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Abstract:
The paper attempts to observe the relationship between the 
concentration of corporate governance/family-ownership and 
innovation activities in the Indian manufacturing sector. The 
results from Tobit estimation corroborate the earlier findings that 
family-owned firms put in greater efforts in innovation activities 
and therefore seem to carry a stewardship attitude towards 
the long-run growth of the firm. As an important addition to the 
literature, the moderating role of the product market competition 
in determining the relationship between corporate governance 
and innovation has been explored extensively in the paper. 
We find that family firms may adopt a different attitude towards 
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R&D investments when they are exposed to different levels of 
competition. However, results are contingent upon the measure 
of product market competition in our model. Additionally, a 
desegregate analysis using samples of group-affiliated and 
standalone firms suggests that the findings cannot be generalized 
to the entire manufacturing sector.

1. Introduction
Innovation is crucial for industrial growth (Mansfield 1962; 
Scherer, 1965; Mowery 1983;  Colombelli et al. 2013), but 
what factors determine a firm’s ability to innovate? To answer 
this question, a large body of research emerged. Some of 
this research attributed to the market structure as the primary 
motivation for innovation (see Arrow 1962; Schumpeter 1943; 
Aghion et al. 2005). Another strand of research highlighted 
the role of corporate governance (Kim, Kim, and Lee 2008; 
Ortega-Argilés, Moreno, and Caralt 2005; Okamuro and Zhang 
2006. Chen 2009; Kellerman et. al. 2012; Lodh et. al. 2014, 
Ashwin et. al. 2015; Patel and Chrisman 2014 ). Nonetheless, 
there exist very few studies addressing the moderating effect 
of market concentration/competition on corporate governance 
while analysing the latter’s effect on innovation (Aghion et. al. 
1999; Aghion et. al. 2002; Ugur and Hashem 2012; Buchwald 
and Thorwarth 2015). In this paper, we address this issue in the 
context of an emerging economy, India. Following are the three 
main questions we are dealing with in this study: (1) How does 
corporate governance influence the innovative activities of Indian 
manufacturing firms? (2) What is the moderating role of product 
market competition on corporate governance in influencing 
innovation? (3) Does the influence of market competition on the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovation differ 
between business group firms and standalone firms?

The stream of literature investigating how corporate governance 
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influences the innovation of firms focuses on several dimensions 
of corporate governance, such as corporate ownership, 
management, finance and labour (Lacetera 2001; Casper and 
Matraves 2003; Michie and Sheehan 2003; Shipton et al. 2005; 
Lerner 2010; Sapra, Subramanian, and Subramanian 2014; 
Ughetto 2010; Aghion, Reenen, and Zingales 2013). These 
studies highlighted that the innovation performance of individual 
firms depends not only on market characteristics but also on 
corporate governance structure. This line of research follows 
from the work of Coase (1937) which states that the firm is not 
a black box, rather an organization in which the contribution of 
several stakeholders plays important role in productive activities. 
Following this view, corporate governance plays a leading role 
in an analysis of innovation, because not only the physical 
resources but also the integration of human resources with it, 
plays a crucial role to determine R&D investments in a firm.

On the other hand, researchers focussed on the relationship 
between innovation and market competition motivated by the 
works of Schumpeter (1934, 1942). Schumpeter (1934) argues 
that individual entrepreneurs are the key actors for innovative 
activities in firms’, leading to the process of ‘creative destruction’. 
Small, new firms, according to this view, are more flexible to 
overcome organizational inertia and are more prone to innovative 
activities (Belloc 2012). Later on, Schumpeter (1942) reviewed 
this hypothesis and proposed a new perspective characterized 
by a ‘creative accumulation’ pattern. According to this view, 
large, older firms with monopolistic power are the driving forces 
of innovative activities because they have a higher capability to 
exploit resource-intensive R&D activities which, in turn, leads to 
higher returns for firms. These two opposing views lead to opposing 
hypotheses on the relationship between market competition and 
innovation. Following these two studies, there emerged several 
studies to investigate the relationship between market structure 
and innovation (Belloc 2012; Kamien and Schwartz 1975; Cohen 
and Levin 1989; Van Cayseele 1998 among others). 
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The market structure seems to affect the managerial agency 
problem. It has been observed that innovation is slow under 
monopoly, as the managers enjoy a “quiet life” (Hicks 1935). 
The risk-averse manager may be reluctant to spend on R&D 
investments under a monopoly.  To motivate the “lazy” managers 
to work hard, product market competition plays an important 
role (Hart 1983; Schmidt 1997; Raith 2003; Karuna 2007; 
Bertrand and Mullainathan 2003).  Hence, the moderating role 
of competition in influencing innovation may be different under 
different corporate governance structures. There exist very few 
studies that have investigated the combined effect of market 
competition and corporate governance on innovation (Aghion, 
Carlin, and Schaffer 2002; Ugur and Hashem 2012). To fill 
this gap, we address this issue in this paper in the context of 
manufacturing firms in India.

