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The history and current state of research on 
interlocking directorates 

Introduction 

By the power of enormous amounts of accumulated capital, big firms are 
maybe the most important societal actors in western society, and understand-
ing the behavior of these key actors is key to understanding society as a 
whole (Mizruchi 1992). However, to understand the behavior of the firms, 
one must consider the persons that make the long-term strategic decisions, 
by most theories of corporate governance deemed to be the board of direc-
tors (Bainbridge 1992; Fama 1980; Mizruchi 1983; Mizruchi 2004; Zald 
1969). All joint-stock companies are required to have a board of directors, 
which is responsible for the organization of the company and for the man-
agement of the company’s affairs. Hence, boards of directors are relatively 
small groups of men (and in an increasing number of cases, also women) 
who run institutions that together, and in some cases even alone, constitute 
an important part of society. The directors of big business can hence be said 
to be (parts of) the economic elite, nationally as well as worldwide, who by 
managing such big institutions and capital amounts have a far greater than 
average power to shape society. This power is manifested both in the access 
to non-corporate sectors of society, such as media, governmental counsels, 
cultural organization, university control, and the like (see, e.g., Carroll 2004; 
Scott 2008; Useem 1984), as well as in the power over corporate collabora-
tion, the distribution of corporate wealth into the private and public spheres, 
expansion as well as deregulation of businesses and plants, among other 
things (Glete 1994; Gourevitch and Shinn 2007; Rosenkopf and Schleicher 
2008). 

This is a thesis about the director interlocks between boards of directors. 
A director interlock emerges when a director has more than one board ap-
pointment, and hence “interlocks” the boards that the director serves. A 
population of firms and directors accumulate to a network of interlocking 
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directorates, and even though these networks are normally very sparse, they 
tend to be well connected. The main reason for analyzing interlocking direc-
torate networks is to study the boards in their social context, and not as iso-
lated entities. The fact that actions never take place in a social vacuum has 
been recognized at least as far back as Simmel (1971 [1908]), who noted that 
society is not a collection of human beings, but rather what emerges in the 
social interaction, when one individual affects another. This notion might 
seem trivial, but what it pinpoints is that if we strive to understand social 
processes, we must study the social networks in which these processes take 
place. During the second half of the 20th century, this insight generated a 
dramatic increase in research on social networks, replacing individualistic 
and atomistic explanations with more relational and contextual ones 
(Borgatti and Foster 2003). 

As mentioned, the directors of the largest firms constitute the economic 
elite, and their decisions influence the economic life of the society. Inter-
locking directorate networks provide a map of the context in which these 
decisions are made. By studying director interlock networks, we have gained 
insights into the conditions of the economic elite as well as an understanding 
of the economic motives of the firms. We have learned to what extent boards 
of directors pursue their own interests or those of their shareholders. And we 
have achieved an understanding of what information the boards utilize in 
their decision-making. As will be shown in the subsequent review, there is a 
large body of research showing that economic decisions are diffused via the 
interlock network, that interlocks foster social cohesion among the corporate 
elite, that interlocks are used by boards of directors to get a better overview 
of the market and its trends, and that the interlocks facilitate resource trans-
actions between firms. 

It should be recognized that the interlocking directorate network is only 
one of many maps of social relations that guide the actions and performance 
of firms and directors. Friendship or kinship relations, as well as club mem-
bership or geographical proximity are examples of other types of relations 
that may affect firm and director performances (see e.g. Davis and Greve 
1997; Domhoff 1967; O'Hagan and Green 2002; Westphal and Stern 2006). 
Yet, interlocking directorate networks are recognized as having a substantial 
effect on economic life, and the networks yield significant insights into the 
behavior of firms. Today, director networks are by far the most studied net-
works in the research of directors and economic decisions of firms. I believe 
there are two salient reasons for this. First, it cannot be denied that the wide-
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spread study of director interlocks is to some extent due to the availability of 
data. However, the second reason is more important. Interlocking directorate 
networks are not only vaguely related to the board of directors; they are ac-
cording to most theories a vital part of the board of directors. Interlocking 
the right firms is to some extent part of the job as a director, part of his or her 
managerial work. For example, resource-dependence advocates argue that 
firms try to interlock with other firms that control resources important for the 
focal firm, and Useem (1984) argue that director interlocks are used for 
“business scanning,” to collect information about what is happening in other 
firms, thereby giving the board of directors a better overview of the market. 
In these cases, the fact that a director has several appointments is not only an 
unforeseen consequence of his or her job as a director, but also to some ex-
tent part of it. Following this line of reasoning, the study of boards of direc-
tors must be a study of interlock networks as well, since the two are not 
completely separable. 

Introduction to networks 

The object of interest, the interlocking directorate network, is a social net-
work. Network analysis is an abstract method that could be applied to a wide 
range of different studies. However, in the subsequent introduction, exam-
ples are mainly derived from the topic of this thesis, research on director 
interlocks.  

A network is defined as a set of actors connected by a set of relations. In 
director interlock research, the actors (often denoted as nodes or vertices) are 
more often than not the firms, and the relations (or links, ties, or edges) are 
directors with several board positions. However, it is also possible to have 
the directors as the actors and a shared board as the relation.1 A pair of actors 
and the links (if any) between them is a dyad, and three actors with adherent 
links, if any, is a triad. Note that the dyad and the triad are defined by the 
number of actors and not by the existence of links between them. By con-
trast, the term isolate is defined by the lack of relations. The relation be-
tween actors can be modeled in different ways: as directed or undirected, 

                               
1 Examples of studies of other types of actors and relations include de Nooy’s (1999) study of 
authors and critics (not distinguished) connected by judgments, Barabási et al’s (2002) study 
of scientists connected by co-authorship, and Garlaschelli and Loffredo’s (2005) study of 
countries linked by trade. 
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binary or with different strengths, or as negative or positive. In director inter-
lock research, negative ties are barely considered, but relations between 
firms can be modeled as directed if the director is assumed to represent 
mainly one firm and be on other boards as this firm’s representative (if no 
such thing is assumed, the relation is undirected). Furthermore, a relation 
may be modeled as only present or absent, or with different strengths accord-
ing to the number of directors that interlock each dyad. 

