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Abstract
Many of the largest Indian firms are characterized by promoter
ownership, a hybrid form of ownership and governance in which the
companies’ founders or their heirs hold controlling stakes, while
inviting external minority shareholders to contribute capital, and
outside managers to participate in the day-to-day administration of
the companies concerned. We analyze a sample of 360 publicly
quoted firms with promoter ownership in India during the 2006-2013
period. We find that in group-affiliated firms, the level of promoter
ownership is positively associated with capital market performance,
whereas in stand-alone firms there is a U-shaped relationship
between promoter ownership and capital market performance. There
are only minor performance differences between group-affiliated and
stand-alone firms, once other performance determinants are
controlled for. Our findings cast doubt on the idea that group affiliation
in promoter-owned firms allows promoters to extract value for
themselves at the expense of outside shareholders.

INTRODUCTION
In the Indian economy, many firms are fully or partially owned by
“promoters”, individuals who, often with other family members,
exercise control over the companies concerned by virtue of their
shareholding and management rights (Shleifer, 2005; Bertrand,
Mehta and Mullainathan, 2002; Chong and Lopez-De-Silanes,
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2007). Promoter ownership implies that the ownership rights in
a firm are relatively concentrated in the hands of an internal party,
either an individual or a family that is closely connected with the
company, even if external shareholders may participate in the
ownership structure (Balasubramanian and Anand, 2013; Kumar
and Singh, 2013).
According to the corporate governance literature, such
concentrated ownership among insiders has both benefits and
costs as compared to the ownership of firms by dispersed groups
of external shareholders (Claessens, Djankov, Fan and Lang,
2002). On the one hand, promoters tend to have greater
commitment to the firms in which they are invested than more
neutral, external shareholders, and are thus more likely to make
decisions that maximize firm value in the long run (Anderson and
Reeb, 2003). On the other hand, there is a danger that promoterowners become entrenched in their companies, and that they
engage in tunneling behaviors through which they transfer value to
their own advantage, while shifting costs and liabilities to outside
minority shareholders (Morck, Wolfenzon and Yeung, 2005).
There is a rich theoretical and empirical literature on the
relationship between insider ownership and firm performance
(e.g., Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Fama, 1980; Jensen and
Murphy, 1990; Jensen, 2000). However, this literature relates
primarily to the allocation of comparatively small ownership
stakes to managers in order to overcome managerial agency
problems and align their interests with those of external
shareholders (Morck et al., 1988; McConnell and Servaes, 1990;
Loderer and Martin, 1997; Himmelberg, Hubbard and Palia, 1999;
Short and Keasey, 1999; Fahlenbach and Stulz, 2009). It is thus
not clear whether the evidence on the relationship between
managerial ownership and firm performance produced in this
literature is applicable to the inside ownership by promoters, who
hold direct or indirect control over their firms. Likewise, although
promoter ownership in emerging economy firms may have
similarities with family ownership in firms in developed countries
(Morck and Yeung, 2004), such that insights from the latter can
be drawn to understand the former better, there are also important
differences between the two concepts. Not all promoters in
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emerging market firms are families; some are individuals (CMIE,
2014). Furthermore, promoters maintain a high level of involvement in their firms, whereas in some family-owned firms in the
developed market context, the owning families play a more
passive role (Handler, 1994).
Little is known about the relationship between promoter ownership
and performance in emerging market firms, and the empirical
evidence available so far (e.g., Kumar and Singh, 2013) suffers
from a number of methodological limitations. Moreover, in the
extant governance literature, promoter ownership is often equated
with firm affiliation in pyramidal groups (Khanna and Palepu,
2000a), in which the tunneling behavior sketched above is said to
be particularly virulent (Bertrand, Mehta and Mullainathan, 2002).
In contrast, there are many promoter-owned firms that operate on
a stand-alone basis i.e., that are not part of a larger group of firms
connected through a system of cross-shareholdings and personal
relationships (Balasubramanian and Anand, 2013). In these standalone firms, promoter shareholders tend to have more direct
managerial involvement, as they can concentrate their efforts
more closely on a particular company, rather than to spread them
across an entire portfolio of diverse investments as is the case in
group-affiliated firms (Joern et. al, 2010). According to this line of
argument, stand-alone firms with promoter ownership should
show higher levels of performance than group-affiliated firms, as
tunneling behaviors should be less prevalent in the former than in
the latter.
In this paper, we investigate the relationship between promoter
ownership and performance in a large panel of group-affiliated and
stand-alone firms quoted on the Indian stock market between
2006 and 2013. We also analyze whether the effects of promoter
ownership hold for different dimensions of firm performance
namely, capital market performance and accounting performance.
Furthermore, we provide an advance over existing studies by
taking into account the dynamic nature of the dependent variable
(firm performance), by using a dynamic panel data (DPD)
regression approach.
The structure of the paper is as follows. In the next section we
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review the theoretical arguments as well as the empirical evidence
with respect to the relationship between insider and family
ownership and firm performance, and discuss its applicability to
the case of promoter ownership. Furthermore, we introduce the
distinction between group-affiliated and stand-alone firms,
specifically in the Indian context on which our analysis focuses.
Thereafter, we describe the data used in this study and discuss
the measures and methods employed. Finally, we present the
results of our analysis and discuss their theoretical and
managerial implications. We also point out the limitations of our
study, and sketch avenues for future research.

REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
The Role of Promoter Ownership in Indian Firms
According to the seminal paper by La Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes,
and Shleifer (1999), a large proportion of corporate ownership
around the world is not in the hands of outside shareholders, but
rather it is held by parties that are more closely connected with
the firms they own, such as founders and families. One special
form of ownership allocation that has received relatively little
attention in both the corporate finance and the management
literatures is the ownership of Indian firms by so-called
“promoters”. Kumar and Singh (2013: 91) define the term promoter
loosely as “a person or a group of persons who is/are involved in
the incorporation and organization of a corporation”. More formally,
promoter ownership has three major characteristics.
First, according to SEBI’s Disclosure and Investor Protection (DIP)
Guidelines (2000) and the Indian Takeover Code (1997), promoters
effectively control the firm by virtue of the shareholding and
management rights. In conjunction with the rapid growth of
promoter-owned firms, many promoters have invited outside
shareholders to participate in the ownership structure, e.g. by
floating a portion of the equity on the stock market. However, even
in these situations, promoters seek to retain a stake in the
company that is sufficiently large to ensure ultimate control over it
(Sarkar, 2010; Sarkar and Sarkar, 2000; Varma, 1997).
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Second, promoters tend to retain an active involvement with the
company, even if they or other members of their families occupy
only some, or even no, formal management positions in it. They
regularly retain position as board chairs, but their involvement goes
beyond the role that many external directors play in typical
“Western” economies characterized by more widely dispersed
shareholder structures (Khanna and Palepu, 2000b). For example,
promoters often play the role of lobbyists who maintain relationships with local and national governments and policy-makers in
order to advance their companies’ interests. They are involved and
retain ultimate decision-making power in key investment decisions, and develop relationships with banks and financiers.
Third, many, but not all, promoter-owned firms are family
businesses in the sense that other family members are involved in
the management of the company, and that there is an implicit or
explicit expectation that the company will continue to be (majority)
owned and controlled by future generations of the family, and
managed along similar lines. The promoter-owned firms where
other family members (often the children of the founder-promoter)
are involved are generally organized as business groups (diverse
groups of firms that are connected to one another through complex
networks of relationships). In contrast, in stand-alone firms, family
members usually have less of an involvement with the firm.
However, both group-affiliated and stand-alone firms with promoter
ownership rely heavily on outside managers who are in charge of
much or all of the day-to-day administration of the company
concerned. Many promoter-owned firms in India have grown so
rapidly in recent decades and to such a scale that filling all top
management positions with family members would be difficult.
Overall, promoter ownership constitutes a form of hybrid model of
ownership and governance, in which concentrated ownership by a
particular type of “insiders” is combined with equity participation by
minority shareholders and managerial participation from outside
professionals. The insider ownership in promoter-owned firms
differs from the managerial insider ownership discussed in the
corporate finance literature by the comparatively large stake of the
promoter’s ownership stake, and the resulting absence of an
effective governance mechanism that would control the dominant
7

inside owner (namely, the promoter). In the following, we discuss
the expected performance consequences of this particular form of
inside ownership.

Performance Effects of Variations in the Level of Promoter
Ownership
The extant literature on inside ownership is dominated by two
perspectives that imply conflicting predictions regarding the
relationship between inside ownership and firm performance.
First, according to the ‘alignment of interest’ hypothesis (Jensen
and Meckling, 1976; Demsetz, 1983; Fama and Jensen, 1983),
the inside allocation of ownership rights overcomes (or at least
reduces) agency conflicts between outside shareholders and
insiders (i.e., managers and/or employees) in situations of
asymmetric information, costly monitoring, and opportunistic
behavior (Holmstrom and Milgrom, 1991; Cable and Fitzroy,
1980b). Due to the active involvement of promoters, promoter
ownership may reduce asymmetric information, thus resulting in
a reduction of aggregate monitoring costs (Conte and Svejnar,
1988; Demsetz, 1983; Fama and Jensen, 1983). If promoter
shareholdings were small and the ownership rights widely
dispersed among multiple classes of shareholders, the incentives
for none of the shareholder groups (neither the promoters, nor the
external shareholders) might be sufficiently large for any of them
to invest in monitoring. However, promoters tend to own relatively
large stakes in their companies, thus tying a substantial
proportion of their wealth to the fortunes of their companies.
Therefore they have material incentives to monitor their
companies carefully. In this situation, external shareholders are
effectively able to free-ride on the efforts of the dominant owner
namely, the promoter. According to this line of argument, we
would expect the intensity of monitoring (and hence, firm
performance) to be positively associated with the share of
ownership rights held by promoters.
Second, Morck, Shleifer and Vishny (1988) argue that a
substantial level of inside ownership can contribute to managerial
entrenchment, which adversely affects outside shareholders and
8

