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Abstract: The current study investigated the effect of board of directors (i.e., 
CEO duality, independence, multiple directorships, politically connected 
directors, and size) on the financial distress measured using Altman’s (1968)  
Z-scores model as a proxy for a firm’s financial distress. A panel dataset of  
260 firm-year observations from Jordanian industrial corporations listed on the 
Amman Stock Exchange from 2014 to 2018 was investigated. Using panel 
mixed-effect regression, the results show that board size and CEO duality have 
a significant impact in mitigating a firm’s financial distress, while board 
independence, multiple directorships, and politically connected directors with 
financial distress were not statistically significantly associated with financial 
distress. These results indicate that a large board size accompanied by CEO 
duality leads to better oversight, reducing a firm’s financial distress. The 
current study supports stewardship theory arguments that suggest that CEO 
duality improves the process of decision-making. 
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1 Introduction 

Financial distress is a broad term that refers to circumstances in which companies are 
occurring financial problems. Financial distress is a business’s failure to meet or pay its 
financial obligations (Andrade and Kaplan, 1998; Whitaker, 1999; Asquith et al., 1994; 
Wruck, 1990). Baldwin and Mason (1983) noted that the primary indications of distress 
are typically abuses of a debt covenant coupled with the reduction or omission of 
dividends. Adeyemi (2011) defined financial distress as circumstances in which a 
business has ‘operational, administrative, and financial difficulties’ that make it unable to 
meet its obligations on maturity dates (p.100). In fact, there is widespread agreement that 
a corporation is in a financial crisis when it cannot satisfy its financial obligations. The 
research literature related to corporate failure argues that financially healthy companies 
have a better structure of corporate governance than financially distressed ones (Daily 
and Dalton, 1994; Lee and Yeh, 2004; Wang and Deng, 2006; Fich and Slezak, 2008; 
Lajili and Zéghal, 2010; Shahwan, 2015; Manzaneque et al., 2016). Platt and Platt (2012) 
noted that corporate governance mechanisms mitigate or control managerial self-interest 
for a firm to create as much wealth for shareholders as possible. So, good practices of a 
firm’s governance structure play an essential role in continuing corporate activities, 
supporting business performance, and guarding against a firm’s financial distress 
problems (Ud-Din et al., 2020). 

This study’s theoretical framework includes agency theory, which is based on a 
separation of management and ownership and leads to conflicts between shareholders and 
managers. Shareholders bear ‘agency costs’ to limit the destructive behaviours of 
executive managers that would harm shareholders’ interests (Jensen and Meckling, 
1976). Having an effective board and hiring a high-quality external auditor are essential 
in protecting the interests of shareholders. The board bears primary responsibility for 
overseeing the decisions and actions that management takes and protecting a company’s 
resources from exploiting managers, such as increasing managers’ bonuses or other 
invisible rewards (Khalil and Ozkan, 2016; Ombaba and Kosgei, 2017). The director’s 
board is the key component of a company’s governance structure, forming a protective 
barrier between shareholders and management. Based on the agency theory, the boards 
supervise management behaviours to reduce agency conflicts and align shareholder and 
management interests, monitor the chief executive officer (CEO), hire management staff, 
and protect the shareholders’ interests (Jensen, 1993; Fama and Jensen, 1983b; Shleifer 
and Vishny, 1997; Al Daoud, 2020). Jensen (1993) claims that problems related to 
business internal control structures begin with the characteristics of the board members. 
From this perspective, effective boards can improve a business’s performance and serve a 
vital function in the process of decision-making (Fama and Jensen, 1983a). 

Meanwhile, resource dependence theory assures that the boards’ characteristics 
represent a link between the external environment and the corporation, and that helps 
secure company resources more easily and obtain vital information that reduces 
uncertainty (Hillman et al., 2000; Hillman, 2005; Provan, 1980; Pfeffer and Salancik, 
1978). Each director may bring linkages and resources via expertise, skills, information, 
and access to major parties, such as purchasers, social groups, legislators, and suppliers, 
and help obtain legitimacy. Daily et al. (2003) hypothesised that access to resources 
improves a firm’s performance, functioning, and survival by protecting it from external 
variables. Therefore, features of the director’s board help decide the board’s ability to 
supervise and provide essential information, control managers, give guidance to 
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management, and ensure compliance with rules and relevant laws involving the company 
and the external environment. 

This study’s key objective is to ascertain the effect of various boards of director 
mechanisms (including board size, CEO duality, independence, multiple directorships, 
and politically connected directors) on firms’ financial distress in Jordan, an emerging 
country. The reason for choosing these characteristics is that they are frequently used in 
the previous literature to represent the board of director instruments. These attributes are 
also anticipated to influence the board’s efficiency in monitoring and supervising the 
company, affecting a firm’s performance. It is supposed to offer substantial evidence to 
the board of directors on companies’ financial distress resolution. While most previous 
research on this topic has been undertaken in emerging or developed economies, this 
study looks at this relationship in developing nations. It will help to improve 
understanding of how boards of directors in these countries can effectively monitor 
management’s opportunistic behaviour to safeguard the interests of all firm’s 
stakeholders. Our findings might alert regulators to areas where corporate governance 
standards need to be changed. In addition, they can assist businesses in identifying traits 
or practices that may alleviate their financial difficulties. Finally, the findings will aid in 
determining whether the directors’ board members have an asymmetric impact on the 
possibility and resolution of a firm’s financial distress in developed and developing 
nations. 

This study includes the non-traditional categories of board variables, including 
directors’ political influences and the multiple directorships of board members. Jordan’s 
financial market is emerging, with weak protection rights and an unstable economy, and 
these reasons lead to directing attention to the role of the boards in improving Jordanian 
firms’ performance through their pursuit of innovative ideas, obtaining and applying 
knowledge, and integrating their business into competitive international markets. 