A large set of terms and expressions characterize social network analysis, 
and a brief background will be necessary to follow the discussion (see also 
De Nooy, Mrvar and Batagelj 2005; Scott 2000; Wasserman and Faust 1994 
for discussions and applications of network definitions and concepts). Dyad, 
triad, and isolates have already been explained. A path exists between two 
actors that are connected, directly or indirectly, to each other. That is, a path 
exists between two firms if they exists in the same chain of firms linked by 
directors, no matter how many firms there are between the two focal firms. 
Path distance denotes the smallest number of links one must use to connect 
two actors. Actors at a distance of 1 from each other, that is, actors with a 
direct relation, are said to be neighbors. A component is a part of the net-
work in which all actors connect each other, that is, there is a direct or indi-
rect path between every two actors in a component. If the whole network 
consists of one single component, it is sometimes referred to as a connected 
graph. Network mean distance is the mean of the distances between all dy-
ads in the network. Mean distance can only be calculated for components or 
connected graphs, since the measure requires a defined path (smaller than 
infinity) between all pairs of actors. Network density is a measure of how 
many relations are present as a percentage of all that are possible. When 
network density is calculated, the number of possible ties is defined mathe-
matically and is not related to realistic assumptions about the network. In a 
network of 300 firms, the number of possible ties is 89,700 (300x299) even 
though a network density of 1 is quite unrealistic since it requires that only a 
handful of directors manage all firms. Clustering denotes the extent to which 
the actors are aggregated into clusters. An actor’s clustering coefficient indi-
cates to what extent the actor’s neighbors, that is, the actors linked to the 
focal actor, are linked to each other. The clustering coefficient of the net-
work is the mean clustering of all actors. 

So far, I have claimed that networks consist of one type of actors (e.g., 
firms) that are connected by one type of relation (e.g., directors). Since these 
networks only include one type of actor, they are sometimes referred to as 1-
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mode networks. However, there are networks with two different types of 
actors as well, denoted as 2-mode networks (or as bipartite or affiliation 
networks). The director interlock network could be modeled such that both 
firms and directors are actors. A link would then represents an affiliation 
between the different entities: that is, that the director serves on the board of 
the linked firm. Accordingly, relations in a 2-mode network can only exist 
between actors of different types. Figure 1 depicts the interlocking director-
ate network for all firms listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange in June 
2005. Here, firms (red squares) as well as directors (green circles) are 
shown, and a link indicates that the director is a member of the linked board. 
Hence, the network displayed is the full 2-mode network of firms and direc-
tors. 

 

 
Figure 1. The 2-mode network of firms listed on the SSE and their directors 2005 

However, the analyses of 2-mode networks are much less frequent than sug-
gested by their widespread appearance. 2-mode networks are more often 
than not transformed into 1-mode networks prior to analysis. In this trans-
formation, only one type of actors is kept, and the other actor type is trans-
formed into relations between the actors. Hence, from a 2-mode network, 
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two different kinds of 1-mode networks can be extracted. The 2-mode net-
work of firms and directors can be extracted to a network of firms connected 
by shared directors or a network of directors connected by the firms on 
which board they meet (see figure 2 and 3 for the two 1-mode extractions 
made out of the network in figure 1). The two 1-mode extractions from a 2-
mode network are sometimes referred to as “duals,” and there is no simple 
correspondence between the structural properties of a network and its dual 
(Breiger 1974). 

The research on director interlocks 
Data and methods in interlock research 

An interlocking directorate network is a 2-mode network consisting of firms 
and their directors, and where a link (only present between firms and direc-
tors) indicates that the director serves on the board of the linked firm. To 
examine interlocking directorships, researchers collect the names of board 
members of a population of firms. This information is in most cases freely 
available from the firms’ annual reports, yearbooks, or other periodical pub-
lications. The names are then compared to identify where the same person is 
serving on multiple boards. From this data one can then model the interlock-
ing directorate network of firms and directors. As mentioned, there are only 
a handful of analyses of the 2-mode director interlock network. Analyses of 
the 1-mode networks of firms connected by directors and directors con-
nected by firms are much more common. The main reason for the transfor-
mation is that even though some network information gets lost in the reduc-
tion process, the 1-mode network is easier to analyze while keeping the ob-
ject of interest well in sight. 

An important problem to deal with in the collection of network data is the 
boundary-problem: how to define the boundaries of the network of interest. 
In traditional statistical methods, such as regression analysis, random sam-
pling ensures that results can be generalized to the sampled population. In 
order to map a network, random sampling is of no use since this procedure 
minimizes the chance of finding the object of interest, that is, links between 
actors. Instead, one has to collect and use population data. The need for 
population data in most kinds of network studies is a hard constraint, and 
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Figure 2. The 1-mode network of firms listed on the SSE in 2005, extracted out of 
the 2-mode network in figure 1 

 

 
Figure 3. The 1-mode network of directors on firms listed on the SSE in 2005, ex-
tracted out of the 2-mode network in figure 1 
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from it follows that the population studied must be limited in size.2 In the 
interlocking directorate research, two different boundary definitions are 
common. In most of the research on North American firms, the population is 
defined as an arbitrary number of largest firms according to the Fortune 500 
or some equivalent list. The other well-established boundary definition is to 
include all publicly traded firms in a country or all firms traded on a particu-
lar stock exchange. Since firms interlock with other firms regardless of 
whether they are on the Fortune 500 list, or traded on the same stock ex-
change, these boundaries are artificial. Hence, most studies of director inter-
lock networks cut out parts of the network. It may be that the largest firms or 
firms listed on the same stock exchange have a high degree of connected-
ness, and hence constitute highly connected sub-graphs of the director inter-
lock network, but it may also be true that a wider boundary definition would 
generate networks of even higher connectedness. Due to the limited research 
on the subject, one can only speculate about this. However, the connected-
ness within studied networks is high and in line with what could be ex-
pected, and an extensive body of research has proved network-effects in the 
director interlock networks. So although artificial, the boundaries do capture 
a well-connected network, which shows that economic decisions and firm 
performances are susceptible to social network effects. It must, however, be 
recognized that we do not know how actors and relations outside the studied 
network would affect results, and that the results presented are only valid for 
the part of the network studied. The boundary problem must be taken seri-
ously, and it constitutes a big challenge for the field of network analysis. 

Several methodological approaches are employed in director interlock 
studies. Among interview-studies, Useem’s (1984) 129 interviews with ex-
ecutives and directors of large firms in the United Kingdom and the United 
States stands out as the most comprehensive one. There are also several stud-
ies of a more qualitative character that nevertheless build the analyses on 
quantitatively oriented measures such as degree distributions, centrality 
measures, and the like (Carroll 2004; Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Ottosson 
1993). In the more downright quantitative research on director interlocks, 
both more traditional regression models as well as network simulations are 
in general use. Interlock research aiming at explaining an outcome, such as 
specific performances of firms or directors, tend to utilize various types of 

                               
2 There are examples of network studies where data from random sampling can be used. Ego-
network data, where actors are inquired of their personal networks, is one such example. 
However, to map a connected network, population data must be obtained. 
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regression models. Here, the outcome under study is regressed on several 
predictors, where some are typically network related such as network rela-
tions to certain other actors, actors’ centrality scores, or clustering coeffi-
cients. For example, in his early and oft-cited article on the spread of the 
poison pill defense against hostile takeovers, Davis (1991) employed event-
history analysis. Davis regressed the adoption of poison pills on economic 
characteristics as well as network data, such as the firms’ number of board 
interlocks, board interlocks to poison pill adopters, and network centrality. 
The results showed, among other things, that central firms and firms linked 
to actors that already adopted the poison pill strategy were more prone to 
adopt the strategy themselves. 