thus reduces firm value. Such entrenchment may take several
forms. For example, the owner-manager (in this context, the
promoter) may extract pecuniary benefits for herself or family or,
she may take decisions that favours ‘cronies’, or hire incompetent
relatives for key positions (Bloom and Van Reenen, 2007; PerezGonzalez, 2006). Moreover, information asymmetry between the
dominant promoters and minority shareholders may increase the
entrenchment effect due to a lower flow of information. Less
transparency will affect performance adversely (Wang, 2006).
An alternative perspective to explaining the insider ownership–firm
performance relationship which can be applied to the case of
promoter ownership is through using the managerial discretion
approach, initially developed by Stultz (1990) and Zwiebel (1996).
According to this approach, managers are in control of the firm
and choose their ownership stake to maximize their welfare. An
extension of the earlier models was developed by Fahlenbach and
Stultz (2009) in which managers acquire a stake in the firm if it
adds value to managers. This approach predicts that decreases
in managerial ownership do not lead to decreases in firm value but
increases in managerial ownership would be associated with
increases in firm value (Fahlenbach and Stultz, 2009).
In an attempt to reconcile the two rival arguments for alignment
and entrenchment sketched above, a growing body of research
has suggested the existence of non-linear relationships between
insider ownership and firm performance (Morck et al., 1988;
Hermalin and Weisbach, 1991; Davis et al, 2005; Cui and Mak,
2002; Selarka, 2005). Furthermore, the empirical results appear
to be sensitive to model specification, the use of alternative
performance measures, and the type of firms considered. Many
of these studies use market-based measure of performance only
(Morck et al., 1988; Hermalin and Weisbach, 1991; Davies, Hillier
and McColgan, 2005; Cui and Mak, 2002).
A large number of studies suggest a cubic relationship between
insider ownership and firm value, supporting the existence of both
the alignment effect and entrenchment effect (Morck et al, 1988;
Short and Keasey, 1999; Faccio and Lasfer, 2000; Sarkar and
Sarkar, 2000; Hung and Chen, 2009). The cubic specification,
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however, has the limitation that inflexion points are sensitive to
the inclusion of control variables. Dropping one or more control
variables may affect the results. Moreover, the cubic specification
may not fit the data well if the non-linear relation is not smooth
(Pattanayak, 2001). This problem can be resolved by using
piecewise linear regression as done by Morck et al. (1988).
However, the inflexion points in piecewise linear regression are
critical. Morck et al. (1988) chose the inflexion points arbitrarily.
This approach may make the results biased due to
misspecification of the model.
Other studies, however, suggest that the relationship between
inside ownership and performance may not be a cubic one. The
relationship between insider ownership and firm performance
appears to differ between family and non-family firms (Arosa et.
al., 2010; Selarka, 2005; Khanna and Palepu, 1999). Arosa et al.
(2010), using accounting measure of performance found a cubic
relationship between insider ownership and performance in family
firms, whereas there was no relationship between the two in nonfamily firms. In the specific context of India, Selarka (2005) using
1397 firms for the year 2001 and based on the performance
measure of market-to-book value ratio, found a U-shaped
relationship between insider ownership and firm performance. The
inflexion point of this relationship differed between group-affiliated
(31%) and stand-alone firms (51%). Another important study in
the Indian context is Khanna and Palepu (1999) who found that
insider ownership has positive and significant effects on firm
value. We believe that this empirical evidence may be informative
with respect to the relationship between the level of promoter
ownership and firm performance, too. In line with the study by
Khanna and Palepu (1999), we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: The level of promoter ownership has a positive
effect on firm performance.
Group-Affiliation Compared to Stand-Alone Firms with
Promoter Ownership
As indicated above, group-affiliated firms are distinguished from
stand-alone firms in two major ways. First, group-affiliated firms
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consist of groups of companies that are connected through a
network of legal, financial and transactional relationships.
According to Gopalan, Nanda, and Seru (2007), Indian business
groups are characterized by a substantial amount of intra-group
financing. Comparing group-affiliated firms with stand-alone firms,
Khanna and Palepu (2000a) argue that the use of internal market
mechanisms reduces transactions costs among group-affiliated
firms, in the absence of well-developed and efficient factor
markets. They conclude that in highly diversified and large
business groups in India, group-affiliation affects firm performance
positively.
Second, in group-affiliated firms family members play a larger role
in the management of the group than is the case in stand-alone
firms (Holderness and Sheehan, 1988; Denis and Denis, 1994).
The involvement of members of the promoter family may further
contribute to the alignment of interest between owners and
managers (Lemmon and Lins, 2003; Han and Suk, 1998).
Furthermore, the active involvement of family members in groupaffiliated firms may be beneficial in terms of the long time horizon
with respect to which investment and other strategic decisions
are taken (James, 1999), as families often seek to keep control
across generations. Moreover, due to the longer time horizon of
the family members, they are more likely to cooperate and make
decisions that maximize firm value in the long-run (Walsh and
Seward, 1990; James, 1999; Anderson and Reeb, 2003). The
longer time horizon of group-affiliated firms may also induce them
to invest in a manner that maximizes the value of the firm, and
therefore benefits minority shareholders (James, 1999; McVey
and Draho, 2005).
Furthermore, in group-affiliated firms family ties and reputation
may limit managerial self-dealing when family members run the
company and hence lead to firm survival (Denis and Denis, 1994).
Also, the establishment of long-term relationships between the
family and other stakeholders (e.g., customers, suppliers and
capital providers) may reduce transaction costs (Anderson and
Reeb, 2003; McVey and Draho, 2005). The reputation concern of
the group-affiliated firms further allows them to have a lower cost
of debt financing and thus reduce the conflicts of interests
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between shareholders and bondholders (Anderson, Mansi and
Reeb, 2003).
At the same time, it is important not to overstate these potential
benefits of family involvement in group-affiliated firms. Similar to
stand-alone firms, group-affiliated firms hire managers from
outside the family, too. Group-affiliated firms tend to be
considerably larger than stand-alone firms (see the comparison in
Table 3 below with respect to our own sample), thus they require
more, rather than less, outside management than stand-alone
firms. Chua, Chrisman and Sharma (2003) argue that, in the
absence of familial ties, agency problems with non-family
managers are more likely because the emotional and
psychological bases for reciprocal altruism tend to be weaker.
However, if a manager is from within a family, this situation may
entail other problems. For example, family managers may be less
competent than outsiders as they come from a smaller selection
pool (Bukhart et. al., 2003; Volpin, 2002). Using a Bayesian
approach, the study by Joern et. al. (2010) suggests that whereas
family ownership may be associated with superior performance,
family management may erode performance.
Moreover, the greater family involvement in the management of
group-affiliated firms as compared to stand-alone firms is likely to
exacerbate entrenchment effects (Morck et. al., 2005). Research
suggests that agency problems caused by entrenchment of
management in family-owned firms may be more severe than
those in non-family firms (Gomez- Mejia, Nunez-Nickel and
Gutierrez, 2001; McVey and Draho, 2005). Prior literature also
suggests that, in group-affiliated firms the family owner, having a
significant stake in the company, will ensure that management
serves the family interests instead of pursuing the value
maximisation of the company (DeAngelo and De Angelo, 2000).
Hence, the management in group-affiliated firms will enjoy private
and personal benefits at the cost of value maximisation.
Furthermore, in group-affiliated firms a particular kind of agency
problem arises due to the conflicts between controlling
shareholders and minority shareholders. Controlling shareholders
may expropriate minority shareholders to extract private benefits
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for themselves (Morck and Yeung, 2004). One way that controlling
shareholders expropriate minority shareholder wealth is by
tunnelling through non-arm’s length, related-party and self-dealing
transactions (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). The pyramidal
structures of group-affiliated firms, along with internal markets for
capital and labor and related-party transactions, may facilitate the
expropriation of minority shareholders through distribution of group
profits across affiliates. These firms also tend to hold excessive
cash on their balance sheets, allowing the family to exploit it to
their private benefit instead of investing or returning profits to
outside investors (Shleifer and Vishny, 1997). Anderson and Reeb
(2003) argue that whereas minority shareholders would invest
according to market value rules that maximize shareholders’
wealth, owner-managers in group-affiliated firms may pursue other
objectives that differ from value-maximization objectives. As a
consequence, the interests of the minority shareholders will be
adversely affected. These expropriation practices of the controlling
shareholders over minority shareholders in group-affiliated firms
may ultimately reduce firm profitability (DeAngelo and DeAngelo,
2000; Morck et. al., 2000; Santana et. al. 2007). Following the
argument of Cronqvist and Nilsson (2003), high levels of family
ownership in group-affiliated firms may be associated with less
efficient investment decisions leading to a reduction in the market
value of the company which will have harmful effects on minority
shareholders. In the particular context of Indian firms, the
evidence provided by Bertrand, Mehta and Mullainathan (2002)
suggests that group affiliation may reduce firm value, as groupaffiliated firms are subject to the tunnelling behavior sketched
above. We thus propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: Ceteris paribus, group-affiliated firms have lower
performance than stand-alone firms.
Methodological Concerns
A particular concern in both the theoretical and the empirical
literature with regard to the relationship between ownership
allocation and firm performance relates to the possibility that
ownership allocation itself may be endogenously determined by
unobservable, firm-specific factors (Demsetz, 1983; Demsetz and
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Lehn 1985). These authors show that ownership structure of U.S.
firms is determined by firm size, industry affiliation and various
other firm-specific variables (Demsetz and Lehn, 1985). In a later
study, Himmelberg, Hubbard and Palia (1999) use a fixed effect
panel data method and instrumental variables to control for
unobserved firm level heterogeneity. They found that the
managerial ownership has no statistically significant effect on firm
performance. Some other studies, assuming endogeneity of
managerial ownership and applying a simultaneous equation
framework, have observed reverse causality (Cho, 1998; Loderer
and Martin, 1997; Kole, 1996). Therefore, in our own approach, we
choose a method that is better able to handle such endogeneity
concerns than conventional cross-sectional regression approaches are.