2 Literature review and research hypotheses 

2.1 Board size 

A company’s board size represents the total number of members of directors on a board 
in a specific year. Having the correct number of board members is essential because 
proper board size ensures managerial monitoring quality and control (Lakshan and 
Wijekoon, 2012). From the viewpoint of resource dependence theory, a board with a 
large number of members increases a company’s ability to form external links that help 
secure necessary resources more easily (Dalton et al., 1999; Dhamadasa et al., 2014). 
Additionally, large-sized boards can draw upon a wide pool of knowledge and diverse 
expertise to help make sound decision-making and limit the power of CEOs (Tornyeve 
and Wereko, 2012). From the agency theory perspective, Jensen (1993) argued that 
increasing board size reduces board effectiveness because of problems related to 
coordination and communication between board members, and these restrict the board’s 
capacity to supervise and follow up on the management’s progress. Therefore, a  
smaller-sized board is preferable to enhance performance. 
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The outcomes of previous explorations concerning the effects of board size and 
financial distress are mixed. Fich and Slezak (2008) and Dhouibi (2013) found positive 
effects between board size and a company’s financial distress. They explained that a large 
board member hinders coordination and communication between their members, which 
reduces their role in making important decisions and supervising managers in firms. 
Consistent with this view, John and Ogechukwu (2018) concluded that a small board 
reduces financial distress due to involvement in strategy formation and makes decisions 
faster than large boards. Manzaneque et al. (2016) showed a negative association between 
a large-sized board and a company’s financial distress. They said that a large board of 
directors represents a wide range of interests and views, which emerge a conflict of 
interests among the board members, meaning that each board member has an interest that 
may not be compatible with the other members. This leads to the unification of interests, 
which works to achieve the greatest interests of shareholders. Ud-Din et al. (2020) found 
that increasing board size reduces the probability of financial distress by decreasing 
overlapping roles and improving board member efficiency. However, Wang and Deng 
(2006) and Nasir and Ali (2018) did not discover any connection between the size of the 
board and financial distress. Accordingly, due to the mixed effects of previous studies, 
determining the specific number of board members to serve remains enigmatic; the first 
hypothesis about board size is suggested: 

H1 There is a significant relationship between board size and financial distress in 
Jordanian industrial listed firms. 

2.2 Board independence 

Board independence is often defined in terms of external members who have no 
relationship with the firm except that they are members of the firm’s board. From the 
agency theory’s perspective, independent members monitor management decisions 
without bias and direct their expertise to achieve a shareholder’s best interests. They 
prevent top executives from using the firm’s resources to achieve their interests, as they 
act as arbitrators among internal managers, which reduces agency problems (Fama, 1980; 
Fama and Jensen, 1983b). Conversely, stewardship theory argues that inside directors are 
better because they are more familiar with the activities and have more knowledge and 
experience of a firm’s business and operations, making the best decisions (Aduda et al., 
2013; Tornyeve and Werek, 2012). 

Literature regarding the effects of board independence and a company’s financial 
distress indicated a negative correlation between having more independent directors and a 
company’s financial distress (Ombaba and Kosgei, 2017; Li et al., 2008). This result is in 
line with ‘monitor and control’ arguments, which means independent board members are 
operative monitors restricting management’s power. Similarly, Salloum et al. (2013) 
found that financial distress positively correlated with board members with fewer outside 
directors. However, John and Ogechukwn (2018) found that independent directors were 
related to Nigerian banks’ financial distress. They argued that independent directors may 
have lacked the financial expertise and knowledge related to internal working and the 
risks involved in banks. In addition, Abdullah (2006) showed a positive relationship  
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between independent board members and a firm’s financial distress in Malaysia because 
independent directors were often inactive. Last, Lajili and Zéghal (2010) and Ahmad and 
Adhariani (2017) found that independent board members did not influence a firm’s 
financial distress. In the context of mixed results regarding the connection between board 
independence and a company’s financial distress, the next hypothesis is posited: 

H2 There is a significant relationship between board independence and financial distress 
in Jordanian industrial listed firms. 

2.3 CEO duality 

CEO duality is when the same person holds the positions of chairman of the board and 
CEO. Based on the agency theory argument, Lipton and Lorsch (1993) argued that it is 
challenging for the director’s board to perform its critical roles without separating the 
CEO and chair positions. CEO duality leads to reduced effective oversight and allows a 
CEO to control decision-making and preference for personal benefit, increasing agency 
costs that negatively affect the firm’s performance. However, according to the 
stewardship theory, CEO duality enables a CEO to make decisions more quickly and 
effectively, interact with shifting business conditions, and take simpler, more effective 
actions (Boyd, 1995). 

As for the link between CEO duality and the probability of a company’s financial 
distress, Maere et al. (2014) study conducted in Belgium revealed that firms with boards 
separate the CEO positions and board chair were less apt to become bankrupt. They 
argued that separating roles enhanced a company’s ability to provide sound advice and 
counsel. This corresponds to a study by Daily and Dalton (1994) reporting a positive 
relationship between the duality of the CEO and the probability of bankruptcy, which 
they said resulted from the centralisation of decision-making and the absence of control 
over decisions taken by the same person holding two administrative positions. In contrast, 
Miglani et al. (2015) concluded that the duality role of the CEO reduced the likelihood of 
a company’s financial distress because duality was likely to provide strong leadership and 
a centralised focus on achieving a firm’s objectives and provide strong leadership to a 
firm. In addition, Simpson and Gleason (1999) showed a lower possibility of a 
corporation’s financial distress when the same person was the chairman and CEO. 
However, some studies found no association between CEO duality and financial distress 
(Salloum et al., 2013; Manzaneque et al., 2016; Nasir and Ali, 2018). Consequently, the 
following hypothesis is posited. 

H3 There is a significant relationship between CEO duality and financial distress in 
Jordanian industrial listed firms. 

2.4 Multiple directorships 

Multiple directorships are the director’s members who hold several outside firms’ 
directorships. The influence of multiple directorships on boards can be discussed based 
on two hypotheses. The busyness hypothesis claims that directors with outside 
directorships may reduce management oversight and neglect their duties towards a firm 
due to distributing their time and efforts to several boards (Ferris et al., 2003). Fich and 
Shivdasani (2006) noted that many outside directorships reduce a firm’s performance 
because corporate governance becomes reduced. Conversely, the reputation hypothesis 
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argues that directors affiliated with other boards lead to developing their managerial 
experience by informing them of the administrative methods and strategies used in other 
firms (Jiraporn et al., 2009). Likewise, busy directors help a firm build good contracting 
relationships with other companies, important customers, or suppliers (Ferris et al., 
2003). From this perspective, busy directors may obtain important information about 
other firms and use them to enhance their competitive advantage (Hamdan, 2018). 

Few prior studies examined the effect of multiple directors and the firm’s financial 
distress. Maere et al. (2014) showed a positive effect between busy directors and the 
occurrence of bankruptcy because busy directors give less time to follow up on a firm’s 
matters and provide advice on critical strategic decisions. Likewise, Hamdan (2018) 
found that busy directors decreased board effectiveness in promoting the performance of 
Saudi-listed firms. In contrast, Lu et al. (2013) found that busy directors positively 
affected the performance of Chinese firms because of their ability to obtain appropriate 
information and resources due to their extensive relationships with other firms and seek 
to enhance the efficiency of the corporate governance structure. Ombaba and Kosgei 
(2017) showed a negative but insignificant association between board members with 
multiple directorships and the likelihood of a company’s financial distress. Hence, the 
hypothesis about multiple directorships is posited: 

H4 There is a significant relationship between multiple directors and financial distress in 
Jordanian industrial listed firms. 