However, in studies of network structures, simulations are the more 
dominant method of research. One reason for this is that regression analysis 
assumes independence between observations, and network links are not in-
dependent of each other. In simulation models, a random network with cer-
tain characteristics is simulated and compared with the true network of inter-
est. In the simulations, parameters controlling the probability of special link-
ing patterns can be tuned, and the degree of tuning necessary to create a ran-
dom network similar in certain respects to the studied networks reveals what 
rationales lies behind network formation and to what extent these rationales 
are valid. 

The Pujo Committee 

The work of the so called Pujo Committee (Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency 1913a; 1913b; 1913c) in the United States is generally considered to 
be the first study of interlocking directorates, initiating a body of research on 
the subject. The Pujo Committee was a congressional subcommittee that 
investigated the “money trust,” a small group of Wall Street bankers who 
were said to exert control over the finances of the country. The interlocking 
directorates of the largest financial institutions were scrutinized in this inves-
tigation, and financiers such as J. P. Morgan and George F. Baker testified. 
The committee's majority report concluded that a group of financial leaders 
by their connections and involvements in several businesses had abused the 
public trust to consolidate control over many industries.3 In the majority 

                               
3 The full Pujo Committee hearings, tables and graphs of interlocking directorates, and major-
ity/minority report can be obtained via http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/publications/montru/. 
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report, The Pujo Committee harshly criticized the interlocking directorate 
phenomenon, writing among other things that, “The powerful grip of these 
gentlemen is upon the throttle that controls the wheels of credit and upon 
their signal those wheels will turn or stop,” implying that the interlocking 
directorate system was a crucial part of this control. The work of the Pujo 
Committee created a climate of public opinion that led to the passage of the 
Federal Reserve Act of 1913 and the Clayton Antitrust Act of 1914. The 
Antitrust Act includes, among other things, a paragraph that restricts inter-
locking directorates among large corporations that are either competitors or 
engaged in commerce. 

Being the first systematic study of director interlocks, the work of the 
Pujo Committee is interesting in its own right. However, it is also worth 
considering in the light of present director interlock research. The focus of 
the Pujo Committee was the big financiers and their financial institutions. 
They were said to be at the center of a network in which resources were allo-
cated to the firms by means of how much it benefited the financiers under 
investigation. Special interest was paid to correspondence between the inter-
locks and the dealings between the banks, steel corporations, and railways, 
which were then the biggest, most productive, and most promising firms for 
the future. It is interesting to note that the Pujo Committee was interested in 
how director interlocks put individual persons in control of the industry and 
finance of United States, but equally concerned with the fact that this control 
was used to allocate resources between firms, and to prevent competitors 
from entering the market. Hence, the Pujo Committee demonstrated that 
interlocks gave a group of individuals with similar interests control over the 
most important and powerful societal actors, and that this control was used 
both to maintain it (shut out competitors by refusing them loans or other 
resources), and to allocate resources between firms. These main functions of 
interlocking directorates are the main functions still discussed, but instead of 
admitting them both together, researchers today tend to see director inter-
locks as either a class-based cohesion network or a network administrating 
resource dependency between firms. 

It should be stated that the money trust investigated by the Pujo Commit-
tee was neither illegal nor guilty of illegal acts (Carosso 1973; Committee on 
Banking and Currency 1913c; Dixon 1914), but the committee report were 
followed by a body of research and literature discussing the problems of 
director interlocks. Perhaps the most influential book was written by future 
United States Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis (Brandeis 1914), who 
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criticized interlocking directorates per se. However, others concluded that 
the main problem with director interlocks was the relations between different 
credit institutions that made it possible to restrain competition (e.g. Dixon 
1914), while still others concluded that interlocking directorates were of no 
great concern – it was mainly ownership links that restrained the competition 
(Durand 1914). Durand (1914) wrote that “[t]he real evil is not community 
of directors but community of stock ownership. It will be easy enough for an 
individual or group who hold stock in several corporations to elect different 
men as directors who will act in harmony.” However, this latter conclusion 
was later refuted by Berle and Means’ widely read The Modern Corporation 
and Private Property (Berle and Means 1991 [1932]), in which they argued 
that the concentration of corporate wealth was paralleled by a process of 
dispersion of share holding “such that an important part of the wealth of 
individuals consists of interests in great enterprises of which no one individ-
ual owns a major part” (Berle and Means 1991 [1932]). Hence, the disper-
sion of stock ownerships put the real power over the firms in the hands of the 
directors, who in reality are not accountable to the shareholders for their 
actions. 

In fact, the argument made by Berle and Means had such an impact, that 
although occasionally questioned (Zeitlin 1974), their view became almost 
universally accepted among researcher up until the 1990s (see e.g. Barca and 
Becht 2001; La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes and Shleifer 1999, see also Study III 
in this thesis). The hypothesis of a wide separation between ownership and 
control was to become an important issue in interlocking directorate re-
search. If final control is left to the directors of the firms, the network of 
cross-representation and multiple board assignments represents a map of the 
corporate elite and the relative distribution of power within this elite. 

Directors vs. firms 

The work of the Pujo Committee led to an academic discussion of director 
interlocks. However, when considering the subsequent research on the topic 
once the initial discussions that followed the work of the Pujo Committee 
had run their course, two things are quite striking. First, it took a rather long 
time before research on director interlocks gained momentum. With few 
exceptions, the body of sociological research on the subject did not start to 
accumulate until the 1970s. Second, research on the subject was, and still is, 
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quite divided between different tracks. As seen, the money trust investiga-
tion paid special attention to the relations between the banks, the steel corpo-
rations, and the railways, that is, to the relations between certain kinds of 
firms. However, one main point was that the bonds between these firms put 
individual directors in control of the most prominent firms, firms that could 
clearly be regarded as some of the most important societal actors. Today, 
most subsequent interlock research can be divided into research that is con-
cerned with the interlocks as relationships between firms on the one hand 
and research on the corporate elite, that is, the directors of the firms, on the 
other. Hence, one research track is concerned with director interlocks as a 
firm-strategic phenomenon and the other relates them to social relations 
among the upper class, a track that is more prone to express the director in-
terlock network in terms of power access for the individual directors. 

These two tracks of interlock research regard different entities in the net-
work of directors and firms as the main actors to study. That is, the two lines 
of research value the two 1-mode projections of the 2-mode network of firms 
and directors differently. Research on relationships between specific firms 
seldom considers the network of directors connected by firms, while re-
search on the corporate elite, generally defined as directors with several 
board positions (see e.g. Carroll 2004; Useem 1984), take an interest in both 
1-mode projections of the firm-director network. 