DATA AND METHODS
Data
Our sample is drawn from PROWESS, a database provided by the
Centre for Monitoring Indian Economy (CMIE). This database has
been widely used in reputable studies on Indian firms (e.g.,
Khanna and Palepu, 1999; Khanna and Palepu, 2000a; Marisetty
and Subrahmanyam, 2006). The database includes all Indian firms
listed on the Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE) and the National
Stock Exchange (NSE) during the 2006-2013 period. The total
number of firms included in the PROWESS database is 5327. We
begin our analysis from 2006 as Clause 49 of the Listing
Agreements to the Indian Stock Exchange, which was enacted in
order to improve reporting standards and corporate governance
practices in India, came into effect on December 31, 2005.
We excluded firms which operate in the financial sector (banks,
insurance companies and investment trust), reducing the size of
the database to 3076 firms. Furthermore, we eliminated those
firms for which information on shareholding patterns and other
variables were missing for at least one year of the eight-year
period investigated here. Our final sample is a balanced panel
involving 2880 firm-year observations on 360 firms. Of these, there
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are 238 group-affiliated firms and 122 stand-alone firms.3 For a
comparison between the firms in the sample and the entire
population of firms, see Table 1.
Variables
Performance: As firm performance constitutes a multidimensional
phenomenon (Shen and Cannella, 2002a; Richard et al., 2009),
we used both types of performance measures. First, as a
measure of capital market performance, we used Tobin’s q,
measured by the ratio of the sum of the market value of equity
and the book value of debt divided by total assets. Operating
return on assets (RoA) reflects operational firm performance and
is independent of short-term accounting policy manipulation
(Dowdell and Krishnan, 2004; Geiger and North, 2006; Geiger,
North and O’Connell, 2005). Following Huson et al. (2004), we
adjusted this measure for industry effects by calculating the
difference between the value of this measure for each company
and the industry median in the year concerned, using the two
digit industry code according to the National Industry Classification (NIC) system provided by National Accounts Statistics
(Government of India, 2008).
Promoter ownership (PROMOWN): This variable measures as the
share of equity owned by the promoters of Indian firms. Promoters
are defined as all individuals and their relatives, corporate bodies/
trusts/partnership or any other type of entity that either founded
or acquired a controlling stake in the firm concerned, where the
ownership stake exceeds that of any external shareholder. Note
that the Companies Act of 2013 in India stipulates the one-shareone-vote principle, so that voting rights and financial return rights
do not diverge (as they often do in other countries, thus creating
control-enhancing mechanisms; see Balasubramaniam and
Anand, 2013).

3. It may be noted that the listed group-affiliated firms have gone for
initial public offering (IPO) at some point during their life time to raise
capital from the market. The total number of IPOs in India during the
1990-2004 period was 484 for group-affiliated firms, and 2147 for
stand-alone firms (Marisetty and Subrahmanyam, 2006).

15

Group-affiliated firms versus stand-alone firms: In the PROWESS
database, group-affiliated firms are defined as those that are
classified as business houses, whereas stand-alone firms are
unaffiliated to other firms. In stand-alone firms, the promoters are
generally individuals, rather than families with diverse business
interests. Following Khanna and Palepu (1999), we note that
CMIE uses several criteria for classifying firms into groups.
Specifically, CMIE takes into account (i) the identity of the
promoter of a firm upon its incorporation; it then traces whether
the original owners retained their affiliation with the firm; (ii)
announcements / statements by individual firms indicating
whether they belong to business groups, as well as announcements / statements by groups regarding the firms affiliated with
them. Such information is contained in annual reports,
statements made at the time of public offerings, acquisition
announcements, and news releases about the future plans of the
groups or the firms concerned; (iii) information on a firm’s group
affiliation that is evident from the membership of the firm’s board
of directors (Khanna and Palepu, 1999).
Control variables: In our analysis, we included the following
control variables as prior literature suggested that they may affect
firm performance. Firm size (SIZE) may provide a firm with
economies of scale and enhance its marketing power (Short and
Keasey, 1999; Pindado et al, 2008; Selarka, 2005; Arosa et al.,
2010). We measured SIZE as the natural logarithm of a firm’s
revenues (Cui and Mak, 2002; Himmelberg, Hubbard and Palia,
1999; Khanna and Palepu, 2000a). We included firm growth
(GROWTH), measured as the percentage change in sales in a
particular year as compared to the prior year, in order to control
for the effects of a firm’s growth on its performance (Short and
Keasey, 1999; Hermalin and Weisbach, 19991; Cui and Mak,
2002). Next, we included financial leverage (LEV), as high levels
of debt in a firm’s capital structure may signal that a firm has
bonded itself to achieving the levels of cash flow required to meet
its debt repayments (Gross and Hart, 1982; Jensen, 1986).
Financial leverage is measured as the ratio of total borrowing to
assets (Davies et al, 2005, Short and Keasey, 1999; Pindado et
al, 2008; Davies et al., 2005; Cui and Mak, 2002). As a firm’s
16

research and development (R&D) intensity may affect performance, we included the ratio of its research and development
expenditures to total assets, following prior literature in the field
(Morck et al, 1988; McConnell and Servaes, 1990; Short and
Keasey, 1999). Finally, the age of a firm (AGE), measured by the
natural logarithm of the number of years since its incorporation,
was included in our regressions (Pindado et al, 2008; Selarka,
2005; Arosa et al., 2010).
Analytical approach
In order to reduce endogeneity concerns, we use dynamic panel
data (DPD) models (Wintaki et al., 2009). DPD models are
particularly useful when the dependent variable depends on its
own past realizations (Bond, 2002). Our base model is as follows:
(1)
Where firm

and year

In this model Xit are the control variables, αi are the firm fixed
effects, and the error term
has zero mean constant variance
and is uncorrelated across both time and firms. For estimation
purposes, we have to remove the firm fixed effects
from
equation (1) by first differencing. Thus we obtain:

(2)
Alternatively,
(3)
In equation (3), the variable
is correlated with
due to the dynamic nature of the equation. To solve this problem
Anderson and Hsiao (1982) proposed to use
or
as instruments for

In fact, lagged levels of the

endogenous variable
, three or more time periods before,
can be used as instruments (Holtz-Eakin et al., 1988).
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Arellano and Bond (1991) proposed a method that exploits all
possible instruments. Using the Generalized Method of Moments
(GMM) they obtained estimates using the moment conditions
generated by lagged levels of the dependent variable (
,
...) with
. These are called difference GMM
estimators. Furthermore, Arellano-Bover / Blundell-Bond
developed another estimator which augments Arellano-Bond by
making an additional assumption that first differences of
instrumental variables are uncorrelated with the fixed effects. This
allows the introduction of additional instruments and improves
efficiency (Roodman, 2009). It develops a system of two
equations namely, the original equation and the transformed one,
and is known as system GMM. In this study we use a linear DPD
method based on the Arellano and Bond (1991) and the Arellano
and Bover / Bluendell-Bond (1995, 1998) estimators as well as a
system GMM method.

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
We provide summary statistics regarding the proportion of
promoter ownership over the 2006-2013 period in Table 2. The
evidence suggests that promoters hold approximately 50 percent
of the ownership rights in the firms contained in the sample, and
that this proportion increased slightly over time. The minimum
percentage of equity holding by promoters decreased from 8.78
percent in 2006 to 5.12 percent in 2013, whereas the maximum
percentage of their equity holding (98.19 percent) remained
unchanged. Overall, we do not find an indication that, over the
eight year period investigated here, promoters tend to decrease
their ownership stakes, which could be expected given the growth
of these firms.
Table 3 reports the descriptive statistics for the variables in this
study, distinguishing between group-affiliated firms and stand-alone
firms. Overall, group-affiliated firms are significantly larger and older
than stand-alone firms, and their R&D expenditures (relative to their
size) are higher. Furthermore, the group-affiliated firms in the sample
18

