the 
previous concern of informed consent. Since participants give their consent to 
participate they give up some of their rights to privacy (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). 
However the participants had the option to not answer questions if they did not feel 
comfortable answering them, which ensured that we did not intrude on their privacy. 
Bryman and Bell (2011, p.136) state that it is important to treat each case sensitively 
and to give participants a fair chance to withdraw. Furthermore the respondents were 
given repeated information in mail confirming the time for interview and by phone 
before the interviews started, that they could choose not to answer questions or abort the 
interview at any time. In some sensitive probing questions respondents was even 
reminded of their possibility to withdraw from answering during the interview. 
 
A connection can be found between privacy issues and the previously raised issues of 
harm to participants. The idea is that personal information should be respected by 
keeping such information anonymous and confidential (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). 

4.6.4 Deception 
Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 136) describe deception as something that occurs when a 
study is presented as something different than it is. A prevailing reason for using 
deception is to keep participants unaware of a study’s objectives to ensure the answers 
they provide are more natural (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 137). The guideline for social 
researchers is to not engage in research methods that infringe human values and feelings 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 138). To ensure that we conform to this criterion we 
presented ourselves as well as our study truthfully and without distorting any 
information, to the participants.  
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5. Empirical Findings 
In this chapter we present our empirical findings. The data presented is derived from 
transcriptions from the interviews and limited to data deemed to be of relevance for this 
study. The five obstacles are presented one at a time, containing input from each of the 
respondents. For each respondent we first declare to what degree the obstacle is an 
issue within their organizations, followed by reasoning regarding the potential 
solutions.    

5.1 Obstacle 1 - Lack of Strategizing Know-how 

 
 

5.1.1 CEO 1: Obstacle 1 
The respondent sees lack of strategizing know-how within the board as a problem. He 
states that you always want to develop your knowledge further, but so far there has not 
been room for such competence development. The board consists of four people 
whereof three are coming from the company’s management. The fourth director is 
external and is also the only one within the board with academic education. The 
recruitment of the external director was based on recommendations and personal 
experiences.  
 
If there is a need for strategizing know-how the respondent enthusiastically proposed 
that the first step is to seek advice from the chairperson or from other people. He 
describes that other people surrounding the organization could be contacted, such as 
their accountant, their bank contact or someone proficient within law. The respondent 
did not like the idea of recruiting new directors with the needed competence. His main 
argument against it was that appointing new directors would raise fixed costs and 
thereby consume much needed flexibility in the daily operations. Money could be used 
to other things or to hire strategy consultants whenever they ran into problems. Train 
and upgrade existing directors know-how was seen as a good solution by the 
respondent. He stated: “You always want to learn more and develop so yes that would 
not be a bad idea”. However he believed that lack of time to actually train the directors 
would unfortunately become an issue. The respondent was positive to allowing for busy 
directors to sit on the board. He thought that the limit for directorships differs, and that 
some people could definitely handle more commitments than others. He stressed that as 
long as a person got focus and can handle a lot of commitments he should be allowed 
to. The respondent also acknowledged that busy directors would have experiences and 
knowledge from other industries and companies, which might be beneficial to one’s 
own organization.    

5.1.2 CEO 2: Obstacle 1 
The selection of directors was done before the respondent started to work at the 
company. However he stated that the selection were done by the shareholders, the staff 
and one financial backer. The respondent believes the directors were picked out based 
on experience and competence. The respondent does not perceive lack of strategizing 
know-how being a problem within his organization. He argues that the directors have 
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fairly long experience of board work and moreover good knowledge of the industry. He 
stated that the directors have a comprehensive knowledge of the market, the products 
and the industry as a whole. Additionally all of the directors have some academic 
education in strategy. 
 
When asked how to solve the problem if his company lacked strategizing know-how, he 
answered that he would look to the company’s management and see if they can 
complement the board in any way. Another reasonable solution would be to seek advice 
externally from various experts, who can be hired temporarily if it is a specific issue to 
be solved. The respondent also points to the solution to recruiting new directors with 
the needed competence. When asked whether you should train and upgrade existing 
directors’ know-how, the respondent replied that it would be beneficial to train in 
strategizing by consulting someone with the right competence. The respondent 
furthermore had a positive attitude towards allowing for busy directors to sit on the 
board. He stated that: “All of the board members have four or more board commitments 
and therefore also possess more experience”.  

5.1.3 CEO 3: Obstacle 1 
Strategic know-how is not considered an issue nowadays. Although the respondent 
explains that they have had these problems in the past. They used to have a board 
consisting only of partners within the organization. The main issue was that discussions 
at the board meetings were not in line with what they were expected to address. A 
mutual decision was made to replace some partners in the board with external directors. 
The respondent claims that the structure of the board meetings changed notably to the 
better. When they changed the old board and chose new external directors, two main 
objectives were set out. Firstly, they wanted a chairperson that could bring order and 
structure into how the board worked. Secondly, they aimed at complementing the board 
with an external director holding competences that they lacked. No member of the 
current board has any type of academic education. The respondent believes the lack of 
education is compensated by the fact that the directors have vast experiences from 
running businesses themselves.  
 
The respondent were questioning towards the proposed solution to train and upgrade 
existing directors know-how. He thought that some areas could be trained, such as how 
to perform your board tasks and commitments. Although he stressed: “It is essential to 
have good chemistry among directors, to have a good fit of personalities”. Allowing for 
busy directors to sit on the board was mainly disregarded by the respondent. He argued 
that busy directors would struggle to maintain a good level of focus on his own 
company. He argued: “Directors should be allowed to have multiple board commitment 
because it will only be beneficial to the company”. However he thought directors should 
be limited to have no more than four board commitments. The respondent liked the idea 
of recruiting new directors with the needed competence, given that they previously had 
replaced directors because other competences were desired.  

5.1.4 CEO 4: Obstacle 1 
The respondent did not perceive lack of strategizing know-how to be a problem in their 
organization. He explained that it is a matter of choice for the owner to recruit 
competent external directors or not, and that the main considerations that are made 
when recruiting new directors was which contacts the potential director have. The 
respondent who is the sole owner of the organization, pointed out later during the 
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interview that his directors are senior in their specific area of competence, and that this 
composition of complementing competences have been made knowingly. The directors’ 
know-how in strategy mainly derives from long and broad experience according to the 
respondent. 
 
When asked how the obstacle could be solved if it were to exist, the respondent 
answered that the choice could be made to dismantle the board to nothing more than a 
formality, and chose to place all effort and responsibility for the functions within the 
organization instead. When asked if recruiting new directors with the needed 
competence could be appropriate to solve the problem with lacking strategizing know-
how among directors, the respondent gave no clear approval or dismissal of the 
solution. But as mentioned above the respondent repeatedly emphasized recruiting 
competent and complementing directors. Train and upgrade existing directors know-
how was not greatly emphasized by the respondent. He explained: “Directors get elected 
because of their existing skills, if they become inadequate later for some reason the 
director in question gets relieved”. Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board is 
according to the respondent positive if the director has the time to commit accordingly 
as a professional. The respondent mentioned that being a CEO for a company with 
revenues over € 20 million consumes roughly twelve hours per day, and those 
complaints about not having enough time left after a forty hour workweek is ridiculous 
in comparison. The respondent also points out that he since long is active on other 
boards as well. “It is a matter of priorities, will, personality and current obligations that 
set the limit accordingly”, the respondent concluded. 

5.1.5 Director 1: Obstacle 1 
The respondent sees lack of strategizing know-how within the board as a problem. The 
board were formed a few years back mainly by the three owners and partners of the 
firm, plus one external chairperson. The chairperson has extensive experience in board 
work and strategy, according to the respondent. Nonetheless he expressed: “There is a 
need for more experienced external directors to bounce ideas and strategy with”. This in 
order to get a wider discussion going, as the partners somewhat still lack extensive 
board and strategizing experience according to the respondent.   
 
When asked about how to solve the problem the respondent quickly replied: “To get 
more experience is the key. This would require an opportunity to learn from others who 
already have extensive strategizing know-how”. The respondent was positive to both 
recruiting new directors with the needed competence, and to train and upgrade existing 
directors’ know-how. Regarding allowing for busy directors to sit on the board the 
respondent answered that as long as directors stay clear of directorships within 
competing firms, he is positive to use busy directors as well. 

5.1.6 Director 2: Obstacle 1 
The respondent did not perceived lack of strategizing know-how to be a problem for 
their board. The main considerations that are made when recruiting new directors are 
which experience and knowledge the directors possess. A high emphasis is put on 
having director who complement each other’s’ knowledge and that directors can 
contribute with a vast network of useful contacts. It was to the respondent unknown if 
other directors had completed higher education or professional training in strategy, but 
according to the respondent they were all very specialized, experienced and 
professional. The chairman of the board and one other director had many directorships 
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in other firms. Busy directors were perceived positive. He argued: “They provided 
resources like information and contacts, and they are more experienced in board work”. 
Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board was in this aspect a solution that can be 
considered to be used in the organization, the respondent concluded. 
 
When asked how a problem with lack of strategizing know-how could be solved, the 
respondent believed that recruiting new directors with the needed competence to be the 
most appropriate solution. Train and upgrade existing directors know-how was seen as 
a questionable solution as the directors were hired and paid to already be competent. He 
added: “If the person in question is very young you might consider giving him an extra 
chance and train him”. The respondent did however mention that learning was an 
important part of the board work.  

5.1.7 Busy Director 1: Obstacle 1 
The respondent has a long history of board work in small and medium-sized businesses, 
and is active on six boards at the moment. He pointed out that large organizations 
generally have other considerations when recruiting directors than smaller organizations 
do. According to the respondent larger firms often have more directors per board where 
specific and complementing specialties are of great priority. Smaller firms generally 
focus more on personal chemistry or relations and use fewer directors, all preferably 
with broad experience of many areas rather than being specialists. There is no great 
difference in higher education in strategy among the recruited directors in regards to 
firm size according to the respondent. He continued by stating: “Experience in working 
in top level management is the most usual ground for directors, regardless of its size”. 
There seems to be a larger problem with lack of strategizing know-how in smaller firms 
since their boards generally is smaller and less specialized, according to the respondent. 
 
When asked if there is a difference in how this obstacle should be resolved in regards to 
the size of the organization. The respondent answered: “Larger corporations are 
generally well-functioning and have a more competent top level management”. They 
can contribute greatly in strategizing by giving the board a preparatory work of high 
standard. Smaller firms often have to rely more heavily on high strategy involvement 
from the board throughout all strategy activities. Recruiting new directors with the 
needed competence was expressed as a very good solution fitting regardless of size. 
Recruiting a director with a too similar profile as one of the already sitting directors will 
not add much overall competence to the board, the respondent concluded. Train and 
upgrade existing directors know-how was according to the respondent a size related 
solution. He reasoned that it is a good solution if you have long term directorship where 
you could collect the fruits of the investment. But the time, effort and cost for training 
the directors may be too great in relations to the gains in the context for smaller firms. 
Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board were pointed out by the respondent as 
useful regardless of size. He stated: “The board work is enriched in most regards by 
having directors who are active on other boards as well”. He continued by pointing out 
that the limit for directorships is very hard to draw in a number. The critical limit and 
requirement should be that the director has enough time for preparation and 
commitment. The responded concluded: “Whether you have 5, or even up to 10 
commitments, it should not matter. But beyond 10 commitments you should probably 
start to question whether they have too many”.  
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5.1.8 Busy Director 2: Obstacle 1 
The respondent is currently active on five boards in small and medium-sized businesses. 
He has a long history of working as a director and is a management consultant by 
occupation, often hired to improve board conduct or to help new boards get started. The 
respondent pointed out that consideration in recruitment of directors is not related to 
size, but to ownership. He stated: “The less concentrated the ownership of the company 
is, the more usual it is for the nomination committee to have a structured and well 
working selection process”. The respondent made a reservation that some majority 
owners are professionals and knows the value and importance of recruiting competent 
people. He continued to point out that higher education in strategy or professional 
training has no clear relation to size from his experience. Experience is another matter 
according to the respondent. He stated: “Experienced directors and managers generally 
builds larger corporations”. To clarify the respondent was asked if size has a strong 
relation to directors being more experienced in strategy, “Absolutely” the respondent 
answered very clearly.  
 
When asked if there is a difference in how lack of strategizing know-how is solved 
considering company size, the respondent answered clearly by exclaiming: “Definitely”, 
and continued by explaining that smaller companies unfortunately too often simply do 
not solve this problem. They continue to stagnate and solve the problem by applying 
self-deception, telling themselves that there is no problem with the strategizing know-
how. Smaller firms in contrast to larger businesses more often lack the experience and 
know-how foremost in setting and working with goals, according to the respondent. He 
concluded by pointing out that the real solution which should be applied regardless of 
size is to ask for help and train and upgrade existing directors’ know-how. The 
respondent later during the interview also pointed out that directors should be given 
homework in strategic issues between meetings, so that they continuously evolve their 
strategy involvement and support to the CEO. Recruiting new directors with the needed 
competence was according to the respondent a good solution regardless of size, but may 
unfortunately be hard in firms with a concentrated ownership as they usually lack a 
nomination committee. He continued: “Smaller firms more often have a concentrated 
ownership and will therefore probably not use this solution very often or well“. He 
concluded by stating that it is unusual for people to spontaneously admit to be 
incompetent, this process does therefore not happen by itself very often. Allowing for 
busy directors to sit on the board is according to the respondent positive since these 
directors are more experienced and may have a well-functioning recipe. Through their 
directorships they also usually have a great network of competent contacts at their 
disposal. The respondent however warns for possible downsides. “No recipe should be 
seen as universal, different situations calls for different solutions”, the respondent 
concluded.  

5.1.9 Busy Director 3: Obstacle 1 
The respondent has a long and very successful entrepreneurial history, vast experience 
of working in top level management and directorships in small and medium-sized 
businesses, and is currently active in four boards. When asked if there is any difference 
in consideration when recruiting directors in regard to size. The respondent answers that 
an organization can be large or small in different ways. “One of the organizations I 
represent have between 120 and 180 employees, while another do not have many 
employees at all but handles considerable amounts of capital”, the respondent 
explained. He continued: “The considerations are more dependent on the orientation and 
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current need for the organization and in what phase the company is in”. He concluded 
that a small start-up firm may for example need entirely different competences and 
more activity in the board than in a large going concern. Most of the directors on the 
boards the respondent serve have some higher education or professional training in 
strategy, according to the respondent. However he reasoned that the most prominent 
factor of strategizing know-how is connected to experience. There is furthermore a need 
for different and complementing competences and experiences in the boards, the 
respondent added. All the board members simply cannot be busy directors. The 
respondent concluded: “Boards may become somewhat unconnected to reality if there is 
no sitting director with experience of working within operations instead of governing”.  
 
When asked how to solve lack of strategizing know-how and if there is a difference in 
regard to size. The respondent answered that larger firms have larger boards. “There are 
often more directors in the larger companies precisely in order to be more complete”. 
Recruiting new directors with the needed competence was acknowledged by the 
respondent who added that it becomes more important to be complete when dealing 
with more complex issues. If you require more out of your directors you must be willing 
to pay more, there is such connection the respondent continued. “Smaller firms usually 
have fewer directors than larger firms, which requires directors to be broader in their 
competence in order to stay complete”, the respondent concluded. Train and upgrade 
existing directors know-how was also acknowledge by the respondent as a very suitable 
solution. He mentioned having done repeated and very successful abroad excursions 
and exchange sessions together with other boards. All this in order to share and gather 
knowledge, but also to add perspective and inspiration to the board work. The 
responded recommended the solution to train and upgrade the existing directors’ know-
how regardless of size. Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board were also seen as 
a good solution to solve lack of strategizing know-how regardless of firm size. However 
the responded stated: “There should be only a few such directors per board“.  