2.5 Political connections 

Politically connected directors currently hold seats in the parliament or the ministries, 
municipal, political parties, or government positions (Menozzi et al., 2014). The resource 
dependence theory indicates the importance of the background of director members and 
their experiences in many areas like politics to improve board effectiveness to serve the 
firm to create relations with important sources, decrease uncertainty and gain access, 
information, and legitimacy (Hillman, 2005). Elhabib et al. (2015) postulated that the 
presence of political members on a board might allow a firm access to sources of  
low-cost financing and obtain internal information about government projects and 
strategic plans related to the industry to which the firm belongs. Likewise, Faccio (2002) 
argued that political directors help firms obtain tax benefits and enter the markets more 
easily and powerfully. Also, corporations with a political connection are more likely to be 
bailed out by their governments when facing financial turmoil than non-politically 
connected firms (Faccio et al., 2006). On the other hand, a director with a political 
background may reduce the board’s efficiency due to their insufficient experience and 
knowledge in the business environment (Shin et al., 2017). Moreover, firms with 
politically connected directors can afford to release lesser-quality accounting information 
because of a decreased necessity to react to market pressure to enhance information 
quality (Chaney et al., 2011). 

Maaloul et al. (2018) showed a positive association between the director’s members 
with political influences and the performance of Tunisian firms because these directors 
enable a firm to obtain government support and external resources easily, and investors 
are choosing to invest in politically connected corporations which lead to gain a 
competitive advantage that enhances its value. However, Jaffar and Abdul-Shukor (2016) 
found an inverse effect between the existence of political director members and 
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Malaysian firm performance because these directors harm a firm’s public image, which 
reduces its value. At the same time, the study of Hidayat and Utama (2016) showed that 
directors with political connections did not influence the financial performance of 
Indonesian firms. Therefore, the political connection hypothesis is proposed. 

H5 There is a significant relationship between political directors and financial distress in 
Jordanian industrial listed firms. 

3 Methodology 

3.1 Sample and data collection 

The sample comprised a panel dataset of all industrial companies listed and regulated by 
listing requirements of the (ASE) from 2014 to 2018. The final study sample comprised 
52 industrial firms listed on the (ASE). This study excluded companies that did not 
provide the requested information for the study’s variables; therefore, the final sample 
was 260 firm-year observations from 2014 to 2018. This study used secondary data, and 
the data for financial ratios were obtained from the ASE and the companies’ websites. All 
of the governance variables used in this study were gathered from the annual reports of 
the sampled firms over the period (2014–2018). 

3.2 Variable measurements 

3.2.1 Independent variables 
To evaluate the company’s financial distress (dependent variable), the current study 
employed Altman’s (1968) Z-scores model. Altman classified firms into the following 
three groups: ‘strong’ if the Z rate was > 2.99, which indicates that a company is not 
facing financial distress, ‘moderate’ if the Z rate was between 1.811 and 2.99, which 
indicates that a company was not facing financial distress currently but may face 
financial problems in future, and ‘weak’ if Z rate was < 1.81; here, a firm is facing 
financial distress. Altman (1968) created the Altman Z-score model, also defined as the 
multiple discriminant analysis (MDA) model, to predict corporate financial distress. 
According to Altman (1968), the Z-score model is a linear combination of five common 
financial ratios. The Z-Score model from 1968 was chosen as a method for financial 
distress prediction since it is simple to use and has a high accuracy level in predicting 
financial distress in industrial firms (Pernamasari et al., 2019, Al-Manaseer and  
Al-Oshaibat, 2018). Furthermore, the Altman model was employed in this study because 
no information has been issued by the competent authorities indicating which companies 
are financially distressed in Jordan, and the data that the Altman model requires is 
available and measurable. Furthermore, most previous studies used the Altman model 
(Udin et al., 2017; Zureigat et al., 2014; Makhlouf and Al-Sufy, 2018). The Z-score in 
this study is determined by five of Altman’s ratios, as shown in the equation below. 
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1

2

3

4

Z-score [0.012 X (working capital / total assets) 0.014
X (retained earnings / total assets) 0.033
X  earnings before interest and taxes / total assets 0.006
X (market value of shares / total liabilities) 0.9

= × +
× +
× +
× +

]5

99
 and coded as a categorical variable that takes theX (sales / total assets)

value of 0 for a firmwith Z-score value 1.811,  1 when the Z-score value
falls between 1.811 and 2.99,  and 2 for a firm with Z

×
<

-score value  2.99.>

 

3.2.2 Dependent and control variables 
This study uses five features of the board of directors as independent variables (CEO 
duality, independence, multiple directorships, politically connected directors, and size). 
Board size comprised the total number of members serving on a firm’s board (Wang and 
Deng, 2006; Maere et al., 2014; Al Daoud et al, 2014; Desoky et al., 2020). Board 
independence was measured by dividing the total of independent members by the total 
board size, where independent board members are those with no affiliation to the 
company (Ombaba and Kosgei, 2017; Nasir and Ali, 2018). CEO duality was a dummy 
variable with a value of one when the same person acted as both the chairman and the 
CEO; otherwise, the value was zero (Manzaneque et al., 2016; Al Daoud et al, 2015). 
Multiple directorships was the percentage of board members who concurrently served on 
the boards of three or more businesses (Ferris et al., 2003; Odat et al., 2021). Political 
connections were computed by dividing the number of board members of the corporation 
who currently or previously held a political position in the Jordanian government by the 
total board members (Hidayat and Utama, 2016; Maaloul et al., 2018; Al Daoud and 
Kharabsheh, 2022). Leverage, return on assets, firm size and market-to-book ratio were 
used as control variables in addition to the above independent variables. Firm size was 
created by computing the natural logarithm of a company’s total assets (Hossain et al., 
2018). Leverage was computed by dividing the total debts by a firm’s total assets 
(Gauvin and Power, 2019). Return on assets was computed by dividing the net income by 
a firm’s total assets (Sharifi et al., 2021). 