From the firm-strategic point of view, director interlocks arise because a 
firm benefits from interlocking with certain other firms. Within this view, 
the vast majority of research has adopted the resource-dependence perspec-
tive, suggesting that interlocks are a means of managing organizational de-
pendencies and environmental uncertainties (Mizruchi and Stearns 1988; 
Pfeffer 1972; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978).4 Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) wrote 
that “[k]nown as cooptation, this is a strategy for accessing resources, ex-
changing information, developing interfirm commitments, and establishing 
legitimacy.” Hence, resource dependence is about firms securing resources 
controlled by other firms in a way that avoids the uncertainty associated with 
open-market solutions. 

In the elite perspective, the network of firms and directors has gathered 
interest since it connects the members of the corporate elite (defined by sev-
eral scholars as the directors who hold several board positions (Carroll 2004; 

                               
4 Another, less embraced idea is that firms would want to interlock other important firms with 
good reputations, and in such a way create legitimacy to the own organization (see Mizruchi  
(1996)).  
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Useem 1984)). The elite perspective was put forward originally by C. Wright 
Mills in The Power Elite (Mills 1956). Mills argued that the power elite was 
constituted by a small, largely unified, group that more or less set the agenda 
of business, politics, and the military by themselves. The argument, subse-
quently repeated by several other theorists, states that director interlocks are 
not so much a prerequisite for the cohesiveness of this group, but rather an 
effect of that cohesiveness and a method for managing discretion (Mills 
1956; Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Useem 1984). 

Even though the firm-strategic and the corporate-elite perspectives differ 
in many ways, there are also similarities. Both perspectives did (and to a 
large extent still do) take for granted the argument of a separation between 
ownership and control made by Berle and Means (1991 [1932]), and to some 
degree even made it a motivation for interlock research. In the power-
oriented view of elite theorists, this take seems rather obvious. Drawing on 
the notion that the top managers are responsible for their management only 
to themselves, the elite is defined as the top managers of the largest firms. In 
this view, the network of interlocking directors is a map of the relations that 
uphold and distribute the power of the corporate elite. In addition, in the 
resource-dependence perspective, director interlocks are viewed as a mecha-
nism of control, but focus is on the need of the firms. Here, interlocks are a 
way for one firm to increase its influence over other firms, and hence inter-
locks become closely related to the question of corporate control. Put an-
other way, the interlocking directorate network can be seen as give-and-take 
in the market for corporate control. 

In the debate between resource-dependence and the elite theorists about 
the reasons for director interlocks, the so-called broken-tie research carried 
out in the 1980s became important. Broken-tie research analyzed the net-
work of firms linked by common directors, and scrutinized the reconstitution 
of accidentally broken ties. The argument made was that if the driving force 
behind interlocks is firm-strategic considerations, broken ties would likely 
be reconstituted, and if the network is mainly a class-cohesion network, bro-
ken-ties would tend not be reconstituted. With few exceptions (Ornstein 
1984), papers of broken-ties found that few of the accidentally disrupted ties 
were reconstituted (Koenig, Gogel and Sonquist 1979; Ornstein 1980; 
Ornstein 1982; Palmer 1983a; Palmer 1983b; Palmer, Friedland and Singh 
1986). Even though resource-dependence advocates argued that broken ties 
may be redirected to another firm that is able to supply the same type of 
information (Stearns and Mizruchi 1986), several researchers today have 
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concluded that the research as a whole indicates that directors are recruited 
to boards for reasons other than inter-organizational strategies of co-optation 
and control (Davis, Yoo and Baker 2003; Uzzi, Amaral and Reed-Tsochas 
2004; Zajac 1988). Furthermore, at least in the United States, the pressure to 
appoint independent directors (directors who lack affiliation with the focal 
firm as a supplier, creditor, or commercial banker within the past two years) 
is said to create a barrier against using director interlocks as a strategy for 
managing resource dependence (Johnson, Daily and Ellstrand 1996; West-
phal, Boivie and Chng 2006). However, other researchers still claim the va-
lidity of the resource-dependence perspective for director interlocks (Hendry 
and Kiel 2004; Hillman and Dalziel 2003; Mizruchi and Stearns 1994), and 
the debate of whether resource-dependence is an important force behind 
board interlocks is not settled. 

The arguments advanced by broken-tie research, and perhaps especially 
the one made by Ornstein (1984), are worth looking at more closely since 
they show that firm-strategic considerations and class-based motives were 
then the only discussed motives for interlock creation. Ornstein found that 
about 40% of the broken interlocks were reconstituted, and about 25% of the 
remaining 60% of the interlocks were broken because of changes in corpo-
rate strategies. From this, Ornstein concluded that the proportions of inter-
organizational and class-based interlocks were about equal. Hence, the ar-
gument assumes that if one can show that a link is not due to firm-strategic 
considerations, it must be due to class-based motives. However, it seems 
obvious that the fact that the ties do not seem to be due to firm-strategic con-
siderations does not necessarily mean that links are an expression of class-
based cohesion. Hence, broken-tie research never managed to find support 
for the firm-strategic or class-cohesion theories, and the research on broken-
ties fizzled out.  

Another subject within interlock research that has influenced much sub-
sequent research was the question of bank centrality. In the 1970s and 1980s, 
banks were repeatedly found to be more central than non-banks in the inter-
locking directorate network, and since centrality in the director interlock 
network was assumed to be closely associated with the firm’s power, re-
searchers paid much attention to this fact (Mariolis 1975; Mariolis and Jones 
1982; Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Mizruchi 1982; Stokman, Ziegler and Scott 
1985). It is easy to understand why the centrality of large financial institu-
tions was ascribed significance. After all, these institutions are in one sense 
the central institutions in a monetary capitalistic society, through which the 
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major resource, money, is allocated. Perhaps the example of the Pujo Com-
mittee played a part as well. The committee investigated the bonds between 
the big financial houses and important industries and concluded that financ-
ers made use of their control over the “wheels of credit,” the lending of 
money, to control and prevent competitors from entering the market. How-
ever, the assumed simple correlation between centrality and power has not 
withstood closer investigation (see e.g. Bonacich 1987; Cook et al. 1983; 
Cook and Whitmeyer 1992). For example did Cook et al. (1983), in a set of 
experimental and simulation studies, show that the most central actors were 
not necessarily the most successful in exercising bargaining power. The 
overall results of the research on the links between centrality and power sug-
gest that the conjectured correlation between the two is too simplistic and 
should be abandoned. Somewhat surprisingly, the notion of bank centrality 
continues to draw some interest in the interlock literature (Aguilera 1998; 
Davis and Mizruchi 1999; Davis, Yoo and Baker 2003; Heemskerk and 
Schnyder 2008; Okazaki, Sawada and Yokoyama 2005; Sinani et al. 2008; 
Windolf 2009). (See also Mizruchi 1996 for a review of the interlocking 
directorate research up until the mid 1990s). 