show higher performance than stand-alone firms, both in terms of
capital market performance (Tobin’s q), and in terms of industryadjusted ROA, and a Z-test shows that these differences are
statistically significant. These results cast doubt on Hypothesis 2,
according to which stand-alone firms are expected to outperform
group-affiliated firms. Surprisingly, the two types of firms have
approximately the same levels of promoter ownership.
Table 4 presents the correlations between the variables in this
study. Promoter ownership is positively correlated with Tobin’s q
and negatively correlated with ROA. It is positively correlated with
growth and age and negatively correlated with size, leverage and
research and development expenditures. None of the correlations
among the independent variables raises multicollinearity
concerns.
Regression Results
We tested our hypotheses first in the context of a system GMM
approach, using the entire sample of firms. Table 5 provides the
results of these analyses for both performance measures as
dependent variables. For each dependent variable (Tobin’s q and
ROA) we estimated four models. All models have good model fit,
as indicated by the F-statistics. The baseline models 1.1 and 2.1
include the control variables, namely firm size, firm growth,
leverage, research and development expenditures and firm age.
In the baseline model 1.1 with Tobin’s q as dependent variable,
the coefficients for all control variables are statistically significant.
We then tested our Hypothesis 1 by including the linear, the
quadratic and the cubic terms of the PROMOWN variable in
models 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 respectively. We find the linear term of
the PROMOWN variable in model 1.2 to be positive and
significant. In model 1.3, where we include the quadratic variable
of PROMOWN, the F-value of the model decreases slightly.
Overall, the results suggest that promoter ownership has a
positive effect on Tobin’s q, in line with Hypothesis 1. In contrast,
we do not find support for the hypothesized effects of promoter
ownership when ROA is used as the dependent variable (see
models 2.1–2.4 in Table 5).
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In order to provide a more differentiated understanding of promoter
ownership as an antecedent of firm performance, we implement
our analysis in a linear DPD model, splitting the sample between
group-affiliated and stand-alone firms. Results of the linear DPD
regressions for group-affiliated firms are presented in Table 6. All
models have good model fit, as indicated by the Wald chi-square
statistics. In the baseline model 1.1 with Tobin’s q as dependent
variable, the coefficients for all control variables are statistically
significant. R&D expenditures are positively related to Tobin’s q,
whereas all other control variables are negatively related to capital
market performance. In baseline model 2.1 where ROA is the
dependent variable, only firm size and research and development
expenditures have significant (and positive) effects on
performance.
In models 1.2 and 2.2, we added the linear term of promoter
ownership (PROMOWN), our central independent variable of
interest. In model 1.2, the coefficient for this variable is
statistically significant and positive, and its inclusion increases
the model fit considerably. We then added both the quadratic and
the cubic term of PROMOWN in models 1.3 and 1.4. In both
cases, the coefficient on these variables are statistically
significant, however, model fit decreases as compared to the
“best” model 1.2. In linear DPD models, Wald statistics should be
used to decide on the selection of the optimal model (Candelon
et. al., 2012). Model 1.2 thus constitutes the best representation
of the determinants of Tobin’s q in group-affiliated firms. Therefore,
we conclude that promoter ownership has positive and linear
effects on capital market performance.
In contrast, when ROA is used as the performance variable,
model 2.1 which does not contain promoter ownership has higher
Wald chi-square statistics than any of the models 2.2, 2.3 and
2.4 that include the linear, quadratic or cubic terms of the
PROMOWN variable. Therefore, promoter ownership does not
help to predict ROA in group-affiliated firms.
We then proceeded to analyze the performance effects of
promoter ownership in stand-alone firms. To this end, we ran the
DPD regressions reported in Table 7. In the controls-only model
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(1.1) with Tobin’s q as the dependent variable, firm size and
leverage has negative effects, and growth has positive effects. We
then included the linear, quadric and cubic values of the promoter
ownership variable in models 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 respectively. The
coefficient on these variables are significant in model 1.2 and 1.3.
The model with the highest Wald chi square statistic is model
1.3. In that model, the linear term of PROMOWN variable has a
negative coefficient, and its quadratic term has a positive
coefficient. These findings show that Tobin’s q is a U-shaped
function of promoter ownership in stand-alone firms. The
relationship is depicted in Figure 1. The inflexion point for Tobin’s
q is at 37.62% of promoter ownership.
In model 2.1, where ROA is the dependent variable, two of the
controls are statistically significant, namely SIZE and R&D. When
promoter ownership is included in model 2.2, the coefficient on
PROMOWN is negative and significant, however, the inclusion of
this variable leads to a reduction in model fit. Furthermore,
models 2.3 and 2.4, which include the quadratic and the cubic
terms of PROMOWN, have lower Wald chi square statistics than
model 2.1. Therefore, promoter ownership does not appear to
have a significant effect on ROA in stand-alone firms.
Overall, the results presented in Tables 5 – 7 suggest that
promoter ownership enhances capital market performance in
group-affiliated firms, in line with Hypothesis 1. In stand-alone
firms, the relationship between promoter ownership and capital
market performance is U-shaped. However, we do not find support
for Hypothesis 1 when ROA is used as the dependent variable.
Accounting performance does not appear to be affected by
variations in the level of promoter ownership across firms.
For the test of Hypothesis 2 regarding performance differentials
between stand-alone and group-affiliated firms, we return to our
system GMM regression (Table 5), which includes a dummy
variable for group affiliation (DGROUP). When Tobin’s q is used as
dependent variable, we do not find this variable to be statistically
significant. Thus, after controlling for other factors, group-affiliated
firms show the same level of capital-markets performance as
stand-alone firms, in contrast to Hypothesis 2. When ROA is
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used as dependent variable, however, the dummy variable
denoting group affiliation is negative and statistically significant in
models 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4, albeit at low significance levels. These
results provide tentative support for Hypothesis 2. After controlling
for other factors, such as differences in scale, leverage and
others, group-affiliated firms appear to have slightly lower
accounting returns than stand-alone firms.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The objective of this study was to explore the relationship
between promoter ownership and firm performance using a
sample of Indian publicly listed firms for the period from 2006 to
2013, differentiating between group-affiliated and stand-alone
firms. We described promoter ownership as a hybrid form of
ownership and governance that combines majority ownership and
control by insiders (namely, the promoters) with an active
involvement and participation by outside shareholders and
managers. We have tested two hypotheses in this study.
Hypothesis 1 states that the level of promoter ownership has a
positive effect on firm performance. We find some support for this
hypothesis in that the level of promoter ownership has a positive,
linear effect on Tobin’s q in group-affiliated firms (Table 6). These
results are consistent with the ones by Khanna and Palepu
(2000b), who estimated a random effects model for group-affiliated
firms in India. The argument for such a relationship follows from
our review of the theoretical literature (Anderson and Reeb, 2003;
James, 1999; Walsh and Seward, 1990): According to this
literature, there is a substantial presence of family owners in
group-affiliated firms, and at least some of the managers are
usually from within the promoter family. Therefore, the managers
have longer investment horizons in group-affiliated firms relative to
the managers of stand-alone firms.
However, the results (Table 7) suggest that promoter ownership–
capital market performance relationship in stand-alone firms
appears to be a U-shaped one. For these firms, the marginal
effects of insider ownership on Tobin’s q first decrease up to a
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level of 37.6% of promoter ownership, in order to then increase
again. Our finding supports the earlier results by Selarka (2005)
who also found a similar U-shaped relationship in a crosssectional regression framework.
It may be noted here that, for group-affiliated firms, the percentage of
firms having less than or equal to 37.6% of promoter ownership is
relatively small (namely 17.6%). Hence, the positive relationship
between promoter ownership and firm performance in group-affiliated
firms starts beyond the inflexion point in stand-alone firms. Hence,
for promoter ownership greater than 37.6%, the relationship between
promoter ownership and capital market performance for both types
of firms are similar to an upward rising curve.
Furthermore, Hypothesis 1 is not supported when using ROA as the
dependent variable. This result may be due to the fact that
promoters may have less involvement in and pay less attention to
the day-to-day operations of the firms, which is reflected by
measures of operational performance such as ROA. Rather,
promoters tend focus to more on the long-run return, which is
reflected by measures of capital market valuation. A similar
observation – albeit in a different context – was made by Reddy et al.
(2013).
According to Hypothesis 2 we expected group-affiliated firms to
have lower performance than stand-alone firms, due to the greater
opportunities for tunnelling behavior in the former type of firms. In
contrast to this hypothesis, the results show that group-affiliated
firms have approximately same level of capital markets
performance as stand-alone firms. The analysis using ROA as the
dependent variable, however, provides some (weak) support for
Hypothesis 2. The development of capital markets in post-reform
India has greatly reduced financing constraints for both groupaffiliated and stand-alone firms. Moreover, group-affiliated firms
have the advantage of stronger internal capital market which might
lead to similar levels of performance for group-affiliated and standalone firms. Another potential explanatory route might relate to
the high degree of diversification of group-affiliated firms (Bamiatzi
et al., 2014; Carney et al., 2008).
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Our study has some limitations that should be addressed in
future research. First, more work of both a theoretical and an
empirical nature is needed to understand the phenomenon of
promoter ownership more fully. Little is known to date about the
nature of this specific form of ownership, and its consequences
for the governance of the firms concerned. For example, while this
paper focuses on a few select classes of stakeholders only
(inside and outside shareholders, etc.), hardly any evidence is
available with respect to stakeholder groups such as employees,
and customers. Another area of interest relates to the public
welfare consequences of promoter ownership. Further research on
these issues is urgently needed.
Second, our sample focuses on relatively young group-affiliated
listed firms which are controlled by the founding family. In such
group-affiliated firms, managers are likely to be from the family
members. However, the decision to select managers is crucial in
descendant-controlled, group-affiliated firms. Prior literature has
shown that if a manager in a descendant-controlled firm is from
outside the family, firm value tends to increase, whereas
management by family managers is associated with a decline in
firm value (Pindado et. al., 2008; Barontini and Caprio, 2006). The
behaviour of managers of descendant-controlled group-affiliated
firms with promoter ownership might be different from the ones we
have analysed here. Future research should explore the
performance effects of promoter ownership in such firms.
Third, our sample consists of 360 firms out of the total population of
3076 listed non-financial firms. Furthermore, we balanced the panel
by excluding firms that were not stock-market quoted for the entire
2006-2013 period investigated here (e.g. those that went public
during that period of time). Balanced panels have advantages over
unbalanced ones, however, the omission of firms for which no
complete information for the entire time period is available reduces
the sample size and induces a potential survival bias. More
importantly, balancing the sample has the disadvantage that the
sample is not fully representative of the population into which we are
trying to generalize (see Table 1). Therefore, future work should
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involve even larger samples that more fully reflect the nature of the
phenomenon we are interested in.
Finally, the regression models used in this paper help resolve some,
but not all endogeneity issues. Specifically, DPD regression
addresses problem of simultaneity i.e., the possibility that the
variables included in the model are endogenous to one another
(Wintocki, Linck and Netter, 2009). However, it does not consider
other types of endogeneity concerns, e.g., those arising from
omitted variable bias, sample selection bias or measurement error
(Antonakis et al., 2010). We believe that future research should
consider these issues.
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FIGURE 1
Relationship Between Promoter Ownership and Tobin’s q
in Stand-Alone Firms