5.2 Obstacle 2 - Poor Mix of Information from Management 

 
 

5.2.1 CEO 1: Obstacle 2 
The respondent did not perceive any problems in providing the board with information 
and he also believed the information passed on to the board to be sufficient. The 
respondent pointed out that three out the four current directors are also holding 
management positions within the firm, and that this is one of the reasons for them not 
having any information problem.  
 
In case the company faced problems the respondents own suggestion is to spend time 
and effort to investigate what the actual problem is and try to explain it. Make clear 
demands on content and timing of information were strongly supported by the 
respondent. He believed it to be very important that information expectations are clearly 
communicated between the board and management. He reasoned like this: “You get 
answers to questions in the same way you ask the questions in the first place”. Having 
the board conduct their own information inquiries was not supported by the respondent. 
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He argued that it would feel like you did not have the trust of the board if they had to do 
their own inquires. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
was seen as positive. The respondent argued that a better understanding of the activities 
within the firm would enable the board to make more sound decisions.  

5.2.2 CEO 2: Obstacle 2 
The organization had no problem with a poor mix of information from management. 
The respondent noted that the board sometimes asks to talk to specific personnel such as 
the product manager, marketing personnel or other concerned employees. He implied 
that he was not the sole source of information to the board. The main reason for why the 
organization did not have any problems was because of the openness and transparency 
within the company. He stated that the concerned people were aware of the conditions 
to make sound decisions, and that everyone within the organization have a desire to 
participate. The respondent believes that the key to eliminate communication and 
information flaws is to be open about internal difficulties. He argued: “An open 
approach will ensure that you get the best use out of the board, the management and the 
company as a whole”. Furthermore the respondent stressed that it is the CEO’s 
responsibility to be honest and submit all relevant information to the board. Information 
is usually sent out two weeks ahead of board meetings. Besides, information is also sent 
out successively if the information is relevant and basis for any decision. He added: 
“The board also receives monthly reports covering results, progress and situation”.      
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information were practiced at the 
company. The information mix usually covers certain predetermined topics that the 
board has requested and needs access to. The respondent was not familiar with letting 
the board conduct their own information inquiries. He continued by explaining: “The 
board has to make requests if there is ad-hoc information they want to take a closer look 
at, or if they want to interview employees within the firm”. Their wishes will however 
of course always be met, the respondent concluded. It seems as if the respondent wishes 
for the respect or openness from the board and not to be sidestepped by them. Based on 
the reasoning used we interpret the respondent as positive to the solution, as long as it is 
known to the CEO that the board is conducting their own inquiries. The proposed 
solution to give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was supported 
by the respondent. He explained that they have workshops where the board together 
with management and various employees analyze potential future events. Furthermore 
he stressed the importance of inviting various employees to the workshops. He stated: 
“they all have useful knowledge and can gain in sharing their experiences”.  

5.2.3 CEO 3: Obstacle 2 
The respondent stated that their firm has had a very high growth lately and that their 
infrastructure was not fully adapted to keep up with this development. Their 
administrative systems were no longer capable to handle the increased size and 
complexity of the company. He gave an example stating that inventory levels are hard 
to monitor without a proper system to keep track. The respondent explained that they 
are currently in a phase of implementing a new infrastructure, which will enable him to 
get a better overview of the business. He felt that the old infrastructure sometimes 
limited him to deliver inadequate information to the board. Nevertheless he confessed: 
“Information is usually delivered to directors two or three days prior to board 
meetings”. Although he acknowledged that directors prefer to get the information at 
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least a week before meetings and that this is something that they are currently working 
on improving.  
 
The respondent supported the proposed solution to make clear demands on content and 
timing of information. He pointed out that the directors have demanded to get 
information sooner. The respondent explained that they are currently working toward 
satisfying the directors’ requests. Letting the board conduct their own information 
inquiries was a welcomed idea to the respondent. He expressed that he never thought 
about that and believed that it definitely could be useful for the board. He believed 
furthermore that the board would become more involved in what is going on in the 
business, if they had first-hand access to information and numbers through remote 
access. The respondent was positive to give directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm, explaining: “When our chairman was elected he sat down with 
every employee to get to know them and the business”. Although that was a one-off 
event which has not been repeated, the respondent thought it was a good idea to invite 
directors to see the business every now and then. 

5.2.4 CEO 4: Obstacle 2 
The respondent pointed out that he is the sole owner and that the board in fact is 
appointed by him and not the other way around. The information mix of reports from 
management to the board was in the respondent’s view an important tool to get the 
workforce to feel that their progress is being systematically monitored. He also 
mentioned in the interview that producing the reports to the board forces him to time out 
from the operant CEO day-to-day reality. This process consistently gives him an 
updated and more holistic view of the organization’s whole situation. The information 
should according to the respondent be sent in time for the directors to get acquainted 
with its content, which was explained as two weeks before board meetings so that 
directors have enough time to ask for clarifications.   
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information seemed to be a solution 
somewhat in use for the organization. Letting the board conduct their own information 
inquiries was explained as a director’s responsibility by law, to keep themselves 
rightfully informed. The respondent did however question the usefulness for these kinds 
of requirements. He believed that it may in fact prevent contributing board work in 
many small and medium-sized businesses, and preventing it even more for non-profit 
organizations with a stressed economy. The notion was that the control responsibilities 
bestowed by law with personal liability is scaring of good directors from even taking on 
a directorship, or making them demand higher fees to compensate for the risk than the 
organization could bear. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the 
firm was not explicitly seen as positive or negative. The respondent did however 
strongly question the feasibility for external directors to ever truly grasp the reality and 
complexity in the ever changing day to day affairs of the business.  

5.2.5 Director 1: Obstacle 2 
The respondent pointed out that three out of four directors are part-owners, also 
working in upper management of the firm, which makes them highly up to date with 
what is going on within the firm. The external chairperson is very involved in the 
organization and sometimes makes visits. The chairperson is also given regular reports 
from the CEO and seems very pleased with the information mix he is given according to 
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the respondent. The respondent argued: “By having an involved and demanding 
chairperson we have to follow-up on certain things and present it to him”.  
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information was a solution the respondent 
agreed with, the same goes for letting the board conduct their own information 
inquiries.  To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was in 
some ways in effect according to the respondent, as the partners were all part of 
management and the external chairperson often visits them and takes time to chitchat 
with the personnel. The respondent concluded: “The chairperson is very up to date and 
got control of what is going on and always check with us how things are going”.  

5.2.6 Director 2: Obstacle 2 
The information mix from management to the board is according to the respondent very 
structured and sent at least one, and sometimes two weeks before board meetings. The 
responded continued: “The information covers the most important aspects such as 
outcomes of the previous period, the firm’s internal and external situation, planned 
activities and emerging investment requirements”. Furthermore he explained that the 
directors also have the possibility to ask for clarifications or follow up questions to 
management.  
 
When asked how a problem with poor mix of information from management could be 
solved, the respondent believed that transparency and open communication is important. 
He did however also point towards discussions of the director’s individual needs for 
information to be of great importance. Make clear demands on content and timing of 
information was in the respondents view the most appropriate solution for this obstacle. 
The solution to let the board conduct their own information inquiries was perceived by 
the respondent as too time consuming for directors. The respondent moreover believed 
that it might affect the directors’ focus away from how to best contribute to the board. 
Only if management is clearly incompetent or deceiving the board would such a 
solution be appropriate, to be able to evaluate a possible need for replacing the 
management, the respondent concluded. To give directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm was perceived by the respondent as a great suggestion with many 
potentially positive outcomes. The only expressed downside pointed out was the time it 
would consume for the directors. The respondent nonetheless concluded 
enthusiastically: “it may very well be a very valuable solution to implement regardless 
whether there is a problem with the information mix or not”. 

5.2.7 Busy Director 1: Obstacle 2 
The respondent explained that larger firms generally have a more professional 
management, with better structured and extensive information flow. Larger 
organizations are more formal while smaller firms tend to have more informal 
information flow. There is a big and clear difference in regards to size, according to the 
respondent. The respondent pointed out that regardless of size, the board should make 
clear demands on content and timing of information. Directors personally have a legal 
responsibility to stay informed regardless of size, and if they suspect bad information 
they must make sure that the board conduct their own information inquiries. To give 
directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was also a suitable solution 
regardless of size. The responded exclaimed: “It gives directors a valuable 
understanding of how the firm works”. 
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5.2.8 Busy Director 2: Obstacle 2 
The respondent started by explaining that information flows from management usually 
work notably better in larger companies. There are more resources to handle and work 
with preparations in larger firms. He continued: “There is perhaps a controller or a 
skilled financial manager who has set aside time to prepare the necessary materials”. 
The respondent pointed out that regardless of size or ownership concentration, if you do 
not make clear demands on content and timing of information you should blame 
yourself for getting bad information. The respondent furthermore believed the solution 
to let the board conduct their own information inquiries to be very good and more 
relevant with today’s technology. Furthermore he stated that he has been given remote 
access to administrative systems as a director in order to be able to gather updated ratios 
at his own request, and that it worked very well. However he added: “You have to be 
very cautious and avoid sidestepping the CEO, as a director you have to show that you 
respect and trust in the CEO”. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of 
the firm was pointed out as a must use solution regardless of size. The respondent added 
that it is especially important in hard times. Directors must never hide from the 
organization in face of hard calls like downsizing a unit for example, as it may create a 
sense of overall critical distress. The responded concluded: “Directors must be visible 
for the organization and know the people and reality of the business they govern”.  

5.2.9 Busy Director 3: Obstacle 2 
There is a somewhat clear difference on the quality of the information mix in regard to 
size. The respondent argued that larger firms have more resources, more evolved 
administrative systems and more staff experienced in reporting than smaller firms have. 
He stated: “What you want most as a director is preparation, meetings must be well 
prepared because meeting time is extremely precious”. He continued: “To get a great 
strategic discussion going there is no room for starting to go through reports on the 
meeting, these must be well read and understood in advance by every director”   
 
The respondent argued that management has to collect and sort information in order to 
regularly send highly relevant reports in the form, quality and timeline that have been 
requested by the board. The respondent agreed with the solution to make clear demands 
on content and timing of information, and thought it to be relevant regardless of firm 
size. The respondent explained that it is very important to be a realistic director and ask 
only for information that really is of relevance, which will avoid overburden 
management with reporting. He concluded: “You must give the CEO and management 
the room to stay focused on their job to actually manage the firm, and inexperienced 
directors sometimes exaggerate the information requirements”. He further explained: 
“The boards I am active in meet the employees, and not just owner representatives and 
the CEO”. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm is positive 
regardless of size, as it gives a valuable perspective, the respondent added. The solution 
to let the board conduct their own information inquiries was according to the 
respondent used in the boards he served, through access to employees during and after 
the orientations. He added: “Information through remote access to administrative 
systems should not be necessary, and could risk leading to accidental malpractice if the 
director is unfamiliar to the system”.  
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5.3 Obstacles 3 - Asymmetric Information from Management 

 
 

5.3.1 CEO 1: Obstacle 3 
The respondent had never provided the board with misleading or false information, 
withholding information or chosen the timing of the information to sway decisions. He 
deemed such behavior as unethical and he had never thought it even existed in smaller 
businesses. He did not believed that this type of problem existed in smaller companies 
because it would be hard to keep things secret and run a private agenda in such 
companies. The respondent could imagine that in bigger more complex and outspread 
companies, people might actually be able to provide asymmetric information unnoticed. 
 
The respondent was however appalled and sounded disgusted with the idea that a CEO 
or management would even consider using asymmetric information, and suggested to 
replace the current management if such behavior was clearly evident. Moreover he 
supported the idea of letting the board conduct their own information inquiries. The 
respondent argued: “If the board are suspicious of whether management provide honest 
and correct information or not, the board should do their own research to confirm”. To 
give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was expressed as a 
positive solution to avoid this behavior from emerging, or from being harder to conduct 
unnoticed. Providing asymmetric information was expressed by the respondent as “an 
unknown twisted divergence” and probably not solved simply by changing the 
incentives for management. 

5.3.2 CEO 2: Obstacle 3 
The respondent stressed that he never provided misleading or false information, 
withholding information, nor choosing timing of the information to sway decisions. He 
regards such acts as criminal, if intentionally out of self-interest. He had a theory that 
the organization was less open and transparent in the past before his time as CEO, 
which might have led to some communication shortcomings between the board and 
management. The board was given a somewhat too optimistic picture of the firm’s 
situation, and did for example not received information, for example that key projects 
had suffered delays. Although he believed that management nowadays generally has 
learnt their lesson and corrected such communication shortcomings, and promoted a 
more open and transparent climate. The respondent argued: “Management were back 
then not fully aware of the context leading to communication flaws”, and he did not 
believe that the communication problem to have been fully conscious.  
 
In case of asymmetric information problems, he strongly believed that the board should 
immediately confront the CEO. He further proposed that the board should be more 
responsive, have knowledge and contact with the management team. The respondent 
was positive towards the proposed solution to give directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm. He thought it was a great idea to let directors gather their own 
information in an alternative way. To let the board conduct their own information 
inquiries were absolutely seen as positive in regards to ad-hoc information requests and 
access personnel. The respondent was however doubtful towards letting directors have 
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remote access to administrative systems. He was puzzled to the proposed solution to 
change the incentives for management, and questioned if such solution really would be 
considered at all facing this problem. The respondent saw the solution to replace the 
current management [CEO] as a more reasonable and obvious thing to do. He argued 
that replacing the management should be done immediately if they were deceiving the 
board knowingly out of self-interest.   

5.3.3 CEO 3: Obstacle 3 
The company does not operate with such methods, the respondent pointed out. The 
respondent argued that they would not get the intended benefits of the board if they 
handed over false or bad information. According to the respondent it is not an issue 
within their organization foremost because of their open and transparent culture towards 
each other regardless of position within the company. He reasoned: “We are five part-
owners working in the company and we would have it no other way, it would all 
collapse if we do not remain honest to ourselves and each other”. 
 
In case management deliberately provide the board with false information the 
respondent argued for using the solution to replace the current management [CEO]. 
Letting the board conduct their own information inquiries was perceived as a good idea. 
The respondent was also positive to give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation 
of the firm, but it was unclear if it was deemed as a suitable solution to the asymmetric 
information problem. 

5.3.4 CEO 4: Obstacle 3 
When asked if the respondent as head of management ever have or wanted to provide 
misleading or false information, withholding information or choosing the timing of the 
information to sway decisions, the respondent clearly answered no. He continued by 
stressing: I am taking a lifelong responsibility for the firm and that misleading the board 
is in no way in my interests”. He mentioned however that he often have made up his 
mind before presenting plans for the board, and that he even has executed a few 
decisions between board meetings that clearly was on the board level. But continued by 
underlining: “Such decisions were always in the best interest for the organization, and if 
the directors have any post objections against these decisions they are free to leave the 
board”. He concluded by stating: “It is my company, my money, and if directors do not 
like my way of doing business they should leave, but deceiving the board is a criminal 
act” 
 
When asked for a suitable solution for the problem of asymmetric information from 
management the respondent quickly argued for the solution to replace the current 
management [CEO]. He reasoned: “If the CEO has deceived the board, all trust is 
irreversible expended and there is no other solution than to break the relationship”. That 
reasoning made the solutions to let the board conduct their own information inquiries, 
change the incentives for management and to give directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm all inappropriate to solve this obstacle.  
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5.3.5 Director 1: Obstacle 3 
The respondent was very clear that such intentions did not exist. The respondent 
furthermore pointed out that such behaviors may in fact be impossible, as the 
organization consists of only a few employees working very closely together with the 
part-owners, who also are directors of the board. If the organization was larger and more 
complex, for example consisted of more than 25 employees the respondent believed that 
there may start to become room for potential asymmetric behaviors. He continued to say 
that their open and transparent culture may be a key in keeping it from ever turning to 
asymmetric information.  
 