Cause vs. consequence 

The research on broken-ties and bank centrality is in one sense typical of 
most of the interlock research through the mid-1990s, which was more about 
why interlocks are formed or about the networks per se and less about the 
actual consequences of the interlocks. However, this was starting to change 
during the 1990s, and with this shift, interlock research no longer struggles 
with the “so what?” problem as it was defined by Mizruchi in his 1996 re-
view of the field (Mizruchi 1996). As Mizruchi pointed out, there was not 
much empirical research showing that director interlocks actually had an 
effect on the behavior of firms and/or directors. Instead, most researchers 
treated the interlocks as important per se, and went on analyzing the struc-
ture and pointing out central actors in the networks. The seemingly obvious 
question that Mizruchi asked was: If interlocks are not shown to have any 
consequences for firms and/or directors, why should we care about them? 
The shift toward a research more interested in the consequences of interlocks 
also meant that the old view of interlock formations as either due to resource 
dependency needs or class cohesion was to some extent abandoned. Since 
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the 1990s, research on the consequences of interlocks started to grow rap-
idly, and the reasons why ties were formed came to be viewed as of secon-
dary importance. 

Now, a body of research flourishes showing that the practices and per-
formances of firms spread through the interlocking directorate network. Tak-
ing this diffusion perspective into account, many researchers have shown 
that firms are inclined to the same decisions, actions, and even organiza-
tional structures as linked firms (Bizjak, Lemmon and Whitby 2009; Davis 
1991; Edling and Sandell 2001; Haunschild 1993; Lincoln, Gerlach and 
Ahmadjian 1996; Palmer, Jennings and Zhou 1993). In this research, a wide 
variety of firm activities are partly explained by the linking patterns of the 
director interlock network. Examples of activities explained include acquisi-
tion activities (Haunschild 1993), defense strategies against unwanted take-
overs (Davis 1991), option backdating (Bizjak, Lemmon and Whitby 2009), 
and list transfers (Edling and Sandell 2001). Study I (this thesis) is also an 
example of this diffusion perspective. Here, I examine stock repurchases 
among publicly traded Swedish firms during the first years when repur-
chases were available to them. I argue that the uncertainty associated with 
stock repurchases (further increased by it being a completely new option for 
the Swedish firms) makes it plausible that directors are influenced by how 
other firms have thought about it. Insights into the decision-making of other 
firms are gained via director interlocks, so the hypothesis that the decision to 
repurchase stocks is to some extent spread via the interlocking directorate 
network is reasonable. The results show that the propensity to repurchase 
stocks is due to both economic characteristics as well as social influence in 
terms of director interlocks to firms that recently made a repurchase. Here, 
this means that the probability that a firm initiates a repurchase program is 
heightened if the firm has a director interlock to another firm that initiated a 
repurchase program during the last 365 days.  

Several researchers has also shown that board interlocks are associated 
with the firms’ financial performances (Keister 2009; Khanna and Thomas 
2009; Silva, Majluf and Paredes 2006). The mechanism behind such a corre-
lation is not clear, but the association is most certainly not due to policy dif-
fusion within the directorate network. Instead, it is hypothesized that shared 
management in some way or another is considered relevant by the market 
(see e.g. Khanna and Thomas 2009). 

Hence, the director interlock network is shown to function as diffusion 
channels and information carriers as well as market signals. A few studies 
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have also shown that information about policies and practices are not all that 
is spread via the directorship network; information about the directors them-
selves is as well. There is evidence that information obtained via director 
interlocks is highly important in the recruitment of new CEOs (Holgersson 
2003; Khurana 2002) as well as new directors to the board (O'Neal and 
Thomas 1995; Sjöstrand and Petrelius 2002; Useem 1984). Yet, there is as 
far as I am aware to date no quantitative empirical evidence on the impor-
tance of director interlocks for the recruitment of new directors. The second 
study of the present thesis makes a contribution here. By analyzing all direc-
tor recruitments by firms listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange during a 
16 years period, I conclude that the director interlock network is an impor-
tant factor in the recruitment process, and that directors strongly benefit from 
having director as well as ownership connections to a recruiting firm. How-
ever, the results indicate that first-hand information obtained via director 
interlocks alone affect the recruitment process. This is probably because 
existent interlocks not only carry information but also represent trust be-
tween actors, and trust does not extend through several steps in the network. 

This finding, suggesting that information obtained on a personal basis is 
highly preferred in the recruitment of new board members, is consistent with 
previous research on inter-firm alliance formations. Gulati and Gargiulo 
(1999) showed that the presence of previous alliances between firms in-
creases the likelihood that new alliances will be formed between them. Just 
as in the case of director recruitment, this suggests that good experience with 
earlier collaborations increases the probability of future ones. In addition, 
Rosenkopf and Schleicher (2008) found a two-way casual relationship be-
tween alliance formations and director interlocks, suggesting that firms that 
share directors are more likely to form a new alliance, but also that firms in 
an alliance have an increased probability of creating board interlocks. 

Given that director interlocks are shown to have real-world consequences 
for the spread and adoption of policies and ideas, several studies have sug-
gested that director interlocks are more prone to affect firm behavior when 
the firms face a relatively high degree of uncertainty and when controversial 
decisions are to be made (Beckman, Haunschild and Phillips 2004; Carpen-
ter and Westphal 2001; Davis and Greve 1997; Geletkanycz and Hambrick 
1997; Haunschild and Beckman 1998; Westphal and Zajac 1997). 

Most of the above-cited research that deals with the consequences of 
board interlocks focuses on the firms rather than the directors. This is not to 
say that the research takes a resource-dependence view (the research does 
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not deal with the reasons for interlock formation, only the consequences), 
but it certainly means that the research cited is not carried out from an elite 
perspective. The only cited research that could conceivably be framed in an 
elite perspective involves the studies suggesting that existent interlocks af-
fect the recruitment of new directors and hence also the creation of new in-
terlocks. Of all the research on the consequences of director interlocks, most 
is concerned with firm performance rather than with the corporate elite. 
However, this does not mean that there is a lack of significant research on 
network consequences from an elite perspective.  

Among the corporate elite researchers who study the consequences of di-
rector interlocks, most are concerned with the correlation between network 
properties on the one hand and political affiliations and behavior on the other 
(Broyles 1993; Burris 1991; Burris 2005; Mizruchi 1992; Useem 1984). In a 
study with somewhat mixed results, Mizruchi (1992) showed that director 
interlocks seem to some extent be associated with political cohesion between 
firms. For example, firms connected through interlocking directorates were 
more likely to express agreement on legislative matters in their testimony 
before Congress. But perhaps the most frequently used measure of political 
cohesion in the business elite literature is political campaign contributions. 
For example, Broyles (1993) showed similarities in campaign contributions 
among directors defined as the corporate elite (the ones with multiple as-
signments). Furthermore, several studies have found some sort of network 
effect on campaign contributions in the interlocking directorate network 
(Burris 1991; Burris 2005; Mizruchi 1992; Useem 1984). Here, it is argued 
that the mere existence of common memberships on corporate boards con-
tributes to political cohesion among directors (Burris 2005). Yet, highlight-
ing the importance of studying both duals of a 2-mode network (Breiger 
1974), the fact that there is an association between director interlocks and 
personal campaign contributions does not mean that the directorate networks 
correlate with campaign contributions from the firms (Burris 1991; Mizruchi 
1992). 