42

OCCASIONAL PAPERS
1.

Keynes, Kaldor and Development Economics by Amiya
Kumar Bagchi, July 2004.

2

Epar Ganga Opar Ganga - A creative statement on displacement and violence by Subhoranjan Dasgupta, July 2004.

3.

Samkhya and Vyanjanii: Understanding Underdevelopment
by Prasanta Ray, July 2004.

4.

Gender, History and the Recovery of Knowledge with
Information and Communication Technologies: Reconfiguring the future of our past by Bamita Bagchi, July 2004.

5.

Kerala’s Changing Development Narratives by Achin
Chakraborty, October 2004.

6.

The Development Centrifuge: A Retrospect in Search of a
Theory and a Centre by Pinaki Chakraborti, February 2005.

7.

Capital Inflows into India in the Post-Liberalization Period:
An Empirical Investigation by Indrani Chakraborty,July 2005

8.

The Construction of the Hindu Identity in Medieval Western
Bengal? The Role of Popular Cults by Jawhar Sircar, July 2005

9.

Does Financial Development Cause Economic Growth? The
Case of India by Indrani Chakraborty, January 2007.

10. China India Russia: Moving Out of Backwardness, or, Cunning
Passages of History by Amiya Kumar Bagchi, May 2007.
11. Rethinking Knowledge as Ideology: Reflections on the
Debate from Max Scheler to Theodor Adorno by Sudeep
Basu, September 2007.
12. Financial Development and Economic Growth in India: An
Analysis of the Post-Reform Period by Indrani Chakraborty,
January 2008.
13. Migration, Islam and Identity Strategies in Kwazulu-Natal:
Notes on the Making of Indians and Africans by Preben
Kaarsholm, April 2008.
14. Socio Economic Profile of Patients in Kolkata: A Case
Study of RG Kar and AMRI by Zakir Husain, Saswata
Ghosh and Bijoya Roy, July 2008.
15. Education for Child Labour in West Bengal by Uttam

43

Bhattacharya, October 2008.
16. What Determines the Success and Failure of ‘100 Days
Work at the Panchayat Level? A Study of Birbhum District
in West Bengal by Subrata Mukherjee and Saswata Ghosh,
February 2009.
17. The Field Strikes Back: Decoding Narratives of Development by Dipankar Sinha, March 2009.
18. Female Work Participation and Gender Differential in
Earning in West Bengal by Indrani Chakraborty and Achin
Chakraborty, April 2009.
19. Rosa Luxemburg’s Critique of Creativity and Culture by
Subhoranjan Dasgupta, May 2009.
20. MDG-Based Poverty Reduction Strategy for West Bengal by
Achin Chakraborty, October 2009.
21. The Dialectical Core in Rosa Luxemburg’s Vision of Democracy by Subhoranjan Dasgupta, January 2010.
22. Contested Virtue: Imperial Women’s Crisis with Colonized
Womanhood by Sukla Chatterjee, November 2010.
23. Encountering Globalization in the Hill Areas of North East
India by Gorky Chakraborty, December 2010.
24. Arundhati Roy: Environment and Literary Activism by
Debarati Bandyopadhyay, April 2011.
25. Nineteenth Century Colonial Ideology and Socio-Legal Reforms: Continuity or Break? by Subhasri Ghosh, June 2011.
26. Long-Term Demographic Trends in North-East India and their
Wider Significance 1901-2001 by Arup Maharatna and
Anindita Sinha, 2011.
27. Employment and Growth under Capitalism: Some Critical
Issues with Special Reference to India by Subhanil
Chowdhury, July 2011.
28. No Voice, No Choice: Riverine Changes and Human
Vulnerability in The ‘Chars’ of Malda and Murshidabad by
Jenia Mukherjee, July 2011.
29. Does Capital Structure Depend on Group Affiliation? An
Analysis of Indian Corporate Firms by Indrani Chakraborty, July
2011.

44

30. Healing and Healers Inscribed: Epigraphic Bearing on
Healing-Houses in Early India by Ranabir Chakravarti and
Krishnendu Ray July 2011.
31. Pratyaha: Everyday Lifeworld by Prasanta Ray, October
2011.
32. Women, Medicine and Politics of Gender: Institution of
Traditional Midwives in Twentieth Century Bengal by Krishna
Soman, November 2011.
33. North East Vision 2020: A Reality Check by Gorky
Chakraborty, 2011.
34. Disabled definitions, Impaired Policies: Reflections on
Limits of Dominant Concepts of Disability, by Nandini
Ghosh, May 2012.
35. Losing Biodiversity, Impoverishing Forest Villagers:
Analysing Forest Policies in the Context of Flood Disaster
in a National Park of Sub Himalayan Bengal, India by
Bidhan Kanti Das, July 2012.
36. Women Empowerment as Multidimensional Capability
Enhancement: An Application of Structural-Equation
Modeling by Joysankar Bhattacharya and Sarmila Banerjee,
July 2012.
37. Medical Education and Emergence of Women Medics in
Colonial Bengal by Sujata Mukherjee August 2012.
38. Painted Spectacles: Evidence of the Mughal Paintings for
the Correction of Vision by Ranabir Chakravarti and Tutul
Chakravarti, August 2012.
39. Roots and Ramifications of a Colonial ‘Construct’: The
Wastelands in Assam by Gorky Chakraborty, September
2012.
40. Constructing a “pure” body: The discourse of nutrition in
colonial Bengal by Utsa Roy, November 2012.
41. Public-Private Partnerships in Kolkata: Concepts of
Governance in the Changing Political Economy of a Region
by Sonali Chakravarti Banerjee, May 2013.
42. Living Arrangement and Capability Deprivation of the
Disabled in India by Achin Chakraborty and Subrata
Mukherjee, November 2013.
45