With reservations for not having experienced this problem the respondent expressed a 
positive attitude towards the solutions to replace the current management, give 
directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm, and let the board conduct 
their own information inquiries. However he was not supporting the solution to change 
the incentives for the management. 

5.3.6 Director 2: Obstacle 3 
The information mix from management was perceived as very good and the respondent 
did not perceive there to be any tendencies at all of management giving asymmetric 
information.  
 
The solution to let the board conduct their own information inquiries was perceived by 
the respondent as a duty, and a requirement from directors if they perceive there to be a 
problem with asymmetric information. The respondent argued: “If management is 
clearly incompetent or knowingly deceiving the directors, the board should definitely 
replace the management”. Consequently he supported the solution to replace the 
current management. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
was perceived by the respondent as a possible solution to prevent management from 
providing asymmetric information. The respondent was indifferent for the solution to 
change the incentives for the management, and believed that it could have both positive 
and negative effects depending on how the incentives change.  

5.3.7 Busy Director 1: Obstacle 3 
The respondent has seen small tendencies towards this kind of behavior in the past, but 
gave no clear answer to whether it was related to firm size. He pointed out that such 
behavior must be handled by the board regardless of firm size, namely by replacing the 
CEO or replace the current management. He agreed that letting the board conduct their 
own information inquiries were a good solution, to ensure that such behavior is none 
existent. To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was 
perceived by the respondent as a suitable solution, regardless of size, to prevent 
management from turning towards the undesirable behavior of providing asymmetric 
information. He added: “If directors really know the business they are governing this 
kind of problem should not arise”. To change the incentives for the management was 
perceived by the respondent as a solution fitted for firms in all sizes. He argued that 
giving the people who really can make a difference, for example management or sales 
personnel, some sort of bonus connected to the success of the firm, will yield in a 
notable difference in results regardless of size.  
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5.3.8 Busy Director 2: Obstacle 3 
The respondent acknowledged to have experienced this problem and tendencies towards 
it. The respondent explained: “It is not a matter of size. I once resigned as a director in 
the middle of a board meeting”.  He continued: “It became evident that the majority 
owner and CEO was concealing critical information about the well-being of the 
organization, and this was a business with over € 10 million revenue”. The respondent 
seemed upset when he continued: “It is very frustrating to say the least, when a manager 
perhaps out of incompetence makes what should be a very obvious board level decision 
at coffee break together with the employees”. He added that this happened in a € 2 
million revenue corporation.  
 
When asked about how to solve this problem and if there is a difference in regard to 
size, the respondent offered the following explanation: “A key issue once again is the 
ownership. You cannot really do anything but to resign if the problem owns 51 % of the 
corporation, no matter how large or small the organization is”. Letting the board 
conduct their own information inquiries is a solution the respondent deemed as suitable 
regardless of size, but added that it still have to be done in collaboration with the CEO. 
To give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm was also perceived as 
a suitable solution regardless of size to prevent this problem. The solution to replace the 
current management [CEO] was supported. He argued: “Replacing the management is 
one of the main tasks of the board, and it is regardless of size a possible solution if 
ownership allows for it”. To change the incentives for the management was a solution 
the respondent did not believe to be relevant for solving this problem. He explained: “In 
my experience, motivational incentives-programs is almost never successful”. 

5.3.9 Busy Director 3: Obstacle 3 
The respondent explained that he has not notice this kind of behavior from management 
more than perhaps one time. He continued by stating: “It should not happen if directors 
are given ongoing orientations of the firm, and have a complete and active board”. He 
was therefore in support of the solution to give directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm. When asked if the board should replace the current management 
if such behavior was evident, the respondent agreed fully. “It is the responsibility of the 
board to assign and dismiss the CEO”. He continued: “In the organizations I serve as a 
director, even top level management is assigned and dismissed by the board, and it is 
done in collaboration with the CEO”, the respondent concluded. To change the 
incentives for the management was a solution the respondent did not recommend at all. 
“We generally use high caution when it comes to using bonus. It may lead to a very 
dangerous road” the responded concluded. All of the above where discussed as 
regardless of size. 
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5.4 Obstacle 4 - Lack of Time and Commitment 

 
 

5.4.1 CEO 1: Obstacle 4 
The respondent said that their board faced issues regarding time and commitment. Since 
three out of four directors are also holding management positions within the firm, they 
face problems to balance how much effort they should set aside on each role. He stated 
that, as a CEO, he faced daily issues that required his attention and by clearing those 
issues he might become forcedly unprepared for board meetings. He argue that taking 
care of the daily issues in the organization might be vital for the business in the short-
term, but in the long run such priorities can become very harmful as well, possibly even 
lead to bankruptcy. Furthermore the respondent argued that it is a balancing act between 
committing to directorships and other obligations. He conceded that it happens quite 
often that directors are not fully prepared for board meetings, which means that focus is 
not on the most important questions on the agenda. The respondent also admitted that 
strategic issues often are dealt with towards the end of board meetings. Furthermore he 
suggested that the management holds a positive attitude towards the board being 
involved in strategy. Moreover he stated: I have daily contact with other board 
members, discussing minor problems, which in the end is important to solve bigger 
problems”. Although he wished that the board members shared their [management] 
opinions more often and got more committed. On the question of whether it is good to 
have busy directors on the board he was mainly positive. “If directors can handle many 
commitments and stay focused they should be able to do so”. He also argued that 
having busy directors might bring relevant experiences and knowledge from other 
industries and companies.   
 
The respondent were positive towards reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for 
strategy. He stated: “Either you reorganize the agenda or you need to dedicate more 
time to board meetings to ensure that everyone have the possibility to give their view, 
but also to make sure the agenda is covered by the end of the board meeting”. Reducing 
the number of board directorships the directors hold is a good solution according to the 
respondent. He reasoned that if you do not have enough energy to cope with your 
commitments then you should consider decreasing the amount of commitments you sign 
up for. To replace the current CEO, or get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace 
strategy involvement was not expressed as either a good or a bad. However the 
respondent expressed during the interview that a CEO should per definition be 
interested in getting the board involved in strategy, and that a CEO who does not fulfill 
his duties or is in other ways unsuitable should be replaced.  

5.4.2 CEO 2: Obstacle 4 
The respondent did not perceive the board to lack any time or commitment. He added: 
“The directors are well-read ahead of meetings”. He went on by explaining that their 
directors got high workloads, although the respondent acknowledged that they always 
take the time to finish their commitments. The respondent believed the main reason for 
why their board has no problems concerning lack of time and commitment, is that their 
directors enjoy working with the company. He stated: “The firm has a continuous 
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development and growth which is interesting and motivating for the directors to work 
with and be a part of”. When asked about where in the agenda of board meetings 
strategy is brought up, the respondent replied that it usually is somewhere in the middle 
of the meetings. Sometimes they have special board meetings that are devoted to certain 
topics, such as budgets, but also strategy sessions and meetings concerning for example 
their products and markets. The respondent had a positive attitude towards strategy 
involvement from the board. He argued: “By being involved in strategy the board acts 
as guidance and can help to point out a direction for the business”. The respondent has 
not perceived any problems with having busy directors. He highlighted how well their 
chairman is able to handle to serve boards in many various companies, and still have the 
time and commitment needed for his firm.  
 
The first thing the respondent would do in case they had problems with lack of time and 
commitment of the board, would be to questioning whether the directors should be in 
the board or not. To replace directors uncommitted to strategizing or complementing 
the board should then be applied depending on whether the problem is recurrent or 
temporarily, according to the respondent. Moreover he believed that reducing the 
number of board directorships the directors hold was a possible solution, but only if 
lack of time were a serious issue. The next proposed solution to reorganizing meeting 
priorities in favor for strategy was also favored by the respondent. To replace the 
current CEO, or get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace strategy involvement 
was not expressed as directly suitable or unsuitable solutions for this obstacle. The 
respondent did however express during the interview: “A CEO in his right mind, should 
be interested in getting the board involved in strategy, and a CEO that is not loyal or 
otherwise unsuitable for the job should be replaced”.  

5.4.3 CEO 3: Obstacle 4 
The respondent explained that they had problems with directors that were not especially 
committed to long term planning in the past, or perhaps rather too committed to the 
operational daily issues. Those directors, who also worked in the company as part-
owners chose on their own request to leave the board and their commitments. He 
believed that it is up to the directors themselves to be honest and resign if they feel 
unmotivated to continue. In a sense the issue was resolved by replacing directors 
uncommitted to strategizing. The board meetings follow a predetermined agenda. The 
respondent recognized that the agenda is not set in stone and they often end up 
discussing other issues than they were supposed to. However the chairman is firm 
whenever he recognizes they need to change focus or move on. Once per year the 
company has a special board meeting dedicated to strategy. Strategy sessions and 
meetings was according to the respondent very positive. Although the respondent 
stressed: “Strategy is an ongoing topic brought up on every board meeting throughout 
the year”. Moreover he admitted that strategy is normally dealt with at the end of the 
board meetings. The respondent were very positive towards the board being involved in 
strategy.  
 
The respondent thought that reducing the number of board directorships the directors 
hold was a good idea. Earlier he stated that directors should be limited to have no more 
than four board commitments, although for this issue he gave a slightly different 
answer. His reasoning for this issue was that chairmen usually have higher workloads 
than directors. Directors should therefore be allowed to have more than four board 
commitments. Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy were supported by 
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the respondent. He reasoned that the directors would have more energy to tackle 
strategic issues early in the meetings. In case a CEO is negative towards having the 
board involved with strategy, the respondent supported the solution to replace the 
current CEO. The respondent had a very hard time to grasp why CEOs would not want 
to have a board involved in strategy. The solution to get the CEO to recognize benefits 
and embrace strategy involvement was perhaps therefore not directly expressed either 
good or bad.  

5.4.4 CEO 4: Obstacle 4 
The respondent said that time and commitment absolutely is a restraint for board 
involvement in strategy. Much of the time gets consumed by issues surrounding the 
operations, resulting in strategy being formed after hours. He continued: “It is only 
when I am the only one left that the working atmosphere permits for long range 
planning”. Strategy is formed by himself as CEO and only confirmed by the board, 
since there is no time for more strategy involvement of the board, according to the 
respondent. He mentioned in other parts of the interview that directors have little to 
none opportunity to gain any real understanding for the day-to-day situation in the 
organization, and because of this directors cannot really contribute in forming the 
strategy.  
 
It was a perhaps a negative undertone to board strategy involvement from the 
respondent. The respondent somewhat repeatedly opposed the value of involving 
directors further in strategy, in combination to obviously being a much occupied 
businessman. The solutions for this obstacle was not discussed very deeply. However 
reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy were interpreted to be a solution 
the respondent was not enthusiastic about. The respondent were quoted saying: “I still 
would have a shitload on my plate, and they [the directors] would not fully understand 
the complexities anyways, even if I really put loads of time and effort into it, 99 out of a 
100 times they approve of my plans, so why bother involving them more?”. Reducing 
the number of board directorships the directors hold felt covered from the answers in 
the first obstacle, that directors’ ability to contribute was explained as dependent on 
multiple variables, and individually very different among different individuals. Business 
network, which the respondent inclined related positive to the number of directorships, 
was furthermore one of the main considerations when electing directors in the first 
place. Based on the reasoning the respondent used throughout the interview, we have 
little doubt that the respondent would see the solution to replace the current CEO as 
counterproductive to say the least. To get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace 
strategy involvement is however a solution we unfortunately got no direct or indirect 
discussion about in this interview. 

5.4.5 Director 1: Obstacle 4 
The respondent believed the part-owners’ big enthusiasm were part of the 
organization’s success, and to be a large contributor to the high commitment he 
perceived for strategy in their board work. He added: “Even the external chairperson is 
very committed and involved in the long term planning and success of the firm”. He 
pointed out that strategy is partly existent in every issue on the agenda, and that strategy 
is usually discussed at the end of the meetings. According to the respondent their board 
has specific strategy sessions and meetings, and the part-owners furthermore have a 
very positive attitude towards the external chairperson’s involvement and commitment 
to strategy.  
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When asked how to solve the problem if there was problem of lack of time and 
commitment for strategy involvement, the respondent replied: “One must be ready to 
compensate directors for their commitment, and that time and commitment have a 
price”. Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold was deemed to 
be a potential solution. Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy is 
something the respondent did not disapprove of, but he added that they instead 
implemented strategy sessions and meetings in addition to the regular meetings. To get 
the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace strategy involvement was to the respondent 
very alien, and he questioned why it should even be necessary to begin with. He 
concluded that if a CEO cannot hold a positive attitude towards strategy involvement 
from the board, the best solution is to replace the current CEO.  

5.4.6 Director 2: Obstacle 4 
The respondent was very clear about their board having no problem with commitment 
or time constraints from any of the directors. The attitude from management to strategy 
involvement from the board is according to the respondent positive. 
 
Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold was not perceived as a 
suitable solution. It would according to the respondent undermine the network spanning 
and experiences gained from directorships in other boards. The respondent mentioned 
that it depend on the individual directors other obligations on how many directorship he 
or her can hold, and that four or five directorships should normally be of no concern. 
The respondent did however mentioned that no director should have more directorships 
than he or she has the time to commit for. If directors have not got the time to engage 
properly it is a good solution to replace directors uncommitted to strategizing. 
Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy were perceived as a great solution 
if the board is focusing too much on the wrong issues. To get the CEO to recognize 
benefits and embrace strategy involvement was in some ways alien for the respondent as 
a need or task for the board. To replace the current CEO was not explicitly regarded as 
bad for solving this obstacle, but the respondent still questioned the solution. The 
responsibility for time and commitment for strategy involvement from the board was 
expressed as solely on the directors and not on the CEO.  

5.4.7 Busy Director 1: Obstacle 4 
The respondent pointed out a clear relationship between firm size and time and 
commitment for strategy. He stated: “Boards in larger organizations generally strategize 
more and have longer time horizons in mind, while smaller organizations boards usually 
is very focused on the imminent issues”. He thought that other characteristics are 
similar regardless of firm size, for example that management holds a very positive 
attitude towards commitment and strategy involvement from the board. He pointed out 
that it is a personal responsibility for every director to be committed and take the time to 
deliver value in their board work. Otherwise they should resign from their directorship, 
he argued. The respondent also mentioned board evaluations, which he recommended 
should be done once per year. He explained that there is a very usable template for these 
evaluations that “StyrelseAkademien” (a renowned board association in Sweden) has 
released. At the end it is up to the owners or nomination committee to recruit suitable 
and committed directors in a timely fashion, he concluded. Moreover he argued that it is 
not recommended for directors to be appointed for life, as there should be some 
movement in the board to keep the commitment high. He argued: “It is not god for 
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commitment to strategy if the whole board is replaced at once either, the directors 
should rather be replaced sequential”  
 
When asked if there is a difference in how lack of time and commitment for strategy 
involvement can be resolved in regards to size, the respondent replied: “Larger 
corporations usually have more directors on the board and definitely more often uses 
external directors”. To replace directors uncommitted to strategizing is a solution that 
should be applied, according to the respondent. He pointed out that it often is not as 
easy in smaller firms due to the board composition of directors, where ownership and 
relations is often very prominent. Larger firms have more chips to play in solving this 
issue, he concluded. Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold was 
not perceived as a suitable solution, the respondent argued by stating that owners or 
nomination committee instead should make clear demands when recruiting directors. 
The proposed solution should make potential conflict of opinion about how much time 
and commitment a director have signed up for less likely, according to the respondent. 
Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy was pointed out by the respondent 
as a very important action to take regardless of size. He added that there should even be 
specific board strategy sessions and meetings. To get the CEO to recognize benefits and 
embrace strategy involvement has never been identified as a need according to the 
respondent. He concluded: “Management wants and appreciate someone to bounce 
ideas with”.  
 