As already seen, interlock research began in the early 1900s with the 
work and writings of the Pujo Committee. Since then, interlock research has 
progressed substantially, but the heritage from the Pujo Committee still per-
meates much of the interlock literature. Furthermore, research has more or 
less been divided into two different tracks; one seeing interlocks as due to 
firm-strategic considerations and one emphasizing the corporate elite and 
power relations. Finally, the interlock research has shifted focus from mainly 
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discussing the causes of interlocks to scrutinizing their consequences. This 
brief history outline is, of course, over-simplified and highly generalized. 
Especially the last transition, to consequence-oriented research, has em-
braced the firm-oriented research more than the elite research, which is to a 
large extent still quite descriptive and often takes the importance of the net-
work for granted. For example, in a rather lengthy debate about whether a 
transnational capitalist class has emerged (Carroll and Fennema 2002; Car-
roll and Fennema 2004; Carroll and Fennema 2006; Kentor and Jang 2004; 
Kentor and Jang 2006) (see also Carroll 2007; Carroll 2009; Carroll and 
Carson 2003; Nollert 2005; Robinson and Harris 2000; Staples 2006), per-
haps the most important outcome was not whether such a class has emerged, 
but the notion by Carroll (2009) that the existence of director interlocks does 
not tell us anything about the importance of these interlocks. This may seem 
obvious, and it has been underscored several times before (Burris 2005; Miz-
ruchi 1996), but it has not yet fully penetrated the research on interlocking 
directorates.  

I guess that the reason that so much of the elite research still tends toward 
description is that the research is strongly grounded in a theoretical tradition, 
where the network is regarded as important per se. After all, it is obvious 
that the top management of the largest firms comprise at least part of the 
economic elite. This take on the problem makes it clear why the network of 
the elite is regarded as an interesting subject in and of itself, and why it is 
considered interesting that the business elite is a group of persons whose 
circle of contacts is structured in a manner that makes more or less everyone 
reachable within just a few steps. This makes unifying integration possible, 
and maybe even most plausible, without any formal arrangements (see the 
discussion on small-world networks below). Yet, the challenge is to connect 
the findings of network structures to more substantial issues. So far, the ar-
gument that the interlocking directorates network is important for cohesion 
among the corporate elite has in most cases been grounded on plausibility 
rather than empirical analyses, although there are noteworthy exceptions, 
which have been mentioned above. 

Structure, modes, and ownership 

In addition to the development of the interlock research sketched above, a 
few other notable developments have taken place in the field during the past 
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fifteen years. Interlocking directorate research advanced during the past dec-
ades, but network research in general has undergone even more dramatic 
progress. This has led to a new branch of director interlock research not fo-
cusing on the effect of the network for certain outcomes or on the theoretical 
ideas behind interlock formations, but rather on the network properties per 
se. The small-world characteristic (a simultaneous combination of high clus-
tering and a low average path length) has generated much interest in inter-
lock studies and in network research at general. Originating from Milgram’s 
(1967) experimental studies suggesting that high clustering and a low aver-
age geodesic (path length) can coexist in social networks, the small-world 
phenomenon gained in interest with Watts and Strogatz’ (1998) simulation 
model that showed how a very small amount of random rewiring in a strictly 
ordered network gave the network small-world characteristics. In fact, the 
research on the small-world properties in social networks became so exten-
sive that review articles of small-world research in specific fields have 
emerged (see e.g. Uzzi, Amaral and Reed-Tsochas 2004 for a review on 
small-world networks in management research). 

Given the fact that the interlocking directorate network is significant for 
the spread of information and ideas, strategies and structures, the small-
world properties of the network helped us to understand how and why the 
network can be the ground for this kind of diffusion. Now, it seems that in a 
sparse network, small-world properties are a prerequisite for the rapid flow 
of ideas, policies, and information, throughout the network. 

Research on the small-world structure in the firm-director network sug-
gests that the small-world properties are universal, and evidence of small-
world characteristics comes from among other countries the United States 
(Davis, Yoo and Baker 2003), Italy, (Battiston and Catanzaro 2004) Ger-
many and UK (Conyon and Muldoon 2006), the Netherlands and Switzer-
land (Heemskerk and Schnyder 2008), Denmark, Norway, and Sweden 
(Sinani et al. 2008). Interestingly, in the Australian case, only the director 
part of the network (and not the firms) show small-world properties (Robins 
and Alexander 2004). Yet, the small-worldness of the corporate network is 
to some extent a question of how to define the concept. Some contradictory 
results, compare for example Robins and Alexander (2004) with Conyon and 
Muldoon (2006), are due to different methods of analyzing the observed data 
as well as differences in how the random graphs for comparison are gener-
ated. 
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So far, director interlocks have only been discussed from the two “duals,” 
the two different 1-mode extractions, of the 2-mode network of firms and 
directors. As Breiger (1974) argues, the duality of social entities in the 2-
mode structure implies that both 1-mode network extractions must be ana-
lyzed, a request adhered to by many, but nor most, studies on the director 
interlock networks. 

However, when a 1-mode network is extracted from a 2-mode network, 
network information can get lost, the number of links may be highly inflated, 
and some properties of the extracted networks may be due to the extraction 
process rather than the underlying data itself (Latapy, Magnien and Vecchio 
2008; Newman 2001). A new methodological approach in the research on 
interlocking directorates has been adopted in a few studies analyzing the 2-
mode network as it is, that is, without extracting the two 1-mode networks 
prior to analysis (Robins and Alexander 2004; Wang et al. 2009). As a direct 
consequence of this research approach, Robins and Alexander (2004) 
showed that the network structure was influenced by the clustering of direc-
tors with multiple positions on boards, rather than by the accumulation of 
many positions by individual directors. This finding was later confirmed by 
Conyon and Muldoon (2006). However, by analyzing the 1-mode extractions 
of the 2-mode network, they had to employ additional regressions to arrive at 
the same conclusion. 

Study III in this thesis is another analysis of a full-mode interlock net-
work. However, instead of analyzing the 2-mode network of firms and direc-
tors, it looks at the 3-mode network of Swedish firms, directors, and owners 
(depicted on the cover of this thesis; the red squares are the firms, the green 
circles are the directors, and the blue triangles are the owners). The aim is to 
bring the question of corporate control back to interlock research, and the 
question addressed is to what extent the interlocking directorate infrastruc-
ture is dependent on ownership between firms. The results indicate a rather 
high association between director interlocks and ownership structure. 