3.3 Model specification 

A linear mixed model regression was used to investigate the association between board 
characteristics and a company’s financial distress. The model included a random intercept 
to capture variation between firms and assumed the variance-covariance structure within 
firms was an autoregressive of the first order. In addition, the model was estimated with 
clustered robust standard errors at the firm level. 
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4 Results 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Table 1 summarises the descriptive statistics (i.e., standard deviation, mean, maximum 
and minimum) of the study variables. Panel A’s results in Table 1 show that the mean 
Altman Z-score was 4.797, with a maximum value of 94.668 and a minimum of –3.947. 
This outcome was more than the safe level and different from Manaseer and  
Al-Oshaibat’s (2018) findings, which found an average Altman’s Z-score of 2.96. 
Furthermore, the results from panel B show that 105 (40.7%) of the total sample fell 
within the safety zone (healthy firms). The analysis also shows that 38 (14.73%) of the 
study sample were currently financially non-distressed firms, but these firms were likely 
to face future financial difficulties. However, 115 (44.57%) financially distressed firms 
fell within the danger zone. These companies suffer from a severe lack of liquidity that 
could make them unable to fulfil their demands, which could lead them to the phase of 
insolvency. 
Table 1 Descriptive statistics of measured variables for 52 firms (fiscal years 2014–2018) 

Variable Mean Std. dev. Min Median Max 
Panel A: Continuous variables 
Altman’s Z-score 4.797 10.588 -3.947 2.148 94.668 
Board size 7.760 2.122 4 7.000 13 
Board independence 0.432 0.253 0 0.414 1 
Multiple directors 0.314 0.186 0 0.308 0.778 
Political connections 0.180 0.127 0 0.167 0.571 
Firm size (log) 7.348 0.596 5.505 7.246 9.083 
Leverage 0.366 0.247 0.004 0.334 1.542 
Return on assets 0.015 0.423 -1.952 0.006 6.257 
Market to book ratio (log) 0.730 1.411 -2.816 0.533 5.048 
Panel B: Categorical variables 
 Frequency of 0’s Frequency of 1’s Frequency of 2’s 
Altman’s Z-score 115 (44.57%) 38 (14.73%) 105 (40.70%) 
CEO duality 123 (47.67%) 135 (52.33%)  

Note: This table presents summary statistics of the sample, which consists of 260 
observations (52 firms) between 2014 and 2018. 

According to the descriptive result in panel B, the average for CEO duality was 52.3%. 
This result is lower than Al Daoud et al. (2018), who found an average CEO duality 
percentage in Jordanian industrial corporations of 64%. The results from panel A indicate 
that the average board size value was about 7.76, with a minimum value of 4 and a 
maximum of 13, respectively. The average board independence value, computed by the 
percentage of independent board directors, was approximately 43.2%, with a minimum 
value of 0 and a maximum value of 1. Regarding board political connections, 18% of the 
study sample had political connections, with a minimum of 0% and a maximum of 
57.1%. The average busyness of directors in this study was 31.4%, with a minimum value 
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of 2 and a maximum value of 77.8. Regarding the control variable of this study, the 
descriptive statistical analysis in Table 1 revealed that the mean value for log size, 
leverage, ROA, and market-to-book ratio were about 7.384, 0.366, 0.015, and 0.730, 
respectively. 

4.2 Main results and discussion 

4.2.1 Correlation analysis 
Table 2 shows Pearson correlation coefficients between the variables of the study. 
Pearson correlation coefficients are used in the current study to check the 
multicollinearity between a study’s variables. According to this study’s Pearson 
connection matrix, the highest correlation (–0.421) existed between Altman’s Z-score and 
leverage. It seems that higher leverage was significantly associated with higher financial 
distress possibilities. However, as the table shows, all the correlations between the 
study’s variables were less than 0.70. Thus, no multicollinearity problem was present in 
the data, and multicollinearity is a threat to the regression results in this study (Gujarati 
and Porter, 2009). 

4.2.2 Regression analysis 
This study hypothesised that CEO duality was associated with a lower likelihood of a 
company’s financial distress. As shown in Table 3, the regression results exhibit a 
significant and positive association between CEO duality and Altman’s Z-score as a 
measure of financial distress (coefficient = 0.586 and p < 0.05). Companies that combine 
the chair and CEO roles are less apt to experience financial distress because the 
company’s ability to provide sound advice and counsel is enhanced by combining the 
roles of the CEO and board chair. These findings support the stewardship theory and 
show that the dual CEO role is valuable and advantageous for business performance and 
can give strong leadership while facilitating business strategy creation and cooperation 
(Hassan et al., 2023). In other words, CEO duality increases the effectiveness of the 
board of directors and their responsibilities to monitor and control management, leading 
to reducing the probability of financial distress. This result aligns with those of previous 
studies. For example, Hassan et al. (2023) revealed that companies with boards that 
combine the duties of the CEO and board chairman provide considerably higher 
cumulative abnormal returns than other companies. In terms of financial distress, Brédart 
(2013) discovered that defaulted companies have CEOs who had more tenure and owned 
less of the company. Furthermore, the stewardship theory supports the positive results, 
claiming that CEO duality facilitates the CEO’s ability to take relatively simple and easy 
action while allowing for slightly more accurate decision-making (Boyd, 1995). 
Moreover, these findings contradict the argument of agency theory, which proposes that 
the CEO and chair positions should be separated. Two persons should fill the two 
positions to avoid conflicting interests and maintain management supervision because the 
board is primarily accountable for controlling management. At the same time, the CEO is 
in charge of carrying out a company’s strategy. 
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Table 2 Pearson correlation between the measured variables of 52 firms (2014–2018) 
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Table 3 Regression results of Altman’s z-score on corporate governance variables for 52 firms 
(fiscal years 2014–2018) 

Altman’s Z-score (continuous) 
Mixed-effects Dependent variable: 

Coef. SE z 
Board size 0.277 0.092 3.02** 
CEO duality 0.586 0.293 2.00* 
Board independence –1.055 0.557 –1.89 
Multiple directors –1.261 0.680 –1.86 
Political connections 0.838 1.091 0.77 
Size 0.031 0.353 0.09 
Leverage 4.033 1.621 2.49* 
Return on assets 0.158 0.981 0.16 
Book-to-market ratio 2.596 0.279 9.3** 
Constant –0.399 2.204 –0.18 
Random intercept 0.000 0.000 0.014 
rho 0.535 0.159 3.377** 
Year dummies Included   
Wald chi-square 429.31**   
No. of firms 52   
No. of observations 260   

Notes: Altman’s Z-score is measured as a continuous variable under mixed-effects, random 
effects, and fixed-effects models and a categorical variable in logistic regressions 
(the mixed effects and random effects). Rho refers to the first-order autocorrelation 
coefficient. Standard errors are robust and clustered at the company level for the 
mixed effects. **Coefficient is significant at the 0.01 level; *coefficient is 
significant at the 0.05; n = 260. Table 1 explains all variable measurements. 