Replace the current CEO was due to the direction of the interview not directly 
discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle, and we therefore have no empirical 
data from this respondent in this regard.  

5.4.8 Busy Director 2: Obstacle 4 
The respondent pointed out that this obstacle is the real big problem in board work. He 
added that this is strongly connected to the first obstacle we discussed, lack of 
strategizing know-how. He continued by explaining that if directors do not feel that they 
understand or master strategy, they avoid committing and devoting time for it. “There is 
often more strategy involvement in larger firms, where there are usually more 
experienced people”, the respondent added. He continued by uttering: “Larger firms 
attract competence more than smaller firm does”. When asked if there is a negative 
attitude from management towards strategy involvement, the respondent answered that 
it is usually the other way around. He argued that management and foremost the CEO 
wishes for more strategy involvement from the board. In another part of the interview 
the respondent said that CEOs too often gets madly frustrated by having a counterpart 
[the board] who does not speak strategy and cannot even elaborate on overall strategic 
opinions. 
 
When asked how this problem can be solved and if there is any difference in regards to 
size, the respondent pointed towards solutions he had experience from. He said that 
being in a number of nomination committees, they had solved similar problems by 
replacing directors uncommitted to strategizing. Although he did not perceive reducing 
the number of board directorships the directors hold as a suitable solution. He 
reasoned: “If directors are good at what they do and have a high commitment they can 
hold more directorships”. Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy was 
pointed out by the respondent as a very important action to take regardless of size. He 
argued: “It should be 20% monitor and control and 80% strategy and looking forward, 
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but unfortunately it is more often the other way around”. To get the CEO to recognize 
benefits and embrace strategy involvement felt alien to the respondent as a need 
whatsoever. To replace the current CEO was expressed as a bad solution. “If there is no 
commitment to strategy involvement from the board, you should replace the 
chairperson, it is he or she that sets the agenda and not the CEO”, the respondent 
concluded. 

5.4.9 Busy Director 3: Obstacle 4 
According to the respondent lack of time and commitment for strategy involvement is 
related to the needs of an organization. He continued by explaining that a corporation 
that is up and running has less perceived immediate need for strategy involvement, than 
a newly started enterprise with immense growth potentials. “Size is not the issue even if 
larger organizations usually get slightly more time for strategy on average”, the 
respondent added. When asked what attitude management holds towards strategy 
involvement and if it differs in regards to firm size, the respondent answered that as a 
manager or CEO you always want your board to be involved. He pointed out that 
management, owners and board members all benefits from the board being involved in 
strategy together with management. When asked where in the agenda strategy is most 
prominent, the respondent replied that it depends partly on the organization’s situation. 
He continued and explained: “It is however usual for our board evaluations, regardless 
of size, to state that we have to devote more time for strategy, and strategy usually gets 
saved to the later part of the meeting”. He added: “Placing strategy in the later part of 
the meeting is so that the current situation is crystal clear from having discussed 
economic issues and target ratios”. Furthermore he pointed out that directors participate 
in strategy sessions and meetings together with management at least once a year in 
addition to regular board meetings. He then concluded: “You cannot commitment the 
same amount of time to strategy in every board meeting, not if you want the right 
energy”. 
 
When asked if there is a difference in how lack of time and commitment is solved in 
regards to firm size, the respondent answered that larger corporations usually solve it by 
demanding more commitment. He explained: “Of course it is important to compensate 
directors for their commitment accordingly and small firm may not have the same 
economic options”. Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold was 
not perceived as a suitable solution according to the respondent. “You need the variety 
in the board”, the respondent concluded. Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for 
strategy was pointed out as very hard to accomplish, but nonetheless very important for 
all boards to implement. When asked if the board should try to get the CEO to recognize 
benefits and embrace strategy involvement, if there were to be a negative attitude from 
management towards strategy involvement, the respondent paused and then laughed: 
“Well, it is my experience, even as a CEO, that strategy involvement is the absolute best 
part by having a board to begin with”, He concluded that getting the CEO to embrace 
strategy involvement cannot be very hard. He furthermore expressed that if you cannot 
get the CEO to recognize the benefits, then you should definitely replace the current 
CEO. 
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5.5 Obstacle 5 - Board Role Conflict 

 
 

5.5.1 CEO 1: Obstacle 5 
The respondent has not perceived any type of role conflict within the company’s board. 
He argued that everyone within the board has a good overall knowledge of the business 
thanks to its small size. Since most directors are working within the business they are 
able to understand the root of eventual problems. The respondent pointed out that their 
company is not especially formal internally. He acknowledged that complying with 
regulations and following the law to be the main reason for having a board. But there 
are also other important tasks for the board, for example monitoring and following up 
on decisions and events. He believed that being supervised by the board puts pressure 
on management to perform, and that professional behavior of the board pass through to 
management and other staff. When ask which role were most dominant in their board, 
he answered that they had most focus on control. 
 
The proposed solutions to trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past 
decisions was supported by the respondent. He reasoned: “To get anything moving you 
have to trust other people. If you do not trust others you will never come down to a 
decision”. The respondent also had a positive attitude towards make criticism 
constructive and never personal. He explained that you should criticize others and 
challenge decisions when appropriate, but foremost in an appropriate and constructive 
way if you wish to evolve.  
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 

5.5.2 CEO 2: Obstacle 5 
The board is believed to hold characteristics of all three roles. The respondent stated 
that the board has a monitor and control role, making sure that the company is following 
the plan and taking care of the financial side of the business. The strategic role is 
present since the board takes decisions concerning strategy and ensure that things 
happen timely. Furthermore he stated that the resource and advice role also is a part of 
the board. The respondent concluded that there exists no conflict within the board when 
it comes to these three roles. The reason for why this problem is non-existent is believed 
to be the small number of four directors on the board, combined with the directors 
complementing each other well. He seemed certain that the board is well balanced, 
fulfilling all three roles to the same extent. Also he stressed that no role is more present 
than any other.  
 
In case their board had a conflict regarding the board roles, the respondent proposed to 
rework the agenda for the board meetings, ensuring that each role is given proper focus. 
He stated that it is important to look for flaws, for instance if a director lack necessary 
education, then you have to balance up that flaw somehow. To trust in others 
capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions were mainly supported. The 
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respondent explained that governance is about teamwork where you sit down and 
discuss until you come up with a solution or a decision. He gave an example where a 
director put forth suggestions concerning issues outside his own fields of expertise, 
which opened up for discussions since other directors might have experience and 
knowledge about other specific areas. He stated: “All suggestions are discussed and the 
board is not afraid of raising their concern if they disagree or have conflicting 
knowledge”. The respondent supported the idea to make criticism constructive and 
never personal. He referred back to his reasoning that an open and transparent culture is 
advantageous. He concluded: “In order to make the right decisions it is necessary to 
challenge suggestions and be constructive in giving and receiving critic”.  
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 

5.5.3 CEO 3: Obstacle 5 
The respondent had not experienced the board to have any type of conflict among the 
three roles. He believes the main reason for this is due to directors complementing each 
other’s competences well. The respondent sees the resource and advice role as the least 
prominent of the board roles. Out of the strategic role and the monitor and control role, 
he sees the monitor and control role to be most dominant. 
 
The proposed solution to trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past 
decisions were partly supported. On the one hand he argued that it is a natural thing to 
challenge assumptions, which might lead to useful discussions. On the other hand he 
thought that you should not trust in others capabilities. He reasoned it was necessary to 
not trust others capabilities, to make sure you get the performance you expect from the 
directors. The respondent agreed that you should make criticism constructive and never 
personal. He explained that the external directors are especially keen to make their 
criticism constructive.  
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 

5.5.4 CEO 4: Obstacle 5 
The respondent did not perceive there to be any conflict between controlling and at the 
same time being involved in strategy from the board. Also he argued that there is a need 
to replace the current CEO [management] if such problems exist. Trust in others 
capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions was something the respondent 
saw as important in board work. “A director is like a colleague and you need to trust in 
your colleagues, because they are the most valuable assets you have, but a director 
nonetheless need to scrutinize in order to contribute meaningfully”, the respondent 
explained. To make criticism constructive and never personal was also acknowledged 
as important board conduct. He concluded: “No one makes an endless series of ideal 
decisions, we need to be humble to criticism and learn from our mistakes”.  
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5.5.5 Director 1: Obstacle 5 
The respondent had not perceived any role conflict between the three board roles, and 
stated that monitor and control role and strategic role to be roughly equal in 
prominence. He pointed out the resource and advice roll as the least apparent role. He 
believes that being both part-owners and in the management at the same time as board 
of directors may affect in not having this problem.  
 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions was mostly 
acknowledged as important by the respondent. Although it was for example a bit 
unclear whether he questioned distrusting others, or distrusting others assumptions. “If 
you appointed directors to your board, you have already chosen to place your trust in 
them and you have to continue to do so until the opposite has been proven”, the 
respondent concluded. To make criticism constructive and never personal is a solution 
the respondent deemed positive. He added that they have had no real reason to use 
strong criticism in their board jet, but if it were to become necessary the respondent 
himself would prefer to get criticism straight away without reservations, all in order for 
him to be able to improve.   
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 

5.5.6 Director 2: Obstacle 5 
According to the respondent there is no existent conflict between board roles. The main 
reason seemed to be the open and transparent mind-set within the company, and well-
functioning communication between the directors and management. The respondent 
furthermore explained that different directors had different main focuses and roles 
depending on their area of expertise, which could very well help in establishing a 
balance between different board roles. The accountant for example was very keen and 
contributing mainly in the control and monitor role, giving other directors room to focus 
on other areas and roles. There was according to the respondent no dominant role as 
meeting time was relatively evenly divided among the roles. 
 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions was indeed an 
important solution according to the respondent. “Transparency builds on directors 
trusting each other”, the respondent explained. He continued by saying: “Just because 
one director is not the expert in a discussed area, no one hesitates to question or put 
forth his or her thoughts or query. It is always better to really discuss and examine the 
course of action thoroughly”. To make criticism constructive and never personal is a 
solution the respondent fully agreed with, and pointed out having a hard time 
recognizing why criticism ever should be personal or anything other than constructive. 
To replace the current CEO to solve this obstacle was however alien to the respondent, 
and expressed as more suitable if there is for example a clear information problem from 
management that cannot be solved. 
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5.5.7 Busy Director 1: Obstacle 5 
The respondent have never perceived there to be a board role conflict. He pointed out 
that three board roles are evident to different extent depending on current situation for 
the organization, rather than firm size. For example if there is an economic distress in 
the company, the monitor and control role gets very evident, but if things are going very 
well the advice and resource roll is normally the most prominent.  
 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions and make 
criticism constructive and never personal was acknowledged by the respondent as a 
good board conduct. He noted that owner-managed businesses regardless of size 
required more delicacy when expressing what you as a director really think, or when 
challenging the rationale of directors holding shares or personal relations to the owner. 
The respondent concluded: “Delicate and more difficult is one thing, but if you as a 
director fear so much for doing your job that you avoid confrontation, you should 
definitely resign from the board”. 
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 

5.5.8 Busy Director 2: Obstacle 5 
The respondent expressed that he has seen tendencies for role conflict, where 
representative directors are put on the board only to safeguard some owner 
constellation. He explained: “These representatives tend to focus solely on the monitor 
and control role, taking up seats for someone who could actually contribute moving the 
organization forward”. When asked if size matters, the respondent answered that he 
believes that it may be more usual in larger organizations. He continued by explaining 
that the monitor and control role is very tangible and in some ways simple to perform, 
strategy is on the other hand very complex and extremely intangible. He explained that 
many directors are afraid to take a stand on something they do not truly understand, 
“pointing to existing numbers in a budget is much easier than pointing the firm in a new 
direction towards the unknown future”. He concluded: “The directors sometimes avoid 
the strategic role for this reason, they instead flee to the rigidity of the monitor and 
control role”. 
 
When asked how to solve this problem the respondent answered that directors need to 
be trained in working in strategy. He continued by stating that too large boards with too 
many directors can do well by reducing the number of directors to make the board more 
vigorous. Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions and 
make criticism constructive and never personal was acknowledged by the respondent as 
a good board conduct. He added that the chairperson is a key in leading the board 
meetings towards high quality and focus, but foremost making everyone part of the 
discussion and to complement, summarize and clarify without bending the 
interpretation. “The chairperson should be very cautious about criticism and challenging 
ideas however, making sure to be curious without suffocating the open climate among 
directors”, the respondent concluded. To replace the current CEO was again expressed 
as a bad solution. “If someone is to be replaced because of problems in the board work, 
replace the chairperson”, the respondent uttered. 
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5.5.9 Busy Director 3: Obstacle 5 
The respondent acknowledged the board role conflict as an obstacle, but foremost 
occurring in larger organizations. He argued that the monitor and control role consumes 
the strategic role in those cases. He explained: “This is usual to occur when a new 
director is elected to the board during his or her first year, when they are too narrow 
minded, focusing on the control responsibilities and uses way too much caution”. The 
respondent continued by explaining that a director should not be incautious but must 
contribute to the development of the firm as well. “The last five years have had high 
media focus on the directors responsibilities, and it has somewhat changed directors’ 
attitude away from strategy involvement, which is unfortunate”, the respondent 
concluded. When asked which of the three board roles he saw as most prominent and if 
the size of the firm mattered. The respondent answered that the monitor and control role 
is most prominent, and that the chairperson in larger organizations is often more 
experienced in balancing these roles for the better. 
 
When asked how a board role conflict could be solved and if there is a difference in 
regards to size, the respondent answered that strategy sessions and meetings may be a 
solution available for larger firms with more skilled professionals. However he was 
unsure if it is the right solution for smaller firms. Trust in others capabilities but distrust 
assumptions and past decisions and make criticism constructive and never personal was 
acknowledged by the respondent as a good board conduct. Moreover he stated: “Boards 
should be continuously renewed, not the entire board at ones but one director at a time”. 
He reasoned: “Always having senior and new directors on the board helps keeping a 
good balance between challenging the way of things and at the same time maintaining 
trust”.  
 
To replace the current CEO was due to the direction the interview had taken not 
directly discussed as a solution for this specific obstacle. We have therefore no 
empirical data from the respondent about this potential solution. 
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6. Analysis 
This chapter mainly follows the same structure as the previous chapter. This means that 
each obstacle is assessed and analyzed one at the time. The alternation compared to the 
previous chapter is that CEOs, directors and busy directors are analyzed as groups. By 
doing this we can relate and connect information in between the respondents to see if 
any patterns start to emerge.  

6.1 Obstacle 1 - Lack of Strategizing Know-how 

 
 

6.1.1 CEOs 
CEO 1 and 3 currently have and previously had this problem, while CEO 2 and 4 had 
not experienced this obstacle. In regards to the strategizing know-how, experience 
seems to be most important and valued basis according to the CEOs. Higher education 
and professional training in strategy was expressed as being of less concern. 
Nonetheless the reasoning of Kerr & Werther (2008, pp. 115-116) can be assumed to 
hold. The framework for obstacle one is thereby potentially accurate even for small and 
medium-sized businesses. 
 