43. Economic Development and Welfare: Some Measurement
Issues by Dipankar Coondoo, January 2014.
44. Exploring Post-Sterilization Regret in an Underdeveloped
Region of Rural West Bengal by Saswata Ghosh, April
2014.

SPECIAL LECTURES
1.

Education for Profit, Education for Freedom by Martha C.
Nussbaum, March 2008.

2.

Always Towards : Development and Nationalism
Rabindranath Tagore by Himani Bannerji, May 2008.

3.

The Winding Road Toward Equality for Women in the United
States by Diane P. Wood, June 2008.

4.

Compassion : Human and Animal by Martha C. Nussbaum,
July 2008.

5.

Three ‘Returns’ to Marx : Derrida, Badiou, Zizek(Fourth
Michael Sprinker Lecture) by Aijaz Ahmad, March 2012.

6.

Inequality: Reflections on a Silent Pandemic by Ashwani
Saith, December 2009.

in

WORKING PAPERS
1.

Primary Education among Low Income Muslims in Kolkata:
Slum Dwellers of Park Circus by Zakir Husain, July 2004.

2.

Impact of District Primary Education Programme (DPEP)
on Primary Education: A study of South 24 Parganas by
Suman Ray, July 2004.

3.

Representation of Public Health in the Print Media : A
Survey and Analysis by Swati Bhattacharjee, January 2009.

4.

Maternal Anthropometry and Birth Outcome Among Bengalis
in Kolkata by Samiran Bisai, April 2009.

5.

Transfer of Technology and Production of Steel in India, An
interview of Anil Chandra Banerjee by Amiya Kumar Bagchi,
December 2013.

46

BOOKS
1.

Webs of History: Information, Communication and Technology
from Early to Post-colonial India eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi,
Dipankar Sinha and Barnita Bagchi, New Delhi, Manohar,
2004.

2.

Maladies, Preventives and Curatives: Debates in Public
Health in India, eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Krishna
Soman, New Delhi, Tulika, 2005.

3.

Crime and Urbanization: Calcutta in the Nineteenth Century by
Sumanta Banerjee, New Delhi, Tulika, 2006.

4.

Capture and Exclude: Developing Economies and the Poor in
Global Finance, eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Gary Dymski,
New Delhi, Tulika, 2007.

5.

The Trauma and the Triumph: Gender and Partition in Eastern
India, Volume 2, eds. Jasodhara Bagchi, Subhoranjan
Dasgupta and Subhasri Ghosh, Kolkata, Stree, 2009.

6.

Identities and Histories: Women’s Writing and Politics in
Bengal by Sarmistha Duttagupta, Kolkata, Stree, 2009.

7.

Labour, Globalization and the State: Workers, Women and
Migrants Confront Neoliberalism, edited by Michael Goldfield
and Debdas Banerjee, London and New York, Routledge,
2008.

8.

Eastern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Part I: 1860s1870s eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Arun Bandopadhyay,
New Delhi, Manohar and Indian Council of Historical Research,
2009.

9.

Indian Railway Acts and Rules 1849-1895: Railway
Construction in India: Selected by Documents (1832-1900),
ed. Bhubanes Misra (General Editor: Amiya Kumar Bagchi)
Vol. IV, New Delhi, Indian Council of Historical Research, 2009.

10. Colonialism and Indian Economy by Amiya Kumar Bagchi,
New Delhi, Oxford University Press, 2010.
11. Eastern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Part II: 1880s1890s eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Arun Bandopadhyay,
New Delhi, Manohar and Indian Council of Historical Research,
2011.

47

12. Rabindranath: Bakpati Biswamona, Volume 1, edited by
Sudhir Chakravarti, Rabindranath Tagore Centre for Human
Development Studies, May 2011.
13. Rabindranath: Bakpati Biswamona, Volume 2, edited by
Sudhir Chakravarti, Rabindranath Tagore Centre for Human
Development Studies, July 2011.
14. Four Essays on Writing Economic History of Colonial India by
Amiya Kumar Bagchi, David Washbrook, Arup Kumar
Maharatna and Arun Bandopadhyay, Institute of Development
Studies Kolkata and Progressive Publishers, 2011.
15. Market Media and Democracy, compiled by Buroshiva
Dasgupta, Institute of Development Studies Kolkata, 2011.
16. Universally Loved: Reception of Tagore in North-east India, ed.
Indranath Choudhuri, Rabindranath Tagore Centre for Human
Development Studies and Progressive Publishers, 2012.
17. Transformation and Development: The Political Economy of
Transition in India and China, eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi and
Anthony P. D’Costa, Oxford University Press, 2012.
18. Indian Skilled Migration and Development eds. Uttam
Bhattacharya, Gabriela Tejada, Binod Khadria and Christiane
Kuptsch, Springer, 2014
19. Market Regulations and Finance: Global Meltdown and the
Indian Economy, eds. Indrani Chakraborty and Ratan
Khasnabis, Springer, 2014.
20. Marxism: With and Beyond Marx eds. Amiya Kumar Bagchi
and Amita Chatterjee, Routledge, 2014.
21. Biodiversity Conservation in India: Management Practices,
Livelihood Concerns and Future Options, eds. Bidhan Kanti
Das and Ajit Banerjee, Concept Publishing, 2014.
22. The Look East Policy and Northeast India eds. Gorky
Chakraborty and Asok Kumar Ray, Aakar Books, 2014.
23. An Introduction to the History of America (jointly with C. Palit),
New Delhi: Cambridge University Press, 2014.
24. History and Beyond: Trends and Trajectories (jointly edited with
C. Palit), New Delhi: Kunal Books, 2014.

48