Regarding the relation between board size and a company’s financial distress, the effects 
were consistent with expectations; they were significant with Altman’s Z-score 
(coefficient = 0.277 and p< 0.05). The significant relationship indicates that board size 
plays an active role in reducing the likelihood of a company’s financial distress. A large 
board allows for better communication of information and expertise, decreasing the 
possibility of a company’s financial distress. The reason for the significant relationship 
between board size and financial distress is that Jordanian enterprises are largely owned 
by families who are heavily active in family firm management. As a result of family 
members dominating the boards, the boards’ size becomes advantageous in decision-
making. The findings are like those of Ud-Din et al. (2020), who showed that increasing 
board size reduces the probability of financial distress by decreasing overlapping roles 
and improving board member efficiency. Furthermore, these findings align with resource 
dependence theory, which contends that board members provide various benefits, such as 
access to resources and information, to help the firm achieve its goals (Ud-Din et al., 
2020). The positive and significant relationship between board size and financial distress 
supports the agency theory argument, indicating that a bigger board increases firm 
performance via better observation by a large group of people who bring a diverse range 
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of knowledge and expertise in various fields, providing greater monitoring ability and 
enhancing the firm’s capability to create external connections (Kalsie and Shrivastav, 
2016). 

In contrast to expectations, the results showed that board independence did not 
significantly influence the likelihood of a company suffering financial distress 
(coefficient = –1.055 and p > 0.05). One argument is that board independence may be 
ineffective and not actively reduce a company’s financial distress. Thus, the reason for 
the significant association between board independence and a company’s financial 
distress in Jordanian firms is that boards may not really be independent, potentially 
resulting in a board’s control function being compromised. This study supports the results 
of Lajili and Zéghal (2010) and Ahmad and Adhariani (2017), documenting no 
significant association between an independent director member and a company’s 
financial distress. Conversely, this study’s results are contrary to Ombaba and Kosgei 
(2017) and Li et al. (2008), which indicated that the presence of more independent board 
members harmed a company’s financial distress. 

Table 3 reveals the analysis result between board members with multiple 
directorships and a company’s financial distress. In contrast to expectations, the study’s 
findings show that the association between multiple directorships and Altman’s Z-score 
was insignificant (coefficient = –1.261 and p > 0.05); thus, multiple directorships did not 
affect whether a firm was in financial distress. This result aligns with Ombaba and 
Kosgei (2017), who found no correlation between multiple directorships and the 
possibility of financial distress. A potential explanation for the insignificant result might 
be that the percentage of directors holding several outside directorships in firms is not big 
compared to other nations, according to the study’s descriptive results above. Likewise, 
the findings related to the board’s political connections did not support the third 
hypothesis because political connections did not significantly affect the possibility of a 
corporation suffering financial distress. The outcomes indicate that a political relation on 
the board does not have a role in identifying whether a company is financially distressed. 
The research results differ from those of Maere et al. (2014), who stated that busy 
directors positively affect the occurrence of bankruptcy because multiple directors have 
less time to follow up on a firm’s issues and provide strategic advice. A probable 
explanation for the insignificant association between the board’s political connection and 
company’s financial distress is the significant dominance of directors who do not have 
political connections. 

Concerning the control variables employed, Table 3 shows that the book-to-market 
ratio significantly affects a company’s financial distress from the regression analysis. 
This shows that corporations with a sizeable book-to-market value will be less likely to 
face the probability of financial difficulties. The findings align with Nugroho’s (2020) 
findings, which show that the book-to-market ratio has a significant and positive 
influence on stock returns and ROA as a proxy for profitability. Regarding the 
connections between a firm’s size, ROA, and firm’s financial distress, the results of the 
present study in Table 3 show that financial distress was not significantly related to firm 
size as calculated by total assets and ROA (coefficient = 0.031 and p > 0.09), (coefficient 
= 0.158 and p > 0.16), respectively. 
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Table 4 Regression results of coverage ratio for 52 firms (fiscal years 2014–2018) 

Dependent variable 
Independent variable 

Coverage ratio 
Board size 2.15**  

(0.387) 
CEO duality 1.98*  

(0. 265) 
Board independence –1.07  

(–1.231) 
Multiple directors 2.49**  

(0.176) 
Political connections –1.04  

(1.438) 
Size 0.26  

(1.231) 
Return on assets 0.18  

(2.893) 
Leverage –1.24  

(0.153) 
Book-to-market ratio 0.98  

(1.676) 
Year dummies Included 
Prob > F 0.000 
R-squared 26.42 
No. of firms 52 
No. of observations 260 

Note: **Coefficient is significant at the 0.01 level; *coefficient is significant at the 0.05. 

To double-check the present study results and ensure the robustness of the study models, 
the coverage ratio (net income/interest expenses) was employed as a proxy of financially 
distressed firms following Asquith et al. (1994) and Salloum et al. (2012). Table 4 
reported the analysis results using coverage ratio and confirms our previous findings, 
where a positive and significant association existed between CEO duality and coverage 
ratio. The results indicate that a corporation’s ability to offer wise guidance and counsel 
is improved by merging the duties of the CEO and board chairman; hence, businesses 
that combine the chair and CEO roles are less apt to encounter financial distress. The 
study’s results supported the argument that a dual CEO might result in a more integrated 
leadership structure, which would speed up decision-making and be advantageous for 
businesses operating in highly competitive situations (Donaldson and Davis, 1991). The 
results also confirmed that firms with large boards of directors might have broader 
discussions on top management policies, ensuring more effectiveness in management 
behaviour monitoring and more effective decision-making processes than smaller board 
sizes, which leads to reduced firms’ financial distress. The results show that smaller 
boards are less effective at monitoring top management, which could result in financial 
distress. The study also revealed that multiple directorships were negatively related to a 
firm’s financial distress using the coverage ratio as a proxy of financially distressed 
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firms. According to the findings, participating on several boards of directors involves 
gaining more expertise and a higher motivation to perform better; therefore, multiple 
directorships negatively affect the firm’s financial distress. Therefore, the present study’s 
findings supported Ferris et al. (2003), who showed that directors holding many outside 
directorships assist a company in developing positive contracting connections with other 
firms, key clients, or vendors. 