Recruiting new directors with the needed competence 
All CEOs, except CEO 1, were supporting the idea of recruiting new directors with the 
needed competence. CEO 1 who represented the smallest firm argued that it would be 
too costly to hire new directors on long-term. Instead he proposed a short-term solution 
of hiring the necessary competence externally through consultants. Since the majority 
were supporting the solution we nonetheless se potential to assume that this notion of 
Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 118) is appropriate regardless of size. We do however 
recognize the possibility that this solution may be less fitting for the minor of the small 
and medium-sized businesses. In the reasoning from CEO 1 there seems to be 
avoidance towards long-term commitment to fixed costs as recruiting new directors 
would imply, in relation to short-term rates of consultants. We furthermore saw other 
tendencies of more short term focus in the overall reasoning from representatives of the 
smaller size firms. 
 
Train and upgrade existing directors’ know-how 
CEO 1 and 2 were very enthusiastic while CEO 3 was both positive and questioning 
about using the solution. CEO 4 was however against the notion altogether. The main 
argument CEO 4 had against this solution was that directors were hired and paid to 
already be competent. CEO 3 was more concerned with interpersonal chemistry than the 
need to train directors. The framework is based on research on larger corporations and 
the CEOs of the smallest firms both acknowledge this to be a good solution. Thus we 
find it possible that this notion of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 118) is appropriate 
regardless of size as well. 
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Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board 
All CEOs, except CEO 3, were supporting the idea of having busy directors on the 
board. The main argument from CEO 3 against the solution was that a busy director 
might lose focus on his tasks for the firm, which is in line with the findings of Field et 
al. (2013, p. 64). Since the majority were supporting the solution, the proposals found in 
the work of Harris and Shimizu (2004, p. 791) is assumed to be potentially fitting 
regardless of size. We thereby assume this solution to hold relevance in the framework. 

6.1.2 Directors 
Director 1 perceives a lack of strategizing know-how in their board, while director 2 
does not. Director 1, which represent a notably smaller firm than director 2, argue 
mainly for the need of more external and experienced directors. His wish is to get a 
wider discussion going. Director 2 mentioned having very experienced external 
directors and that this might be a reason for why they do not perceive any lack of 
strategizing know-how. The way strategizing know-how was obtained was in line with 
Kerr & Werther’s (2008, pp. 115-116) notion. We therefore se potential to assume the 
framework as relevant regardless of size. 
 
Recruiting new directors with the needed competence 
Both respondents were enthusiastic about this solution. We find their reasoning very 
much in line with that of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 118). We therefore suppose this 
solution to be potentially fitting regardless of size as well. 
 
Train and upgrade existing directors’ know-how 
Director 1 was enthusiastic about the solution with no reservations. Director 2 did not 
support this solution with the argument that directors are hired to already be competent. 
His reasoning is thereby somewhat contradicting the notion of Kerr and Werther (2008, 
p. 118) to train and upgrade existing directors know-how. Director 2 does nonetheless 
point out and thereby recognize learning to be part of board work. We therefore lean 
towards making the assumption that the solution potentially is suitable regardless of 
size. 
 
Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board 
Both respondents were supporting this solution. None supported the alleged downsides 
put forth by Field et al. (2013, p. 64). Both directors did however reasoned in line with 
the positive effects put forth by both Field et al. (2013, p. 64) and Harris and Shimizu 
(2004, p. 791). We therefore see potential to assume this solution as suitable regardless 
of size. 

6.1.3 Busy Directors 
All respondents pointed out experience to be the most prominent source of strategizing 
know-how regardless of size. Based on all the respondents reasoning, Kerr & Werther’s 
(2008, p. 116) notion finds relatively strong overall support. Lack of strategizing know-
how is thereby an obstacle that can be assumed relevant for increasing strategy 
involvement regardless of size. Busy director 1 and 2 even states that this obstacle is 
more usually occurring the smaller the firm is. The framework is therefore potentially 
relevant in this regard even for small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
Busy director 1 has notions for which we see clear linkages to other respondents 
reasoning, for example both of the directors as well as CEO 3. According to busy 
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director 1, larger firms often have more directors per board where specific and 
complementing specialties is of great priority. Smaller firms generally focus more on 
personal chemistry or relations and use fewer directors, all preferably with broad 
experience of many areas rather than being specialists. CEO 3 even pointed out that 
they solved lack of strategizing know-how by changing approach in their board 
composition, from interpersonal chemistry to complementing specialties. This 
somewhat supports Siciliano’s (2002, p. 34) notion of splitting of responsibilities among 
directors, through for example the proposed forming of a separate committee within the 
board, tasked with auditing strategy. We see potential for assuming that complementing 
specialties might be of relevance to solve lack of strategizing know-how. However, we 
recognize that the notion above may be closely connected, or even part of, to the 
solution recruiting new directors with the needed competence. Kerr and Werther (2008, 
p. 116) proposed a need for a shift in considerations when recruiting directors, and is 
thereby potentially sound, regardless of firm size. Even their notion suggesting that 
nominations based on personal or family ties is in the way of strategy involvement, 
holds potential to be correct even for small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
Recruiting new directors with the needed competence 
The solution is supported regardless of size by all busy directors. We find their 
reasoning just as with the directors, very much in line with that of Kerr and Werther 
(2008, p. 118). We therefore see a possibility that this solution may be suitable in the 
context of small and medium-sized businesses as well as for large corporations. 
 
Train and upgrade existing directors’ know-how 
Both busy director 2 and 3 supports, and even glorifies, the solution as a must use 
regardless of size. Busy director 1 on the other hand believes the solution to be less 
appropriate in the smallest of firms where it might be too costly and time consuming. 
This is somewhat in line with the reasoning of CEO 1 who represented the smallest firm 
among the CEOs in this study. CEO 1 was also positive towards the solution but 
questioned if there was enough time to implement it. Both their reasoning thereby 
somewhat contradict the notion of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 118) to train and upgrade 
existing directors know-how. At least for the minor of small and medium-sized 
businesses. We therefore assume the solution possibly relevant in the context of small 
and medium-sized businesses with a potential reservation for the smallest firms. 
 
Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board 
All three busy directors were positive towards allowing busy directors to sit on the 
board. We acknowledge that they may be a bit biased due to their own positions as busy 
directors. It would arguably be hard for them to reject the idea of having busy directors, 
since it would dispute their own profession. There were nonetheless slim to none 
support for the downsides put forth by Field et al. (2013, p. 64). And all busy directors 
pointed out the positive effects in line with both Field et al. (2013, p. 64) and Harris and 
Shimizu’s (2004, p. 791) findings. The main argument for having busy directors were 
for example the experience and competence exchanged between companies. Busy 
director 2 furthermore argued that busy directors would bring valuable network contacts 
along with them. We therefore find incentive to assume the framework to be potentially 
correct.  
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6.2 Obstacle 2 - Poor Mix of Information from Management 

 
 

6.2.1 CEOs 
All CEOs, except CEO 3, did not perceived this to be an obstacle for strategy 
involvement. CEO 2 did however mention that they have experienced the obstacle 
before. We find it interesting that CEO 3 mentioned that their administrative systems 
became a problem for delivering adequate information, when the size and complexity of 
the organization grew. He pointed out upgrading administrative systems to be a 
solution, which is not very forthcoming in existing literature. This could potentially be 
of some relevance to consider for many small and medium-sized businesses with high 
growth ambitions. CEO 2 saw openness and transparency as the reason they no longer 
have an information problem. Kerr and Werther (2008, pp. 114-115) points out 
transparency within organizations as something positive for strategy involvement, 
which thereby is somewhat supported by CEO 2. Due to the support found for Nowak 
and McCabe (2003, p. 303) and Siciliano’s (2002, p. 34) reasoning about poor mix of 
information from management. We find a possibility that this obstacle may hold 
relevance regardless of size. We therefore assume the framework to be potentially 
relevant and applicable for small and medium-sized business. 
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information 
All CEOs are positive towards the solution without any reservations. We note that CEO 
1 believes it to be of critical importance that information expectations is clearly 
communicated between the board and management. This notion of Kerr and Werther, 
(2008, p. 119) and Siciliano (2005, p. 5) is something all four CEOs’ reasoning strongly 
supports. Therefore we see a possibility that the solution may be appropriate regardless 
of corporate size. 
 
The board conduct their own information inquiries 
The respondents had disagreements regarding this solution, and also different reasoning 
behind their arguments. CEO 3 was the only respondent that fully supported the 
solution. CEO 2 partly supported the solution, but pointed out that he should be 
involved. CEO 1 regarded the solution as a sign of distrust and as such destructive. CEO 
4 questioned the value of directors even resorting to this solution. He claimed that it 
would affect their contributions in a negative way. We can conclude that the CEOs 
somewhat disagree whether boards should conduct their own information inquires. The 
suggestions in Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Siciliano’s (2005, p. 5) works are in 
this regard in possible conflict with some of our respondents view. We therefore cannot 
assume the solution as enough supported to be a potential solution for small and 
medium-sized businesses, according to the views of our interviewed CEOs. 
 
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
All CEOs fully supported the solution except CEO 4. He questioned the directors’ 
ability to truly grasp the complex reality of the organization, but was nonetheless not 
against the notion to hold orientations. In general the CEOs’ opinions were in line with 
CEO 1, who reasoned that orientations would give directors a better understanding of 
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the firm as whole, which in turn would lead to better decision making. In our findings 
there is support for Kerr and Werther’s (2008, p. 117) claim. We therefore assume the 
solution to be potentially relevant regardless of corporate size. 

6.2.2 Directors 
None of the directors had perceived any poor mix of information from management. We 
could find no support for Nowak and McCabe (2003, p. 303) and Siciliano’s (2002, p. 
34) reasoning about poor mix of information from management. In this regard there is 
no evident support for this obstacle as relevant in the context small and medium-sized 
businesses.  
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information 
Both directors supported the solutions without reservations. These suggestions from 
Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Siciliano (2005, p. 5) are thereby supported.  The 
solution is therefore assumed potentially relevant even in the context of small and 
medium-sized businesses. 
 
The board conduct their own information inquiries 
The two directors had different opinions for this solution. Director 1 fully supported the 
idea without any objections. Director 2 on the other hand disliked the notion because it 
would consume too much time and focus from the directors’ other assignments within 
the board. From the reasoning of director 2 we even interpreted the solution to divert the 
directors’ focus from their other roles, for example the strategic role. This is in potential 
strong conflict with the notions from Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Siciliano 
(2005, p. 5). We therefore cannot assume the solution as enough supported, to be 
potentially fitting in the framework aimed at small and medium-sized businesses 
according to directors. 
 
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
Both directors were very enthusiastic towards this solution. Their reasoning were indeed 
in line with that of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 117).We therefore see the possibility that 
the solution may be relevant regardless of corporate size. 

6.2.3 Busy Directors 
All busy directors reasoning pointed to the obstacle being more evident in smaller firms 
than in larger ones. The main argument was that larger corporations have a bigger, more 
competent and professional management experienced in reporting and managing 
information flow. Busy director 3 pointed out less advanced administrative systems in 
smaller firms as a bottleneck in the information flow, supporting the notion of CEO 3. 
Overall there was much support from the busy directors for the reasoning of Nowak and 
McCabe (2003, p. 303) and Siciliano (2002, p. 34) about poor mix of information from 
management. We therefore assume the obstacle as potentially relevant for small and 
medium-sized business as well as larger corporations.  
 
Make clear demands on content and timing of information 
All busy directors agreed very clearly on this solution to be highly important to 
permanently implement and make use of. These suggestions from Kerr and Werther 
(2008, p. 119) and Siciliano (2005, p. 5) are thereby strongly supported. We therefore 
see a possibility that the solution is relevant regardless of corporate size. 
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The board conduct their own information inquiries 
All busy directors thought that the board should be able to conduct their own 
information inquiries. Busy director 2 stressed that information inquiries should be done 
in collaboration with the CEO to avoid him or her feeling sidestepped or mistrusted. We 
note that this reasoning is very much in line with the reasoning of CEO 1 and 2. These 
suggestions from Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Siciliano (2005, p. 5) are thereby 
also supported. Thus we assume this solution to be potentially suitable for small and 
medium-sized businesses, with a possible reservation for the CEO being involved and 
aware of the situation. 
 
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
All busy directors were enthusiastic about using this solution regardless of firm size. 
Their reasoning were all in line with that of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 117). We 
therefore assume the possibility that the solution is suitable for small and medium-sized 
businesses, as well as large corporations. 

6.3 Obstacle 3 - Asymmetric Information from Management 

 
 

6.3.1 CEOs 
None of the CEOs perceived asymmetric information to be an issue. Most were even 
appalled and highly questing if it is even possible in the context of smaller firms with 
part-owners active in both operations and the board. The respondents reasoning is in 
line with the notions of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 791) and Nowak and McCabe (2003, 
pp. 305-306), suggesting that there may be reasons to view management as stewards 
rather than agents when the ownership is not totally separated from management. The 
CEOs furthermore have some conflicting views about the issue of opportunistic 
behavior in relation to the works of Eisenhardt (1989, p. 58), Lubatkin et al. (2007, p. 
46) and Ratnatunga and Alam (2011, p. 348). We therefore do not assume this obstacle 
as highly relevant, in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. We do 
nonetheless recognize that the CEOs might be partial in the matter and may for this 
reason have portrayed a somewhat beautified picture of the reality. As mentioned 
earlier, this type of behavior is termed “good news” syndrome.  
 
The board conduct their own information inquiries 
All CEOs were positive towards the use of this solution if asymmetric information was 
perceived, except CEO 4. He saw replacing the management as the only fitting solution 
to this obstacle, which should be done immediately if the obstacle occurred according to 
CEO 4. The reasoning used by all CEOs, even CEO 4, was much in line with Anderson 
et al. (2007, pp. 790-791), with reservation for CEO 4 who only supports the part about 
replacement of management if trust is broken. Since there is a strong majority for the 
use of this solution, we make the assumption that the solution is potentially fitting in a 
framework for small and medium-sized businesses. 
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Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
All CEOs were positive towards the use of this solution except CEO 4. CEO 1 saw the 
solution as a very good way to avoid the behavior from emerging. Overall reasoning 
from the respondents were otherwise much in line with the works of Anderson et al. 
(2007, p. 790), Eisenhardt (1989, pp. 62-63) and Lubatkin et al. (2007, p. 49), with 
reservation for CEO 4. Both CEO 2 and 3 saw openness and transparency as important 
barriers to avoid asymmetric behaviors, which gives further support for the notion of 
Kerr and Werther (2008, pp. 114-115). We therefore assume the solution as potentially 
relevant to solve or avoid asymmetric information from management regardless of 
corporate size. 
 
Change the incentives for management 
The CEOs were not supporting the idea of changing incentives for management. CEO 1 
and 4 were even strongly against the idea. CEO 4 argued still that there simply is no 
other solution than replacing the management if asymmetric information were proven to 
be provided from CEOs. CEO 2 was asking if this solution would be considered at all 
for such severe problems as asymmetric information. The notion of aligning interests in 
line with agency theory to solve this issue, a suggestion put forth by Nowak & McCabe 
(2003, p. 301) is therefore without strong support. We therefore do not assume enough 
potential for this solution being suitable in the context of small and medium-sized 
businesses. 
 