Given the academic interest and the demonstrated real-world conse-
quences of interlocking directorate networks, why and how such networks 
evolve remain important questions. As discussed, research up to the 1990s 
was largely busy answering why such networks formed, where the two 
dominant views stipulated that interlocks were either due to inter-firm de-
pendency or to social cohesion among the business elite. The resource de-
pendence perspective is still considered relevant for interlock creation in the 
literature (Hendry and Kiel 2004; Hillman and Dalziel 2003; Hillman, With-
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ers and Collins 2009; Mizruchi and Stearns 1994), while the social cohesion 
advocates are not very explicit about the causal directions between social 
and political cohesion and interlock formation (but if something has to be 
suggested, it seems like the interlocks are due to cohesion rather than the 
other way round) (see e.g. Burris 2005; Carroll 2004; Kentor 2005; Mintz 
and Schwartz 1985; Useem 1984). Still, compared to the situation 20 years 
ago, interlock formations are now examined from a much broader range of 
perspectives.  

Already mentioned, one of these perspectives treats the director interlock 
network as both a cause and a consequence of the interlock formation. Direc-
tor interlocks carries information about policies, practices, and ideas as well 
as information about the directors themselves. It is concluded that informa-
tion obtained via the interlocks are important for the hiring of new CEOs 
(Holgersson 2003; Khurana 2002) as well as directors in general (O'Neal and 
Thomas 1995; Sjöstrand and Petrelius 2002, see also Study II in this thesis). 
In the same vein, it is also shown that firms in an alliance have an increased 
probability of creating board interlocks (Rosenkopf and Schleicher 2008). 

Another angle of approach to the recruitment of new board members 
where the relational approach has been successfully adopted is the question 
of CEO involvement in the process. This branch of research has found a 
negative association between CEO-dominated recruitment and the merit of 
having experience from boards that actively monitor the CEO (Shivdasani 
and Yermack 1999; Zajac and Westphal 1996). Here, the director interlocks 
per se do not influence the recruitment process whatsoever, but the network 
is rather an outcome of firm differences in the relationships between the 
CEOs and the rest of the board.  

Furthermore, a study of Japanese director interlocks concluded that al-
though director transfers between firms are fairly uncommon, the director-
ship links that exist follow the ownership ties (Lincoln, Gerlach and Takaha-
shi 1992). This suggests that ownership is one driving force behind the for-
mation of director interlocks. This is consistent with the finding that broken 
ties are largely reconstituted between firms with an ownership tie than be-
tween non-owner-linked firms (Ornstein 1984). In Study III of this thesis, 
and to some extent also in Study II, the association between directorship 
interlocks and ownership ties is explicitly addressed. The second study 
shows that directors tend to be recruited along existent director as well as 
ownership ties. The third study merges the director interlock literature with 
the literature on corporate control and finds a rather high association be-
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tween director interlocks and ownership links. As a result, it is suggested 
that as with the research on corporate control, director interlock research 
should settle with its heritage from Berle and Means: a supposed separation 
between ownership and control. 

The next step in interlock research  

This review has highlighted some areas in which further advances in re-
search on interlocking directorates are called for. In the mid-1990s, Mizruchi 
(1996) formulated the “so what?” question, addressing the issue that research 
on board interlocks is not that interesting unless it can be demonstrated that 
the interlocks have real-world consequences affecting the performance of 
firms and/or directors. Since then, the research on board interlocks has dem-
onstrated that they are significant for the performance of firms, and to some 
extent also for the social cohesion of the corporate elite. However, in this 
latter case, the evidence is much weaker, and the “so what?” question is still 
relevant. Hence, a further linking of the interlocking directorate network and 
actual outcomes in terms of social cohesion is needed. In my opinion, the 
research has to liberate itself from the idea that since the networks pictures 
the elite, it is important in its own rights. The research must first establish 
empirically whether the corporate elite really should be considered a unified 
elite or not. If this turns out to be the case, the question arises as to whether 
the director interlock network is merely a function of an already existent 
class-cohesion or if the network as such creates or strengthens cohesion 
among the business elite. 

The question of pertinence is also still valid for research on structures and 
properties of the interlocking directorate network. Given the growing field of 
social networks in general, research on network structures is an important 
part of the interlock research. Analysis of network structures helps us under-
stand the driving forces behind network evolutions as well as the actual out-
comes of the networks. Yet, it would be desirable with more empirical re-
search on if and how network structures affect actual outcomes of the inter-
locking directorate network. For example, there is, as far as I know, no evi-
dence that the bank centrality has any consequences for firm behavior. 
Despite this, the question whether banks are central in the director interlock 
network is still dwelled on in many studies. 
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Furthermore, I have highlighted the analysis of 2- (and 3-) mode networks 
as a methodological development that might give interlocking directorate 
research new impetus and insights. Currently, most analyses are carried out 
on 1-mode transformations of the network of firms and directors. The few 
full-mode analyses carried out are recent and focus on the structure of the 
network rather than any outcome of it. However, even though the level of 
complexity is to some extent increased when the network analyzed is not 
reduced to a 1-mode state, full-mode analyses can yield new insights, and it 
will be interesting to see whether full-mode analysis eventually overtake the 
analysis of 1-mode extractions. 

Finally, the research on corporate control has during the past decades re-
vised the idea of a wide separation between ownership and control. It is now 
understood that continental Europe is characterized by a strong association 
between ownership and control (Barca and Becht 2001; Becht and Röell 
1999; Glete 1994; Kirchmaier and Grant 2005; La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes 
and Shleifer 1999), and that the separation between the two entities have 
been exaggerated when it comes to the United Kingdom and the United 
States (Goergen and Renneboog 2001; Holderness 2009; La Porta, Lopez-
de-Silanes and Shleifer 1999; Shleifer and Vishny 1986). Despite the close 
relationship between director interlock research and the question of corpo-
rate control, the insight that ownership and control are still closely related 
has not yet penetrated the interlocking literature. Few interlock studies bring 
the ownership and directorates together, and our knowledge about the rela-
tion between ownership and director interlocks could well be described as 
extremely vague. It may be that many of the causes and the effects of direc-
tor interlocks can be explained by ownership patterns, but it could also be 
that director interlocks are in most cases totally unrelated to ownership struc-
ture. However, the empirical evidence is too sparse for any conclusions to be 
drawn. 
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A note on the studies in this thesis 

The studies included in this thesis are all mentioned in the preceding review, 
so there is no further need to put them in the research context. However, I 
wish to introduce the data and analysis procedures, as well as provide brief 
summaries of the studies together with a few words on how they relate to 
each other. 