5 Conclusions, limitations, and recommendations 

This research investigated the effect of five board directors’ attributes on the firm’s 
financial distress of the industrial companies listed on the ASE from 2014 to 2018. These 
attributes were board size, CEO duality, independence, multiple directorships, and 
politically connected directors. This study employed Altman’s Z-Scores Model (1968) to 
assess a firm’s financial distress. Using panel data for a sample of 52 industrial  
ASE-listed companies, the regression analysis found no significant relationship between 
board independence, multiple directorships, and politically connected director members 
and a firm’s financial distress. The analysis also suggested a negative relationship 
between CEO duality and a company’s financial distress. Based on the results, one 
conclusion is that when a firm’s CEO also holds the chair of the board position, a 
company becomes less likely to face financial difficulties, reducing financial distress. 
Thus, CEO duality improves the efficiency of the board and their obligations to monitor 
and regulate the management, lowering the risk of a financial crisis. 

The study also shows that board size influences a firm’s financial distress 
significantly and negatively, which reveals that a large board member is related to a 
lower probability of a company’s financial distress. The results indicate that larger boards 
increase board effectiveness and appear to be more cohesive and more likely to 
contribute to the firm’s strategic decision-making, consequently leading to improved firm 
performance and, as a result, reducing a firm’s financial distress. Furthermore, the  
book-to-market ratio significantly influences a firm’s financial distress, and firms with a 
sizeable book-to-market value are less likely to face financial difficulties. The result of 
the study suggests that firms with a sizeable book-to-market ratio will tend to provide 
high stock returns and are more likely to decrease the likelihood of a corporation’s 
financial distress as a result of achieving high performance. 

This study is consistent with the viewpoint of resource dependence theory which 
posits that the effective structures of the board of director within companies allows for a 
better exchange of skills and expertise and improves a company’s capacity to create 
external relationships that make it easier to get critical resources, which can decrease the 
likelihood of financial distress for a firm. Supporting the stewardship theory, this study’s 
results indicate that CEO duality leads to greater effectiveness and efficiency in its 
oversight role and management’s activities and behaviour are likely to be highly 
controlled. The study’s findings may be helpful to company executives and others who 
want to increase the efficiency of their boards and the credibility of financial reporting to 
investors. The findings also provide important insights into the factors that may influence 
the financial distress in Jordanian companies, lead to a better understanding of current 
financial distress literature, and work as a guide for regulators, policymakers, scholars, 
and academicians in developing new strategies to improve firm performance in 
developing countries. This study recommends further research with a larger number of 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   244 K.A. Al Daoud and O.K.B. Yaseen    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

data and more board of director attributes, which would improve the analysis and 
generate more reliable findings. Studies might also see what results can be obtained in 
other Jordanian company sectors. 

References 
Abdullah, S.N. (2006) ‘Board structure and ownership in Malaysia: the case of distressed listed 

companies’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 6, No. 5, pp.582–594. 
Adeyemi, B. (2011) ‘Bank failure in Nigeria: a consequence of capital inadequacy, lack of 

transparency and non-performing loans’, Banks and Bank System, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp.99–109. 
Aduda, J., Chogii, R. and Magutu, O. (2013) ‘An empirical test of competing corporate governance 

theories on the performance of firms listed at the Nairobi securities exchange’, European 
Scientific Journal, Vol. 9, No. 13, pp.107–137. 

Ahmad, H.M. and Adhariani, D. (2017) ‘Corporate governance determinants for the mitigation of 
the likelihood of financial distress’, in International Conference on Business and Management 
Research (ICBMR 2017), Atlantis Press., Paris, pp.1–11  

Al Daoud, K.A. (2020) ‘An investigation into the effect of audit firm size, auditor tenure, 
institutional ownership, board characteristics on auditor independence’, International Journal 
of Management Practice, Vol. 13, No. 4, pp.462–477.  

Al Daoud, K.A. and Kharabsheh, B. (2022) ‘Board political influence and corporate social 
responsibility: evidence from Jordan’, Global Business and Economics Review, Vol. 26, No. 1, 
pp.1–19.  

Al Daoud, K.A., Al-Sraheen, D.A.D. and Aleqab, M.M. (2018) ‘Does CEO duality and family 
ownership concentration hinder the effectiveness of the corporate board of directors in 
Jordanian service firms?’, Journal of Environmental Accounting and Management, Vol. 6,  
No. 2, pp.95–104.  

Al Daoud, K.A., Ku Ismail, K.N.I. and Lode, N.A. (2014) ‘The timeliness of financial reporting 
among Jordanian companies: do company and board characteristics, and audit opinion 
matter?’, Asian Social Science, Vol. 10, No. 13, pp.191–201.  

Al Daoud, K.A., Ku Ismail, K.N.I. and Lode, N.A. (2015) ‘The impact of internal corporate 
governance on the timeliness of financial reports of Jordanian firms: evidence using audit and 
management report lags’, Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, Vol. 6, No. 1,  
pp.205–231.  

Al-Manaseer, S.R. and Al-Oshaibat, S.D. (2018) ‘Validity of Altman Z-score model to predict 
financial failure: evidence from Jordan’, International Journal of Economics and Finance, 
Vol. 10, No. 8, pp.181–189. 

Altman, E.I. (1968) ‘Financial ratios, discriminant analysis and the prediction of corporate 
bankruptcy’, The Journal of Finance, Vol. 23, No. 4, pp.589–609. 

Andrade, G. and Kaplan, S. (1998) ‘How costly is financial (not economic) financial distress? 
Evidence from highly leveraged transactions that became distressed’, The Journal of Finance, 
Vol. 53, No. 5, pp.1443–1493. 

Asquith, P., Gertner, R. and Scharfstein, D. (1994) ‘Anatomy of financial distress: an examination 
of junk bond issuers’, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 109, No. 3, pp.625–658. 

Baldwin, C.Y. and Mason, S.P. (1983) ‘The resolution of claims in financial distress the case of 
Massey Ferguson’, The Journal of Finance, Vol. 38, No. 2, pp.505–516. 

Boyd, B.K. (1995) ‘CEO duality and firm performance: a contingency model’, Strategic 
Management Journal, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp.301–312. 

Brédart, X. (2013) ‘Financial distress and corporate governance: the impact of the CEO’, 
International Journal of Business Governance and Ethics, Vol. 8, No. 4, pp.289–305.  

Chaney, P.K., Faccio, M. and Parsley, D. (2011) ‘The quality of accounting information in 
politically connected firms’, Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 51, No. 1, pp.58–76. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Does the board of directors influence the likelihood and resolution 245    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Daily, C. and Dalton, D. (1994) ‘Corporate governance and the bankruptcy firm: an empirical 
assessment’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 15, No. 8, pp.643–654. 

Daily, C.M., Dalton, D.R. and Canella, A.A. (2003) ‘Corporate governance: decades of dialogue 
and data’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 28, No. 3, pp.371–382, 

Dalton, D.R., Johnson, J.L. and Ellstrand, A.E. (1999) ‘Number of directors and financial 
performance: AMETA analysis’, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 42, No. 6,  
pp.674–686. 