Replace the current management 
All four CEOs were positive towards replacing the current management. The general 
opinion among the CEOs was that if a CEO deliberately lie or deceive the board with 
false information, it would count as a very severe and horrible behavior. They did not 
believe that such behavior could be adjusted and that the CEO instead should be 
replaced. This suggestion is also put forth in the spirit of agency theory by Nowak & 
McCabe (2003, p. 301), and is in contrast to the solution above much supported by the 
respondents. Since all four CEOs supported the solution we can assume that it is 
possibly relevant for small and medium-sized businesses in solving this obstacle. 

6.3.2 Directors 
Director 1 regarded the obstacle as very alien, which is much in line with CEO 1, 2 and 
3. The reasoning being that it is impossible for management to be giving false or bad 
information when other part-owners are working within the firm and board. Director 2 
has never experienced this behavior either. The directors reasoning is in line with the 
notions of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 791) and Nowak and McCabe (2003, pp. 305-306). 
We therefore assume that this obstacle is potentially of less relevance for small and 
medium-sized businesses. 
 
The board conduct their own information inquiries 
Both directors points out this solution to be a must use solution if asymmetric 
information is perceived, in order to confirm if there is a real problem or not. Both 
directors reasoning was completely in line with the notion of Anderson et al. (2007, pp. 
790-791). We therefore see a possibility that this solution may be applicable in small 
and medium-sized businesses as well as larger corporations. 
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Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
Director 2 believes that this solution helps in preventing asymmetric behavior. Both 
directors supports the notions of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 790), Eisenhardt (1989, pp. 
62-63) and Lubatkin et al. (2007, p. 49) about firm orientations. Director 1 furthermore 
states that their openness and transparency may be part of the reason not having this 
problem, giving even more support for Kerr and Weather’s (2008, pp. 114-115) notion 
about transparency being of importance for strategy involvement. We therefore assume 
the possibility, that this solution is suitable in the context of small and medium-sized 
businesses as well as large corporations. 
 
Change the incentives for management 
The two directors disagree upon whether it is a good solution to change incentives for 
management. Director 1 was negative to the idea, whereas director 2 was indifferent. 
Director 2 argued that it could be either positive or negative depending on how the 
incentives changed. It is hard to make any assumptions if the notion of Nowak & 
McCabe (2003, p. 301) is supported or not, due to the directors divergent views. 
However we do lean towards assuming a potential to this solution as suitable for small 
and medium-sized businesses, as there is more support than opposition. 
 
Replace the current management 
According to both directors the board should replace the current management if 
management purposely supplies them with false information. Their views correlates 
well with the solution brought up by Nowak & McCabe (2003, p. 301). We therefore 
see a possibility that this solution may be suitable for small and medium-sized 
businesses. 

6.3.3 Busy Directors 
All busy directors have experienced the obstacle of asymmetric information from 
management in small and medium-sized businesses to some extent. There seems to be 
no apparent relation between this behavior and firm size. Busy director 2 explained that 
asymmetric behavior more or less appears depending on ownership constellation rather 
than differences in firm size. The view of the busy directors show tendencies of both 
contradicting and agreeing with the view of CEOs and directors, who were much in line 
with Anderson et al. (2007, p. 791) and Nowak and McCabe (2003, pp. 305-306). 
Namely that one can question attempts to still explain CEOs simply as agents rather 
than stewards when the ownership is not separated from management. All the busy 
directors furthermore show support for the notion of opportunistic behavior occurring, 
put forth as obstacles in the works of Eisenhardt (1989, p. 58), Lubatkin et al. (2007, p. 
46) and Ratnatunga and Alam (2011, p. 348). Even though asymmetric behavior is 
found to be unusual among the CEOs and top level managers in small and medium-
sized businesses, it does evidently appear. We therefore assume this obstacle to possibly 
be relevant in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
The board conduct their own information inquiries 
The busy directors all suggest using this solution if asymmetric behavior is perceived, in 
order to control if there really is such an issue. Busy director 2 does however make 
reservations that it still must be done with the CEO involved. The notion of Anderson et 
al. (2007, p. 790) is thereby supported by the respondents in regards to this solution. We 
therefore see a possibility that this solutions may be relevant in the framework even for 
small and medium-sized businesses. 
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Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm 
All three busy directors supported the idea of giving directors a thorough and ongoing 
orientation of the firm. Busy director 1 argued that if directors know the business they 
are governing, asymmetric information problems should not arise. All the respondents 
support the notions of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 790), Eisenhardt (1989, pp. 62-63) and 
Lubatkin et al. (2007, p. 49). We therefore assume this solution potentially suitable in a 
framework for small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
Change the incentives for management 
Busy director 1 was enthusiastic about using this solution but much alone in this regard. 
Busy director 2 and 3 were both very skeptical and even warned against using this 
solution. Nowak & McCabe’s (2003, p. 301) notion of aligning the interest in an agency 
theory view to solve this obstacle is for most part disagreed upon. We therefore assume 
the solutions appropriateness for small and medium-sized businesses as highly 
questionable. 
 
Replace the current management 
All busy directors agree that it is a good solution to replace management if they provide 
false information. Furthermore all three busy directors reasoned that it was the board’s 
job to govern management’s actions. And that in such severe cases as providing false 
information, management should be replaced immediately. The unison support among 
the respondents for the solution brought up by Nowak & McCabe (2003, p. 301), shows 
potential for suitability in framework, perhaps even for small and medium-sized 
businesses. 

6.4 Obstacle 4 - Lack of Time and Commitment 

 
 

6.4.1 CEOs 
All CEOs except CEO 2 is currently or have previously perceived lack of time and 
commitment for strategy involvement. This show strong support for the notion in the 
works of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 786), Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Nadler 
(2004, p. 28). All CEOs except CEO 4 held a very positive attitude towards strategy 
involvement from the board. We did not interpret CEO 4 as holding a strong negative 
attitude but more of an indifferent attitude against strategy involvement. Which may 
partly support Weitzner and Peridi’s (2011, p. 35) notion of differences in attitudes from 
management towards strategy involvement. CEO 2, who was the only CEO that did not 
have any experience of this obstacle, mentioned having Strategy sessions and meetings. 
He furthermore believed these sessions to be explanatory in why their organization had 
no problems in this regard. Kerr and Werther (2008, pp. 117, 120) mention strategy 
sessions as a tool for strategy involvement, rather than a solution for this or any other 
obstacle. Our findings raises the question if strategy sessions and meetings possibly 
holds more relevance for strategy involvement in the context of small and medium-
sized businesses, than being a mere tool. Based on our findings we see a possibility that 
this obstacle may be relevant in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. We 
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could unfortunately not get a deep discussion going into the solutions for this obstacle 
in the interview with CEO 4. We will for this reason partly disregard the opinions of 
CEO 4 regarding the solutions below. 
 
Replace directors uncommitted to strategizing 
CEO 3 mentioned having this problem in the past and that it was solved by replacement 
of the directors who were uncommitted to strategizing. CEO 2 pointed out this solution 
to be the straight forward solution if they had perceived this problem. We therefore 
assume a possible need to add this solution to the framework. although many 
researchers point to the need for commitment directors, and the problems in having 
directors who are not (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 786; Field et al., 2013, p. 64; Harris & 
Shimizu, 2004, p. 777; Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 119; Nadler, 2004, p. 28). It is much to 
our big surprise that there is however no such direct recommendation to be found in our 
literature review. The solution proposed by CEO 3 is nonetheless in our view very 
interesting, as it has been pointed out as effective in increasing strategy involvement in 
one of the small and medium-sized businesses represented in this study. 
 
Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy 
All CEOs, except CEO 4, thought reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy 
were a good solution. For instance CEO 3 reasoned that directors would have more 
energy to tackle strategic issues early in meetings. CEO 1 suggested that another 
possible solution could be to devote more time for board meetings in order to have time 
to deal with strategy. CEO 4 disliked the solution, arguing that the directors would not 
fully understand the complexities of some problems and they tended to agree with his 
ideas almost exclusively. It is our understanding that CEO 4 has high confidence in his 
own abilities to deal with strategy and questioned the directors’ ability to contribute, he 
may for this reason not actively demand increased strategy involvement. Although CEO 
4 held a divergent view on reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy, the 
majority of the CEOs support the notion put forth by Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787). We 
thereby assume the possibility that this solution is relevant in the context of small and 
medium-sized businesses in accordance with the framework. 
 
Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold 
All CEOs, except CEO 4, were positive towards this solution. There were reservations 
however that those limitations should be done only if there is a confirmed problem. The 
notion put forth by Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787) is nonetheless much supported by the 
respondents. We therefore see the possibility that this solution also may be relevant in 
the context of small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
Get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace strategy involvement 
All directors questioned the need for this solution except CEO 4 who we did not discuss 
this solution with. CEO 1, 2 and 3 all had a hard time picturing a CEO not embracing 
strategy involvement from the board. They furthermore all reasoned somewhat that a 
CEO who does not already embrace strategy involvement from the board, is a CEO that 
should be replaced. The reasoning used from the work of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 
115) and Nadler (2004, p. 32) is thereby not very supported in this regard. We therefore 
see this solution as possibly irrelevant in the context of small and medium-sized 
businesses. 
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Replace the current CEO 
Based on the analysis of the solution to get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace 
strategy involvement above, the notion of Kerr & Werther (2008, p. 115) is deemed 
much supported. The respondents actually pointed towards this solution instead when 
we discussed the former solution. We therefore see potential for this solution to be 
suitable in the framework for small and medium-sized businesses. 

6.4.2 Directors 
None of the directors have any experience of lack of time or commitment to strategy 
involvement. Which gave no support for the notions in the works of Anderson et al. 
(2007, p. 786), Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Nadler (2004, p. 28). Both directors 
perceived management as holding a positive attitude toward strategy involvement. 
Giving no support for Weitzner & Peridis (2011, p. 35) notion either. Based solely on 
the view of the directors we therefore assume this obstacle’s relevance in the context of 
small and medium-sized businesses as questionable. 
 
Strategy sessions and meetings 
Just like CEO 2, director 1 pointed out strategy sessions and meetings as a possible 
explanatory reason for them not experiencing this obstacle. We therefore assume that 
there might be reasons to add this solution to the framework. 
 
Replace directors uncommitted to strategizing  
Director 2, just like CEO 2, suggests replacing uncommitted directors if experiencing 
this obstacle. Since CEO 3 even points out successfully using this solution with 
increased strategy involvement as a direct result, we assume this solution as potentially 
suitable to add in the framework. 
 
Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy 
Both directors agreed that it was a good solution to reorganize meeting priorities in 
favor of strategy. Director 1 stated that they had separate strategy meetings instead of 
having specific strategy discussions during the regular board meetings. The framework 
and the notion of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787) can nonetheless be considered 
potentially valid since both directors approved of the solution. 
 
Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold 
Director 1 was positive towards the solution to reduce the number of board directorships 
the directors hold. Director 2 was on the other hand negative to the notion, arguing that 
directors network spanning and experience would diminish if they were forced to have 
less board commitments. However he stated that the amount of directorships one can 
hold depend on how well the individual can handle the workload. He did not think four 
or five board commitments should be of any concern. Due to the directors disagreement 
with this solution, it is hard to make any assumptions about support for this notion of 
Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787). 
 
Get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace strategy involvement 
Both directors were puzzled by the idea that a CEO could hold a negative attitude 
towards strategy involvement of the board. It was simple not in their mindset. The 
reasoning used from the work of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 115) and Nadler (2004, p. 
32) is thereby not very supported by the directors. We therefore see this solution as 
potentially irrelevant for small and medium-sized businesses. 
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Replace the current CEO 
Director 1 was positive to use this solution if there was a CEO with a negative attitude 
towards strategy involvement. Director 2 opposed the notion of using this solution, as 
he saw it solely as a board problem and not a CEO problem. We therefore have no 
strong support for the notion used for this solution from Kerr & Werther (2008, p. 115). 
We can therefore assume nothing about this solution’s contribution to the framework in 
the context of small and medium-sized businesses. 

6.4.3 Busy Directors 
All busy directors pointed out the obstacle as relevant for small and medium-sized 
businesses. Supporting the notions in the works of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 786), Kerr 
and Werther (2008, p. 119) and Nadler (2004, p. 28). There is nonetheless some 
difference of opinions to firm size relevance. Busy director 2 for example states that 
smaller firms have considerable more problems with lack of time and commitment for 
strategy involvement. While busy director 1 states that there is no such relationship to 
size, other than differences in the time horizons in which they strategize. Namely that 
smaller firms focus on imminent issues and larger on more long term issues. There is 
furthermore a unanimous view of the busy directors that CEOs in general hold a 
positive attitude towards strategy involvement. Giving less support for Weitzner & 
Peridi’s (2011, p. 35) notion of negative attitude as an issue. The obstacle is nonetheless 
highly evident, and we therefore assume that it has a fitting place in the framework for 
small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
Strategy sessions and meetings 
Both busy director 1 and 3 strongly recommended strategy sessions and meetings as a 
solution to solve the issue of lack of time and commitment. We therefore assume that 
this solution holds strong support among our respondents overall, and potentially 
deserves to be added in the framework as a suitable solution. 
 
Replace directors uncommitted to strategizing 
Busy director 1 and 2 furthermore also pointed out that uncommitted directors should be 
replaced. Busy director 2 goes so far as to say that the chairperson should be replaced if 
lack of time and commitment for strategy involvement stays unresolved. Busy director 1 
also points out that you should make clear demands when recruiting directors so that 
there are no misconceptions, and that time and commitment must be compensated. We 
therefore assume this to be a solution that potentially deserves to be added to the 
framework as well. 
 
Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy 
This solution was supported by all three busy directors. However some concern was 
raised. Busy director 2 stated that board meetings usually are concerned with 
monitoring and controlling the business, arguing that strategy should be the main issue 
discussed at meetings instead. Busy director 3 also stressed the importance of 
thoroughly dealing with strategic issues, but noted how hard it would be to steer board 
meetings towards favoring strategy. Even how difficult this solution may be to achieve, 
the notion of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787) is still supported. We can thereby assume 
that the framework seems to hold in this regard even for small and medium-sized 
businesses. 
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Reducing the number of board directorships the directors hold 
None of the busy directors believed this to be a good solution. Busy director 1 
suggested that nomination committees or owners should make clear demands when 
recruiting new directors to avoid any conflict of how much time and commitment 
directors sign up for. Busy director 2 stressed that directors instead should be 
individually evaluated based on how much workload they can manage. We can assume 
that the busy directors disagree with the solution of reducing the number of board 
directorships. There is not much correlation with the notion of Anderson et al. (2007, p. 
787) and we can therefore not assume potential validity for this solution. There may 
however be some issues regarding the partiality in discussing this solution for busy 
directors. There is for example a conflicting view among our CEO respondents and the 
busy directors, about the appropriateness of this solution. 
 
Get the CEO to recognize benefits and embrace strategy involvement 
All busy directors were very questioning towards this solution as relevant, or needed at 
all. Everyone pointed out that CEOs are in their nature extremely interested in strategy 
involvement from their boards. The reasoning used from the work of Kerr and Werther 
(2008, p. 115) and Nadler (2004, p. 32) is thereby not very supported by any of our 
respondents in this regard. We therefore assume this solution to be unfitting in the 
framework for small and medium-sized businesses altogether. 
 
Replace the current CEO 
There was unfortunately no empirical data gathered from busy director 1 about this 
solution. Busy director 2 however strongly opposed this solution as suitable to solve this 
obstacle. He argued that lack of time and commitment for strategy involvement is a 
board problem, and that if someone were to be replaced the chairperson was the one to 
go. Busy director 3 on the other hand agreed that a CEO with negative attitude should 
be replaced. We therefore have a hard time assuming if this solution is either relevant or 
irrelevant in accordance with the notion of Kerr & Werther (2008, p. 115). 