In this thesis, the population is defined as all Swedish firms listed on the 
Stockholm Stock Exchange (now formally known as Nasdaq OMX Stock-
holm) during the time period 1990-2005. Hence, the boundary used to define 
the network of interest is the big publicly traded Swedish firms.5 For all 
years, I have collected data on firm ID, directors, CEOs, and owners. In the 
ownership data, a cut-off value is set so that only owners with at least 10 % 
of a company’s total capital or votes are recorded.6 However, if no owner 
controls 10% of the votes or the capital, the largest owner with respect to 
voting share is collected. The data is collected from annual listings (Fristedt, 
Sundin and Sundqvist 2003; Fristedt and Sundqvist 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 
2005a; 2005b; Sundin and Sundqvist 1993; 1994a; 1994b; 1995a; 1995b; 
1996a; 1996b; 1997a; 1997b; 1998a; 1998b; 1999a; 1999b; 2000a; 2000b; 
2001a; 2001b; 2002a; 2002b; Sundqvist 1990; 1991; 1992; 1993) as well as 
the firm’s annual reports.7 The names and ages, and in some cases photo-
graphs of the directors, were used to identify multiple entries of single direc-
tors, and to separate directors with identical names. From this data I have 
been able to model a network of firms, directors, and owners. Furthermore, 
additional economic characteristics of the firms needed for the analyses have 
been collected (see the individual studies). I have employed parametric sur-

                               
5 In addition to the Stockholm Stock Exchange, Nordic Growth Market is the only other ex-
change market that is authorized by the Swedish Financial Supervisory Authority. The Nordic 
Growth Market works with smaller growth companies, while bigger and already established 
firms are found on the Stockholm Stock Exchange. 
6 10 percent of the voting rights is regularly sufficient to exert control, and this cut-off is 
widely used (Caprio, Laeven and Levine 2007; Faccio 2006; La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes and 
Shleifer 1999; La Porta et al. 2002) 
7 Data was collected under a grant from The Bank of Sweden Tercentenary Foundation. 
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vival regressions (Study I) as well as network simulations (Study II and 
Study III) in the analyses of the data. However, there is no program available 
for analyzing the kind of data needed for examining the issues of interest in 
the second and the third studies (that is, large longitudinal 3-mode network 
data). Hence, in order to examine the questions raised in these studies, I have 
invested time and effort on the design and programming of my own simula-
tion methods. The procedures of the analyses are described in more detail 
within the studies. All programming and analyses are done using the highly 
flexible (i.e., programmable) statistical software Stata (StataCorp 2007) and 
visual explorations as well as network pictures are made with Pajek 
(Batagelj and Mrvar 1996), a software designed for network analyses. 

The first study, “Economic Action and Interfirm Relations: Diffusion of 
Stock Repurchases on the Stockholm Stock Exchange 2000–2003,” is a 
study of stock repurchases made by firms listed on the Stockholm Stock 
Exchange during the first four years that the repurchase option was available 
to Swedish firms. I argue that since repurchase is a new option, it is subject 
to more than just the ordinary uncertainty associated with most economic 
situations. I argue that this uncertainty makes decision-making even more 
sensitive to social influence. Using parametric survival analysis, it is shown 
that the decision to repurchase stocks is dependent on both the firms’ eco-
nomic settings and their social embeddedness in terms of board interlocks. 
This result holds true when in a second step I introduce ownership interlocks 
into the model as well. However, the association between director interlocks 
and repurchases is heavily decreased when ownership links are introduced, 
suggesting that the interlocking director and ownership networks are highly 
intertwined. 

In the second study, “Interlocking Directorates and Director Recruitment: 
A Longitudinal Analysis of a 3-Mode Network,” I examine the importance 
of the directorship network for the recruitment of new board members. Us-
ing simulations, I show that board members tend to be recruited through 
already existent links in the interlocking directorship and ownership net-
works. However, the increased probability of being recruited is only experi-
enced by directors in personal contact with the directors and owners of the 
recruiting board. Directors further removed do not benefit from any network 
effect in the recruitment process. I also demonstrate that the advantage of 
being close to the recruiting firms’ directors is substantial, up to more than 
five times higher than would be expected if distance were unimportant in the 
recruitment process. The study also includes a brief discussion of whether 



 37 

the results indicate that the recruitment process duplicates already existent 
directorship links. The results clearly show that the present relations in the 
interlocking directorate network affect the recruitment of new directors as 
well as the future network structure. 

The third study is called “Bringing the Owners Back In: An Analysis of a 
3-mode Interlock Network.” Here, the director interlock literature is merged 
with the research on corporate control, which suggests that the so-called 
separation between ownership and control is exaggerated. I suggest that 
since the shareholders are in control of the corporations, the interlocking 
directorate network would to some extent reflect the interlocking ownership 
network. This since directors may be tied to certain owners, and hence above 
all be appointed to the firms of these owners. By means of simulations, I 
study the 3-mode network of owners, firms, and directors for Swedish listed 
firms during the period 1990-2005. If the directorship network is due to 
ownership ties, four-cycles containing exactly one owner, two firms, and one 
director should be overrepresented in the network. By studying this particu-
lar four-cycle, I show that potentially up to 47% of all director interlocks are 
due to the ownership interlock structure. I also show that during the studied 
period, the importance of ownership ties for director interlocks decreases for 
directors without any CEO positions, while the dependency between the 
different interlocks remain high for directors with at least one CEO position. 
The reason for this increased difference in dependency on board interlocks 
for CEO and non-CEO directors is not addressed, but I suggest that the shift 
may be due to a shift in the strategy for control from the owners. 

In the first study, I show that the interlocking directorate network affects 
the performance of firms, but I also conclude that there is a big overlap be-
tween the directorate and the ownership networks. Given the network’s in-
fluence on firm performance, the second study shows that the interlocking 
directorate network has an impact on the appointment of new directors. 
However, building on the notion in Study I that there is a substantial overlap 
between the directorship and ownership networks, I also show that the own-
ership network influences the director selection process. In addition, because 
of the overlap between the two networks, the analyses of the effects of each 
network on the recruitment process are carried out conditional on the other 
network. In the third study, I combine the finding that there is a substantial 
overlap between directorship and ownership interlocks with the finding in 
Study II that directors benefit from having contact with the owners of a re-
cruiting firm in the recruitment process. By analyzing the ownership and 
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directorship relations simultaneously, I show that the directorate network to 
a large extent depends on the ownership network. 

The theme throughout the three studies is that director interlocks show 
real-world consequences, but that they also are strongly associated with 
ownership structures. Hence, one overall conclusion is that the interlock 
literature has to settle with its heritage from Berle and Means that errone-
ously claims a wide separation between ownership and control. I have incor-
porated the advances of the corporate governance literature into the research 
on director interlocks. I believe that this must be done on a wider front, and 
that the dynamics in the interplay between interlocking directors and owner-
ship structures must be better recognized and scrutinized in the interlock 
literature. 
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