Desoky, A.M., Mousa, G.A., Yassin, M. and AbuRaya, R. (2020) ‘Ownership concentration and 
board features as determinants of related party transactions-evidence from GCC countries’, 
International Journal of Managerial and Financial Accounting, Vol. 12. Nos. 3–4,  
pp.304–327.  

Dhamadasa, P., Gamage, P. and Herath, S.K. (2014) ‘Corporate governance, board characteristics 
and firm performance: evidence from Sri Lanka’, South Asian Journal of Management,  
Vol. 21, No. 1, pp.7–31. 

Dhouibi, R. (2013) ‘Board of director’s characteristics and bank’s insolvency risk: evidence from 
Tunisia’, Developing Country Studies, Vol. 3, No. 4, pp.133–143. 

Donaldson, L. and Davis, J.H. (1991) ‘Stewardship theory or agency theory: CEO governance and 
shareholder returns’, Australian Journal of Management, Vol. 16, No. 1, pp.49–64. 

Elhabib, A., Rasid, S. and Basiruddin, R. (2015) ‘The impact of government-linked directors on 
firm performance: evidence from Oman’, Paper presented at The 1st World Virtual 
Conference on Social and Behavioral Sciences, 28–30 June (accessed 22 April 2022). 

Faccio, M. (2002) Politically Connected Firms: Can They Squeeze the State?, Working Paper, 
University of Notre Dame, Mendoza College of Business Department of Finance and Business 
Economics. 

Faccio, M., Masulis, W. and McConnell, J. (2006) ‘Political connections and corporate bailouts’, 
The Journal of Finance, Vol. 61, No. 6, pp.2635–2597. 

Fama, E.F. (1980) ‘Agency problems and the theory of the firm’, Journal of Political Economy, 
Vol. 88, No. 2, pp.288–307. 

Fama, E.F. and Jensen, M.C. (1983a) ‘Agency problems and residual claims’, Journal of Law and 
Economics, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp.327–349. 

Fama, E.F. and Jensen, M.C. (1983b) ‘Separation of ownership and control’, Journal of Law and 
Economics, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp.301–325. 

Ferris, S.P., Jagannathan, M. and Pritchard, A.C. (2003) ‘Too busy to mind the business? 
Monitoring by directors with multiple board appointments’, The Journal of Finance, Vol. 58, 
No. 3, pp.1087–1112. 

Fich, E.M. and Shivdasani, A. (2006) ‘Are busy boards effective monitors?’, The Journal of 
Finance, Vol. 61, No. 2, pp.689–724. 

Fich, E.M. and Slezak, S.L. (2008) ‘Can corporate governance save distressed firms from 
bankruptcy? An empirical analysis’, Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, Vol. 30, 
No. 2, pp.225–251, 

Gauvin, M. and Power, G.J. (2019) ‘The effect of size offering and leverage on IPO underpricing’, 
International Journal of Managerial and Financial Accounting, Vol. 11, Nos. 3–4,  
pp.222–237.  

Gujarati, D.N. and Porter, D.C. (2009) Basic Econometrics, 5th ed., McGraw-Hill, New York. 
Hamdan, A. (2018) ‘Board interlocking and firm performance: the role of foreign ownership in 

Saudi Arabia’, International Journal of Managerial Finance, Vol. 14, No. 3, pp.266–281. 
Hassan, M.K., Houston, R., Karim, M.S. and Sabit, A. (2023) ‘CEO duality and firm performance 

during the 2020 coronavirus outbreak’, The Journal of Economic Asymmetries, Vol. 27,  
pp.1–8.  

Hidayat, A.A. and Utama, S. (2016) ‘Board characteristics and firm performance: evidence from 
Indonesia’, International Research Journal of Business Studies, Vol. 8, No. 3, pp.137–154. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   246 K.A. Al Daoud and O.K.B. Yaseen    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Hillman, A.J. (2005) ‘Politicians on the board of directors: do connections affect the bottom line?’, 
Journal of Management, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp.464–481. 

Hillman, A.J., Canella, A.A. and Paetzold, R.L. (2000) ‘The resource dependency role of corporate 
directors: strategic adaptation of board composition in response to environmental change’, 
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp.235–255. 

Hossain, S.K., Khan, M.R. and Haque, M.M. (2018) ‘Corporate voluntary disclosure practices and 
its association with corporate attributes: an empirical investigation of listed and non-listed 
commercial banks in Bangladesh’, International Journal of Managerial and Financial 
Accounting, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp.331–351.  

Jaffar, R. and Abdul-Shukor, Z. (2016) ‘The role of monitoring mechanisms towards company’s 
performance: evidence from politically connected companies in Malaysia’, Journal of 
Accounting in Emerging Economies, Vol. 6, No. 4, pp.408–428. 

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

Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. (1976) ‘The theory of the firm: managerial behavior, agency 
costs and ownership structure’, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3, No. 4, pp.305–360. 

Jiraporn, P., Singh, M. and Lee, C.I. (2009) ‘Ineffective corporate governance: director busyness 
and board committee memberships’, Journal of Banking and Finance, Vol. 33, No. 5,  
pp.819–828. 

John, A. and Ogechukwu, O. (2018) ‘Corporate governance and financial distress in the banking 
industry: Nigerian experience’, Journal of Economic and Behavioral Studies, Vol. 10, No. 1, 
pp.182–193. 

Kalsie, A. and Shrivastav, S.M. (2016) ‘Analysis of board size and firm performance: evidence 
from NSE companies using panel data approach’, Indian Journal of Corporate Governance, 
Vol. 9, No. 2, pp.148–172.  

Khalil, M. and Ozkan, A. (2016) ‘Board independence, audit quality and earnings management: 
evidence from Egypt’, Journal of Emerging Market Finance, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp.84–118. 

Lajili, K. and Zéghal, D. (2010) ‘Corporate governance and bankruptcy filing decisions’, Journal of 
General Management, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp.3–26. 

Lakshan, A.M.I. and Wijekoon, W.M.H.N. (2012) ‘Corporate governance and corporate failure’, 
Procedia Economics and Finance, Vol. 2, pp.191–198. 

Lee, T. and Yeh, Y. (2004) ‘Corporate governance and financial distress, evidence from Taiwan’, 
Corporate Governance, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp.378–388. 

Li, H.X., Wang, Z.J. and Deng X.L. (2008) ‘Ownership, independent directors, agency cost and 
financial distress: evidence from Chinese listed companies’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 8, 
No. 5, pp.622–636. 

Lipton, M. and Lorsch, J.W. (1993) ‘The lead director’, Directors and Board, Vol. 17, No. 3, 
pp.28–31. 