6.5 Obstacle 5 - Board Role Conflict 

 
 

6.5.1 CEOs 
Jonsson’s (2013, pp. 50-51) description of the board roles were acknowledged by all 
CEOs without any reservations. None of the CEOs have experienced there to be any 
conflict among these roles within their boards, which puts parts of Anderson et al. 
(2007, p. 787) and Nowak & McCabe’s (2003, pp. 300-301) reasoning into questioning. 
We therefore see this obstacle as possibly irrelevant in the context of small and 
medium-sized businesses. 
 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions 
All CEOs recommend the use of this solution in the overall board conduct. 
Sundaramurthy and Lewi’s (2003, p. 408) notion is thereby supported by our 
interviewed CEOs. We therefore assume this solution to be relevant in the context of 
small and medium-sized businesses as well as larger corporations. 
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Make criticism constructive and never personal 
All CEOs furthermore recommend the use of this solution in the overall board conduct 
as well. Sundaramurthy and Lewi’s (2003, p. 408) notion is thereby also supported by 
CEO respondents. We therefore see this solution as possibly relevant in the context of 
small and medium-sized businesses as well as larger corporations. 
 
Replace the current CEO 
Due to the course of the interviews there were not enough empirical data to do any 
analysis regarding how suitable this solution is for small and medium-sized businesses.  

6.5.2 Directors 
Both directors fully support Jonsson’s (2013, pp. 50-51) description of the board roles. 
The directors have however never experienced there to be any conflict among these 
roles within their boards, which puts Anderson et al. (2007, p. 787) and Nowak & 
McCabe’s (2003, pp. 300-301) reasoning into questioning once more in this regard. We 
therefore assume this obstacle to hold even less relevance in the framework, as both 
interviewed directors as well as CEOs alike have no experience of it occurring at all. 
 
Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions 
Both directors believed this solution to be explanatory for good board conduct. The 
directors thereby supports Sundaramurthy and Lewi’s (2003, p. 408) notion. We 
therefore see potential in this solution as possibly relevant in small and medium-sized 
business. 
 
Make criticism constructive and never personal 
Both directors furthermore believed this solution to be explanatory for great board 
conduct as well. The directors thereby supports another notion put forth by 
Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 408). We therefore also assume this solution to be 
relevant in small and medium-sized business. 
 
Replace the current CEO 
Due to the course of the interviews we did unfortunately not get empirical data from 
Director 1. Director 2 did however question the solution’s relevance. Due to the lack of 
data we cannot make any assumptions about this solution. 

6.5.3 Busy Directors 
Jonsson’s (2013, pp. 50-51) description of the board roles were acknowledged by all 
busy directors, making the three board roles acknowledged unanimously by our 
respondents in this study. Busy director 1 has however not experienced any board role 
conflict at all. Busy director 3 has had very few encounters of tendencies of board role 
conflict, but only in the largest of small and medium-sized businesses. Busy director 2 
had experienced tendencies as well and pointed to a relationship with ownership 
structure rather than size. We therefore see evidence of support for Anderson et al. 
(2007, p. 787) and Nowak & McCabe’s (2003, pp. 300-301) notions. Our interpretation 
is however that board role conflict is an extremely uncommon issue in the context of 
small and medium-sized businesses, even much less evident than the obstacle 
asymmetric information from management. We therefore assume the obstacle to be of 
less relevance for strategy involvement for small and medium-sized businesses, and 
furthermore also question its place in the framework. 
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Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions and past decisions 
All busy directors express this solution to be explanatory for good board conduct. 
Sundaramurthy and Lewi’s (2003, p. 408) notion is thereby supported by the busy 
directors, as well as every other respondent in this study. We assume the possibility that 
this solution is relevant for small and medium-sized businesses regardless whether there 
is an issue with board role conflict. 
 
Make criticism constructive and never personal 
All three busy directors supported the idea of making criticism constructive and never 
personal, without any reservations. Making both solution for increased strategy 
involvement found in the work of Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 408) 
unanimously supported by all respondents. We therefore see potential for this solution 
to be relevant for small and medium-sized businesses, regardless if there is an issue with 
board role conflict as well. 
 
Replace the current CEO 
As we stated earlier this solution were not directly discussed with busy director 1 and 3 
due to the direction the interviews took. Nevertheless busy director 2 disregarded the 
solution arguing that if there is a problem in the board work the chairperson in question 
should be replaced, not the CEO. Due to the limited data for this solution we cannot 
make any assumptions about the solution’s suitability in the framework. The near total 
lack of recognition, experience our familiarity to board role conflict among our 
respondents may have affected our inquiry in this regard. This is in our view a possible 
reason for why the interviews gave close to no insights at all about the appropriateness 
of this solution. Therefore we can unfortunately not make any assumptions about this 
solution. Board role conflict has already been found potentially irrelevant, making this 
solution’s appropriateness to solve the obstacle irrelevant as well. 
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7. Conclusion 
In this chapter we tie up the study by answering the two research questions outlined in 
the beginning of this paper. The conclusions we make are presented in revised 
frameworks, which contains both alternations to the obstacles as well as to the potential 
solutions. This yields in some practical recommendations that can help boards to 
become more involved in strategy. Next we argue for how this study is valuable for 
society and how boards can contribute and steer the direction of strategy towards 
including ethical perspectives. The chapter concludes with our recommendations for 
future research within the field. 

7.1 Answer to Research Questions 
To make any conclusions we have to recap the purpose of this study. As previously 
mentioned, the purpose of this study is to find out if the same obstacles pointed out for 
increased strategy involvement of boards in large corporations, apply for small and 
medium-sized businesses as well. Moreover we wanted to see if there is a need to 
develop different suggestions depending on corporate size. In order to explore and 
answer these issues we constructed two research questions: 
 
Research Question 1: Are there any obstacles in the way for strategy involvement of 
boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 
The first research question was assessed by going through obstacles for strategy 
involvement found in theories aimed at large corporations. Moreover it was evaluated 
by letting the respondents freely explain their experiences and opinions. By checking 
previous theories validity in the setting of small and medium-sized businesses, we found 
that all of the obstacles were evident and acknowledged by multiple respondents. In 
general CEOs and directors claimed that they had no problems with the discussed 
obstacles within their organizations. However there were some exceptions where 
respondents perceived, or had perceived the obstacles in the past. For most of the 
obstacles we could not find a clear pattern or theme among the respondents to make any 
strong grounded assumptions. Nonetheless all obstacles existed, but in various degrees 
within organizations represented by our participants. We can however assume that the 
fifth obstacle, covering board role conflict, were not acknowledged being a concern by 
any other than the busy directors, and for them rarely evident at all. This leads us to 
question the validity of board role conflicts in small and medium-sized businesses. We 
found no reoccurring evidence of obstacles in addition to those in the framework from 
the interviews either, other than perhaps limitations in administrative systems, and the 
extent of experience and manpower within top level management. However, no clear 
pattern towards these new proposed obstacles emerged and we therefore choose to not 
make any further assumptions. We therefore conclude that obstacle 1 to 4 can be 
assumed to be relevant obstacles for small and medium-sized businesses.  
 
Research Question 2: What solutions are there to overcome these obstacles for strategy 
involvement of boards in small and medium-sized businesses? 
 
The second research question was assessed presenting the respondents with various 
potential solutions. The respondents gave their opinions on the proposed solutions, and 
were also encouraged to share their own thoughts and suggestions. In most cases the 
respondents perceived the proposed solutions to be appropriate. By this we can assume 
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that most of the proposed solutions are suitable in the context of small and medium-
sized businesses. However we found some solutions to be less supported by the 
respondents. The solution to get the CEO to embrace strategy involvement proved to be 
of less relevance. Furthermore to change incentives for the CEO is another solution that 
had no clear support among the respondents, even recommendations against the use of 
the solution were put forth.  
 
In addition to our framework several respondents independently of each other suggested 
and strongly recommended strategy sessions and meetings as a solution to the fourth 
obstacle, lack of time and commitment. To replace directors uncommitted to 
strategizing was another solution expressed by many respondents towards the same 
obstacle. We saw a clear pattern forming in the interviews for both these newly emerged 
solutions. Some respondents claimed that these solutions even have successfully been 
implemented, which has resulted in increased strategy involvement. 
 
A pattern emerged about the solution to let the board conduct their own information 
inquiries. It was pointed out by more than one person that the CEO should be involved 
and by others that the solution should not be used at all. There were different arguments 
for and against the use this solution. Among the opposing arguments were generally 
issues of the CEO being sidestepped or signs of destructive distrust. Another tendency 
against an emerging pattern was about the solution to train and upgrade existing 
directors’ know-how. Some respondents argued that it can be too costly or time 
consuming for the minor of small and medium-sized businesses. 

7.2 Practical Recommendations 
Firstly, we recommend owners, CEOs and directors alike to be aware of the obstacles 
we have found and look for signs of them occurring. Below we have summarized our 
revised obstacle framework which may aid finding and evaluating potential obstacles 
for strategy involvement. We have not changed the summarized characteristics for any 
of the obstacles because we found no significant deviations of these. We did however 
found some minor deviations in the characteristics of obstacle 4, but not enough to draw 
any strong assumptions. The only change done in the revised obstacle framework is the 
exclusion of obstacle 5, board role conflict. This obstacle was excluded due to its 
limited evidence of existence, thus not assumed to be a relevant obstacle for strategy 
involvement in the context of small and medium-sized businesses. 
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Figure 13. Revised obstacle framework.  
 
Secondly, we recommend solving perceived obstacles by applying the solutions 
connected to them, which are presented in figure 14 below. Thirdly, we recommend 
using the solutions in our revised framework even if there are no perceived obstacles. 
We believe using these solutions will increase strategy involvement, which will lead to 
more value created in small and medium-sized businesses, but also for society as a 
whole.  
 
The revised solution framework is changed on five accounts. We have chosen to keep 
the solutions about trust and criticism as these were pointed out as great overall board 
conduct. It is our belief that these solutions still hold relevance in increasing strategy 
involvement in the context of small and medium-sized businesses, even if the obstacle 
board role conflict is assumed irrelevant. Secondly changing incentives for the CEO and 
get the CEO to embrace strategy involvement was both excluded as they were not 
assumed to be potentially valid solutions. One can question why the characteristic 
negative attitude from management remain in the framework of obstacles, and at the 
same time excluding the solution to get the CEO to embrace strategy involvement. We 
are aware of this apparent contradiction but stress that almost all of our respondents 
questioned whether the solution really is relevant at all, in the context of small and 
medium-sized businesses. We can nonetheless not assume that all managers in small 
and medium-sized businesses hold a positive attitude against strategy involvement. 
Furthermore a strong majority of the respondents argued that if there is negative 
attitude, the solution was to replace the CEO, which is what we therefore recommend.  

Obstacles 
for strategy 
involvement 

• The board has no experience, education or 
professional training in strategy 

1. Lack of 
strategizing 
know-how 

• Not enough information that matter 
• Too much marginally important information 
• The information is of low quality 
• Bad timing of providing information 

2. Poor mix of 
information from 

management 

• Witholding information 
• Giving missleading information 
• Chose timing of providing information to 

sway decisions 
• Intentionally overloading with information 

3. Assymetric 
information from 

management 

• Negative attitude from management 
• Strategy placed last on agenda 
• Busy directors serve too many boards 

4. Lack of time 
and commitment 

Strategy involvement 

Formulation of strategy Realization of strategy 

Analysis  Formulating 
purpose  Planning  Implementation 
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We found there to be some reservations to the solutions to let the board conduct their 
own information inquiries and to train and upgrade existing directors’ know-how. We 
recommend extreme caution if considering using the solution to let the board conduct 
their own information inquiries, and if possible to involve the CEO. We furthermore 
recommend the minor of small and medium-sized businesses to carefully evaluate pros 
and cons of using other solutions, in comparison to train and upgrade existing 
directors’ know-how. The last difference between the original framework and the 
revised one below is the two added solutions to solve lack of time and commitment. 
Namely to hold strategy sessions and meetings and to replace directors uncommitted to 
strategizing. We recommend implementing these solutions as they were strongly 
emphasized by respondents as successful solutions. 
 

1 
Train and upgrade existing directors know-how  

Increased 
strategy 

involvement 

Allowing for busy directors to sit on the board  
Recruit new directors with the needed know-how  

   
2 Make clear demands on content and timing of information  
   

2 & 3 
The board conduct their own information inquires  
Give directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the firm  

   
3 Replace the current management  
   

4 

Reduce the number of board directorships the directors hold  
Reorganize meeting priorities in favor for strategy  
Replace the current CEO  
Strategy sessions and meetings  
Replace uncommitted directors  

   

1-4 Trust in others capabilities but distrust assumptions & past decisions  
Make criticism constructive and never personal  

Figure 14. Revised solution framework.   

7.3 Societal and Ethical Considerations 
As stated in the first chapter, small and medium-sized businesses constitute a large 
portion of corporations in total. As mentioned earlier, small and medium-sized 
businesses stand for 99% of all companies within the European Union (European 
Commission, 2014). Moreover these companies hold considerable employment 
opportunities and not to forget prospects of increased gross national product and wealth 
creation. It is our understanding that the evolution of small and medium-sized 
businesses plays a significant role in improving society. In current literature we did not 
identify any clear recommendations regarding how small and medium-sized businesses 
and their boards should approach strategy. The topic of this thesis is therefore highly 
relevant and important to explore, not only to aid the growth of companies, but also for 
improving society as a whole. 
 
In the theoretical framework, we outlined our definition of strategy involvement, and a 
crucial part of that is the formulation of a purpose. A key task in formulating strategy is 
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to set a clear direction for the organization and the purpose it strives to fulfill. This is an 
ongoing task and organizations usually formulate their purpose through mission- and 
vision statements, but also in statements about corporate values and objectives (Johnson 
et al., 2014, pp. 108-109). In an article Weitzner and Peridis (2011, p. 39) enlighten the 
fact that boards used to be limited to passively monitor and control the strategy of 
organizations. They continue and acknowledge how this passive role has evolved to 
advocate a more active role of boards. Responsibilities such as formulating value 
propositions, vision- and mission statements are nowadays up to the board to define. It 
is through these types of purpose formulations boards can influence which direction the 
firm should take and have the opportunity to make ethical issues a central part of how 
the firm conduct business (Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 39). Furthermore boards can 
instill social benefits and restrain any harm provoked upon society by dealing with these 
issues early on in the strategy process (Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 39). Please recall 
from the theoretical framework that formulation of purpose is the second step of 
strategy involvement, and thus comes into the picture early on. 

7.4 Recommendations for Future Research 
When it comes to recommendations for future research we have a few propositions. 
Some of the respondents brought up the ownership of firms as an influential factor. For 
instance busy director 2 argued that the less concentrated the ownership of a firm, the 
more common it is for the nomination committee to have structured and well working 
selection process. Implicitly this means that companies with many diverse owners 
should have a better working board since more thought and effort goes into composing 
the board in the first place. As mentioned in limitation, even though investing very hard 
effort in searching information about ownership in small and medium-sized businesses 
connected to strategy involvement, we found next to none research or statistics in this 
area at all. For future research we recommend to explore if, and how, the ownership 
structure of small and medium-sized businesses, affect the performance of boards in 
issues relating to strategy. Hence are there any lessons to be learnt regarding who owns 
the firm or how diverse the ownership is, as well as how these factors potentially affects 
the long-term performance of firms.  
 