Lu, X., Wang, J. and Dong, D. (2013) ‘Busy boards and corporate performance’, China Finance 
Review International, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp.203–219. 

Maaloul, A., Chakroun, R. and Yahyaoui, S. (2018) ‘The effect of political connections on 
companies’ performance and value: evidence from Tunisian companies after the revolution’, 
Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp.108–204. 

Maere, J.D., Jorissen, A. and Uhlaner, L.M. (2014) ‘Board capital and downward spiral in a sample 
of unlisted firms’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 22, No. 5, pp.387–407. 

Makhlouf, M.H. and Al-Sufy, F.G. (2018) ‘Ownership concentration and going concern: evidence 
from Jordanian listed firms’, International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 13,  
No. 9, pp.139–147. 

Manaseer, S. and Al-Oshaibat, S.D. (2018) ‘Validity of Altman Z-score model to predict financial 
failure: evidence from Jordan’, International Journal of Economics and Finance, Vol. 10,  
No. 8, pp.181–189.  



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Does the board of directors influence the likelihood and resolution 247    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Manzaneque, M., Priego, A. and Merino, E. (2016) ‘Corporate governance effect on financial 
distress likelihood: evidence from Spain’, Reviede Contabilided -Spanish Accounting Review, 
Vol. 19, No. 4, pp.111–121. 

Menozzi, A., Nrtiaga, M.G. and Vannoni, D. (2014) ‘Board composition political connection and 
performance in state-owned enterprises’, Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 21, No. 3, 
pp.671–698. 

Miglani, S., Ahmed, K. and Henry, D. (2015) ‘Voluntary corporate governance structure and 
financial distress: evidence from Australia’, Journal of Contemporary Accounting and 
Economics, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp.18–30. 

Nasir, N.M. and Ali, M.M. (2018) ‘Corporate governance and financial distress: Malaysian 
perspective’, Asian Journal of Accounting Perspectives, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp.108–128. 

Nugroho, B.Y. (2020) ‘The effect of book to market ratio, profitability, and investment on stock 
return’, International Journal of Economics and Management Studies, Vol. 7, No. 6,  
pp.102–107. 

Odat, M.A., Al Daoud, K.A. and Zurigat, Z.M. (2021) ‘Corporate governance and the cost of 
equity: evidence from the developing country’, Journal of Governance and Regulation,  
Vol. 10, No. 4, pp.144–155. 

Ombaba, K.M.B. and Kosgei, D. (2017) ‘Board composition and financial distress of listed firms in 
Kenya. An empirical analysis’, Journal of Finance and Investment Analysis, Vol. 4, No. 4, 
pp.75–93. 

Pernamasari, R., Purwaningsih, S., Tanjung, J. and Rahayu, D.B. (2019) ‘Good corporate 
governance and prediction of financial distress to stock prices: Atman Z score approach’, 
International Journal of Economics and Management Studies, Vol. 61, No. 11, pp.56–62. 

Pfeffer, J and Salancik, G. (1978) The external control of organizations, a resource dependence 
perspective, New York, Harper and Row. 

Platt H and Platt M. (2012) ‘Corporate board attributes and bankruptcy’, Journal of Business 
Research, Vol. 65, pp.1139–1143. 

Provan, K. (1980) ‘Board power of organizational effectiveness among human service agencies’, 
Academy of Management Journal, Vol 23, pp. 221-236. 

Salloum, C, Schmitt, C, and Bouri, E. (2012) ‘Does board structure affect financial distress? A 
study with reference to family firms in Lebanon’, Investment Management and Financial 
Innovations, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp.113–123. 

Salloum, C.C., Azoury, N.M., and Tarek, M.A. (2013) ‘Board of directors’ effects on financial 
distress evidence of family owned businesses in Lebanon’, International Entrepreneurship 
and Management Journal, Vol. 9, No. 10, pp.59–75. 

Shahwan, T.M. (2015) ‘The effects of corporate governance on financial performance and financial 
distress: evidence from Egypt’, Corporate Governance, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp.641–662. 

Sharifi, S., Haldar, A. and Rao, S.N. (2021) ‘An empirical examination of the relationship between 
credit risk management, size, profitability, and ownership of Indian banks’, International 
Journal of Managerial and Financial Accounting, Vol. 13, No. 1, pp.80–94.  

Shin, J., Jeong Hoon Hyun, J., Seungbin, O.S. and Yang, H. (2017) ‘The effects of politically 
connected outside directors on firm performance: evidence from Korean chaebol firms’, 
Corporate Governess International Review, Vol. 26, No. 3, pp.23–44. 

Shleifer, A. and Vishny, R. (1997) ‘A survey of corporate governance’, Journal of Finance,  
Vol. 52, No. 2, pp.737–783. 

Simpson, W.G. and Gleason, A.E. (1999) ‘Board structure, ownership, and financial distress in 
banking firms’, International Review of Economics and Finance, Vol. 8, No. 3, pp.281–292. 

Tornyeva, K. and Wereko, T. (2012) ‘Corporate governance and firm performance: evidence from 
the insurance sector of Ghana’, European Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 4,  
No. 13,  pp.95–112. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   248 K.A. Al Daoud and O.K.B. Yaseen    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Ud-Din, S., Khan, M.Y., Javeed, A. and Pham, H. (2020) ‘Board structure and likelihood of 
financial distress: an emerging Asian market perspective’, The Journal of Asian Finance, 
Economics, and Business, Vol. 7, No. 11, pp.241–250.  

Udin, S., Khan, M. and Javid, A. (2017) ‘The effect of ownership structure on likelihood of 
financial distress: an empirical evidence’, Corporate Governance: The International Journal 
of Business in Society, Vol. 17, No. 4, pp.589–612. 

Wang, Z.J. and Deng, X.L. (2006) ‘Corporate governance and financial distress: evidence from 
Chinese companies’, The Chinese Economy, Vol. 34, No. 4, pp.5–27. 

Whitaker, R. (1999) ‘The early stages of financial distress’, Journal of Economics and Finance, 
Vol. 23, No. 2, pp.123–133. 

Wruck, K.H. (1990) ‘Financial distress, reorganization, and organizational efficiency’, Journal of 
Financial Economics, Vol. 27, No. 2, pp.419–444. 

Zureigat, B.N., Fadzil, F.H. and Syed Ismail, S.S. (2014) ‘The relationship between corporate 
governance mechanisms and going concern evaluation: evidence from firms listed on Amman 
Stock Exchange’, Journal of Public Administration and Governance, Vol. 4, No. 4,  
pp.100–110.  