Another interesting angle is that small and medium-sized businesses undergo various 
changes during their lifecycles. This can also be related to the ownership structure, 
where the lifecycle of families might dictate ownership of family owned firms (Fiegener 
et al., 2000, p. 18). Additionally this is reinforced by van de Heuvel et al. (2006, p. 467) 
who suggest that there is not enough research done about boards and CEOs respective 
roles in the setting of family businesses. We also want to acknowledge the fact that 
businesses are dynamic and are constantly subjected to changes. To fully explore the 
topic of this thesis and conclude new findings we suggest the use of a longitudinal 
study. This would capture the situation in small and medium-sized businesses during a 
longer period of time and new findings might emerge. Furthermore we want to offer our 
study as a base for other studies to build upon, and we encourage the use of other 
methods than the qualitative, for example quantitative survey studies. This could 
broaden the research of the field and potentially lead to new, and perhaps even 
conflicting, conclusions 
 
The issue of board composition was discussed in one of the questions, where the 
respondents expressed what considerations were made when recruiting new directors. 
We found tendencies that personal chemistry mattered more in the smallest firms where 
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their boards consisted of fewer directors. While representatives in the largest firms of 
this study had more directors in their boards, and emphasized complementary expertise 
more. The busy directors pointed towards these differences in board composition 
considerations in regards to firm size as well. We therefore believe it to be interesting to 
examine whether considerations when recruiting new directors may be an obstacle 
itself, rather than potentially leading to the obstacle of lack of strategizing know-how. 
 
At last we experienced that representatives for smaller firms had a more short term 
focus in their reasoning than representatives of the larger small and medium-sized 
businesses. The busy directors argued for this experience as well in regards to firm size. 
This might indeed hold relevance for strategy involvement as an absent long-term focus 
may hinder strategy involvement. We argue that there is a need of more research of this 
subject as this could indeed be another potential obstacle relevant for small and 
medium-sized businesses, or at least for the smaller of these firms. 
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9. Appendix 

9.1 Interview Guide 
Information to the respondent before the telephone interview starts will be based on the 
following text:  
 
The interview will begin momentarily but before we start you will be given a short 
information regarding this interview, feel free to interrupt and ask questions. The 
interview is completely voluntary and you may choose to abort at any time. The 
information you give us will be handled with confidentiality and respect, and you and 
the organizations you represent will be anonymized in our thesis. This interview will 
follow a predetermined question scheme, but our research method allows and even 
encourage us to be flexible and to avoid following the scheme strictly and mechanically. 
The purpose of this interview is not to evaluate you or the organizations you represent 
in any way. The purpose is to gain insights into how you perceive suggested obstacles 
and solutions for increased strategy involvement, from the boards in small and medium-
sized businesses. If you feel that the questions we give you is unclear, or if you need 
clarifications, we appreciate if you ask us to clarify and we will do our best to comply 
throughout the interview. The interview will be recorded after you have given your 
consent. Do I have your consent to start the interview and the recording?  
 
We believe that this information is important so that the respondent knows what he or 
she are getting themselves into. We feel that it would be unethical not to clarify the 
above information before, for example, the recording starts. We further believe that it is 
important for the respondents to be at ease in order to focus on giving valuable 
information instead of being distracted. The information regarding the interview process 
is meant to give the respondents confidence in what is going on. We believe that 
explaining the purpose of the study is important to avoid the respondents to feel tested 
and thus give answers they believe that we want to hear and not how they actually 
perceive reality.    
 
Since most, if not all, respondents will choose an interview in Swedish, the exact 
phrasing and words of the questions will differ somewhat. It is not improbable that the 
respondent will ask for a clarification about the questions and if this happens we will to 
the best of our abilities give one, based on the literature review. The guide is meant to 
be a strong, but flexible, guide so that we cover all areas and adapt to the respondents 
depending on his or her answers along the interview.   
 
Preliminary question 1 - Does your organization have an active board?  
 
Busy directors - On how many boards do you actively serve? 
 
We believe that this question is important to secure that we are evaluating organizations 
that have an active board. Some small and medium-sized businesses does for example 
only have a board on paper. We also believe it to be important to distinguish between 
busy and not busy directors. This because that one obstacles promote and another dis 
promotes busy directors, we want to see if they see these obstacles in different light 
depending on busy or not. We furthermore believe that busy directors being on multiple 
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boards is a great opportunity for gaining insights from different size organizations in 
one interview. 
 
Preliminary question 2 - How many times per year does the board formally meet 
or confer?  
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in activeness depending on the company size 
for the boards you serve? 
 
We believe that this question is important to make better conclusions and comparisons, 
and perhaps identify and exclude an organization that perceive themselves to have an 
active board, but in relation to others it is something they clearly do not have. This 
question may prove to give no insights but is nonetheless very straightforward and fast 
to answer if it does. 

9.1.1 Lack of Strategizing Know-how   
Lack of strategizing know how - Question 1 - What considerations are made when 
choosing new directors?  
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in considerations choosing directors 
depending on the company size for the boards you serve? 
 
It has been found that emphasizing competence more in recruitment of directors are 
important in larger companies (Weitzner & Peridis, 2011, p. 33). We want to find out if 
it is perceived important for small and medium-sized businesses as well. We 
furthermore believe that the answers to this question may aid in understanding the lack 
of know how obstacle better. One of the identified solutions was to recruit new directors 
with the needed know how for example (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 118). 
  
Lack of strategizing know how - Question 2 - Have directors on your board 
learned strategy through higher education?  
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in higher education in strategy among 
directors depending on the company size for the boards you serve? 
 
It has been found that increased strategy involvement from the boards require directors 
with a higher level of strategizing know how, and this may derive from higher 
education, experience and professional training (Kerr & Werther, 2008, pp. 115-116). 
While this may be true for large corporations, we want to explore how strategizing 
know how is mainly obtained in small and medium-sized businesses.  
  
Lack of strategizing know how - Question 3 - Do directors have experience in 
strategy?  
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in strategy experience among directors 
depending on the company size for the boards you serve? 
 
Same rationale as in question 2. 
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Lack of strategizing know how - Question 4 - Do directors have professional 
training in strategy? 
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in professional training in strategy among 
directors depending on the company size for the boards you serve? 
 
Same rationale as in question 2.  
 
Lack of strategizing know how - Question 5 - What could be a good way to solve 
lack of strategizing know how? /If you had this problem, or how did you solve it…   
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in how such issues are resolved depending on 
company size in the boards you serve? - [Depending on earlier answers]  
 
• Recruit new directors with the needed know how? 
• Tran and upgrade the know-how of the existing directors? 
• Allowing for busy directors? 
 
To solve lack of know-how, the board can recruit new directors with the needed know 
how, or train and upgrade the know-how of the existing directors (Kerr & Werther, 
2008, p. 118). Valuable experience can also be obtained from directorship on multiple 
boards, what is also called being a busy director (Field et al., 2013, p. 64; Harris & 
Shimizu, 2004, p. 791). This may be working solutions available for large corporations. 
We want to find out how these solutions are perceived in small and medium-sized 
businesses. We further more want to see if there is another possible solution that has not 
been discussed or explored in the existing literature. 

9.1.2 Poor Mix of Information from Management  
Poor mix of information from management - Question 1 - Do you perceive there to 
be a poor mix of information provided from management to the board,  
 
Busy directors - depending on size of the company of the boards you serve?  
 
• How is it poor? / Why do you believe that it is not an issue in your 

organization? - [Depending on earlier answers] 
 
We want to leave characteristics undefined to give room for respondents’ unaffected 
reflections before comparing to existing literature. We hope that it may provide us with 
better understanding and comparison between respondents, as well as avoiding 
influencing the respondents. 
 
• Is there enough information from management? 
• Is there too much marginally important information from 

management? 
• Is the quality of the information from management sufficient for 

strategy involvement? 
• Is the information received by directors in time for them to properly 

prepare for board meetings? 
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Too low quality of the information passed on from management to the board of 
directors may be an obstacle for strategy involvement (Nowak & McCabe, 2003, p. 303; 
Siciliano, 2002, p. 34). While this may be true for large corporations with dispersed 
ownership, we want to explore if the same apply for small and medium-sized 
businesses. Using the characteristics we identified from Kerr and Werther (2008, pp. 
112, 119), Siciliano, (2002, p. 34) and Zahra and Pearce (1989, p. 310) we will explore 
this obstacle.  
 
Poor mix of information from management - Question 2 - What could be a good 
way to solve poor mix of information from management? /If you had this problem, 
or how did you solve…  
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in how such issues are resolved depending on 
company size in the boards you serve? - [Depending on earlier answers]  
 
• Make clear demands on content and timing of information? 
• The board conduct their own information inquiries? 
• Giving the directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the 

organization? 
 
Using the solutions we identified in the works of Nowak and McCabe, (2003, p. 305), 
Kerr and Werther, (2008, pp. 117, 119) and Siciliano (2005, p. 5) we will explore 
possible solutions for this obstacle. We further more want to see if there is another 
possible solution that has not been discussed or explored in the existing literature. 

9.1.3 Asymmetric Information from Management   
Asymmetric information from management - Question 1 - Do you perceive that 
management is intentionally creating an information problem,  
 
Busy directors - depending on size of the company of the boards you serve? 
 
• How/Why do you believe that it is not an issue in your organization? - 

[Depending on earlier answers] 
 
We want to leave characteristics undefined to give room for respondents’ unaffected 
reflections before comparing to existing literature. We hope that it may provide us with 
better understanding and comparison between respondents, as well as avoiding 
influencing the respondents.  
 
• Withholding information? 
• Giving misleading or false information? 
• Choosing the timing of information to sway decisions? 
• Intentionally overloading with information? 
 
Asymmetric information is when the knowledge held by management is intentionally 
kept divergent from that of the principals, or those acting on their behalf namely the 
board in order to manipulate (Eisenhardt, 1989, pp. 58-60; Ratnatunga & Alam, 2011, p. 
348). While this may be true for large corporations with dispersed ownership, we want 
to explore if the same apply for small and medium-sized businesses. Using the 
characteristics we identified from the works of Eisenhardt (1989, p. 58), Kerr and 
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Werther (2008, pp. 112, 119), Lubatkin et al., (2007, p. 46), McCabe (2003, pp. 301, 
304), Ratnatunga & Alam, (2011, p. 348), Siciliano, (2002, p. 34) Weitzner & Peridis 
(2011, pp. 34, 38), and Zahra and Pearce (1989, p. 310) we will explore this obstacle. 
 
Asymmetric information from management - Question 2 - What could be a good 
way to solve Asymmetric information from management? /If you had this 
problem, or how did you solve...   
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in how such issues are resolved depending on 
company size in the boards you serve? - [Depending on earlier answers] 
 
• The board conduct their own information inquiries? 
• Giving the directors a thorough and ongoing orientation of the 

organization? 
• Replace the current management? 
• Change the incentives for management? 
 
Using the solutions we identified in the works of Anderson et al., (2007, pp. 790-791) 
Eisenhardt (1989, pp. 62-63); Lubatkin et al., (2007, p. 49) Nowak & McCabe (2003, p. 
301) we will explore possible solutions for this obstacle. We further more want to see if 
there is another possible solution that has not been discussed or explored in the existing 
literature. 

9.1.4 Lack of Time and Commitment  
Lack of time and commitment - Question 1 - Do you perceive that there is a lack of 
time or commitment for strategy involvement,  
 
Busy directors - depending on size of the company or the boards you serve? 
 
• How/Why do you believe that it is not an issue in your organization? - 

[Depending on earlier answers] 
 
We want to leave characteristics undefined to give room for respondents’ unaffected 
reflections before comparing to existing literature. We hope that it may provide us with 
better understanding and comparison between respondents, as well as avoiding 
influencing the respondents.  
 
• Where is strategy put in the agenda (First/early or late/last)? 
• Is there negative attitude from management towards strategy 

involvement? 
[If yes check with probe questions against board role conflict later!] 

 
Board role conflict has been pointed out as one of the top reasons the management 
sometimes actively tries to keep the board away from engaging in strategic issues (Kerr 
& Werther, 2008, p. 115). We want to see if this is also the case for small and medium-
sized businesses. 
 
• Does having directors with four or more directorships affect time and 

commitment?  
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Strategy is often saved to last on the agenda which is a sign of low priority resulting in 
lack of time and energy left for directors to fully engage (Kerr & Werther, 2008, p. 
121). The attitude from management also holds a central role in getting the board to 
allocate more time for board commitment in strategy (Nadler, 2004, p. 32; Weitzner & 
Peridis, 2011, p. 35). There are further more arguments that busy directors on the board 
can result in lack of time and compromised commitment (Anderson et al., 2007, p. 787; 
Field et al., 2013, p. 64; Harris & Shimizu, 2004, p. 777). While this may be true for 
large corporations with dispersed ownership, we want to explore if the same apply for 
small and medium-sized businesses. We therefore believe these questions relevant and 
important for the purpose of this study.  
 
Lack of time and commitment - Question 2 - What could be a good way to solve 
lack of time and commitment? /If you had this problem, or how did solve...   
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in how such issues are resolved depending on 
company size in the boards you serve? - [Depending on earlier answers] 
 
• Reducing the number of directorships directors hold? 
• Reorganizing meeting priorities in favor for strategy? 
• Getting the CEO to embrace strategy involvement? 
• Replace the CEO?  
 
Using the solutions we identified in the works of Anderson et al., (2007, p. 787), Kerr 
and Werther (2008, p. 115) and Nadler (2004, p. 32) we will explore possible solutions 
for this obstacle. We further more want to see if there is another possible solution that 
has not been discussed or explored in the existing literature. 

9.1.5 Board Role Conflict 
Board role conflict - Question 1 - Do you perceive that there is a board role 
conflict/confusion between control/monitoring and collaborating in strategy 
involvement,  
 
Busy directors - depending on size of the company of the boards you serve? 
 
• How/Why do you believe that it is not an issue in your organization? - 

[Depending on earlier answers] 
 
We want to leave characteristics undefined to give room for respondents’ unaffected 
reflections before comparing to existing literature. We hope that it may provide us with 
better understanding and comparison between respondents, as well as avoiding 
influencing the respondents. 
 
• Are directors struggling to balance the monitor and control role with 

the strategic role? 
• Other than engaging in strategy and monitoring performance, does 

the board provide valuable information, contacts or advice to 
management? 

• Which is the most and least dominant of these three roles?  
• Are directors holding the strategic role back in order to fulfil the 

monitor and control role? 
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Board role conflict is when directors struggle to make sense of how they should balance 
the monitor and control role with the strategic role (Anderson et al, 2007, p. 787). The 
imbalance between roles may work both ways, and no role should exclude the other, as 
the monitoring and control role as well as the strategic role is of importance for the 
boards to perform (Jonsson, 2013, p. 62). We are focusing the scope of our research on 
increased strategy involvement. We will for this reason only explore if boards are 
exercising the strategic role less than they would like in order to keep the control and 
monitor role uncompromised or dominant, and not vice versa. We have configured the 
questions with the aim to fulfil the research purpose. To do so we will explore if 
resource and advice role play any part in this potential obstacle very openly and see if 
different role priorities are of importance for explaining this obstacle.  
 
Board role conflict - Question 2 - What could be a good way to solve board role 
conflict? /If you had this problem, or how did you solve...   
 
Busy directors - Is there a difference in how such issues are resolved depending on 
company size in the boards you serve? - [Depending on earlier answers] 
 
• Trusting in others capabilities but distrusting assumptions and past 

decisions? 
• Making criticism constructive and never personal? 
• Replacing the CEO? 
 
Using the solutions we identified in the works of Kerr and Werther (2008, p. 115) and 
Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003, p. 408) we will explore possible solutions for this 
obstacle. We further more want to see if there is another possible solution that has not 
been discussed or explored in the existing literature. 
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