Agency problem between managers and shareholders takes a 
different form in family firms in emerging economies like India. In 
India, the ownership structure is highly concentrated in the hands 
of family members. More than 75% of firms are family-owned in 
India (Pant and Pattanayak 2007). In these family firms, agency 
problem arises between controlling shareholders and minority 
shareholders, which is known as the principal-principal agency 
perspective (Dharwadkar, George, and Brandes 2000; Young 
et al. 2008). Based on this perspective, it can be argued that 
in the case of a family-owned firm, the ultimate decisions are 
more likely to be influenced by the interest of the family rather 
than management or minority shareholders. Young et al. (2008) 
argue that family members having the majority shares in the firm 
can be more concerned with the family’s interest rather than 
the overall welfare maximization of the firm. This behaviour of 
controlling family members may lead to expropriation of firm 
resources, risk aversion, and nepotism, further resulting in under-
investment in R&D activities along with other crucial activities 
related to the firm’s growth. Contrary to the principal-principal 
agency perspective, stewardship theory (Davis, Schoorman, 
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and Donaldson 1997) suggests that controlling family members 
in a firm focus on the continuity of the business; hence they are 
encouraged to invest more in R&D. 

Additionally, other characteristics such as group affiliation 
may also play an important role in determining the firms’ 
decision to put in more efforts in R&D (see Hsieh, Yeh, and 
Chen 2010). Chang, Chung, and Mahmood (2006) argue that 
a group’s abilities to share technical knowledge and financial 
resources among affiliated firms may assist them in promoting 
innovation in emerging economies. At the same time, the group’s 
diversification strategies may constrain individual affiliated firms’ 
innovativeness. Similarly, the independence of the managing 
board can also be an important determinant of R&D investments. 
A more independent board may also serve as an effective 
guardian and resource provider to encourage R&D investments 
of the firms (Chen and Hsu 2009).

In this study, corporate governance has been represented by 
aspects such as family ownership and control, family CEO, 
family CEO-chairperson duality and board independence. We 
also investigate the moderating role of market competition on 
the relationship between corporate governance and innovation 
of business group affiliation and stand-alone firms, separately. 
The random effect panel Tobit model has been applied on the 
panel of 777 companies in the manufacturing industries to test 
our hypotheses.

This study has several major contributions to the literature. First, 
most of the earlier studies are concerned with the developed 
economies, whereas we focus on an emerging economy like 
India. Second, earlier studies on India have considered one 
particular industry like Pharmaceuticals (Ashwin, Krishnan, and 
George 2015) or publicly listed firms (Lodh, Nandy, and Chen 
2014). We have considered the entire manufacturing industry 
in India, which may have important policy implications. Third, 
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earlier studies on India considered only agency, stewardship 
and institutional perspectives (Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 
2015; Lodh, Nandy, and Chen 2014). We have extended our 
theoretical discussion and its empirical applications beyond 
these perspectives which may be considered as an important 
contribution to the literature. Fourth, our study highlights how 
family involvement affects the strategic behaviour of firms 
under competition. Thus, we investigate whether product 
market competition and corporate governances are substitutes 
or complements, by interacting each indicator of corporate 
governance with market competition. This is an addition to the 
existing studies on India (Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 2015). 
Fifth, this study compares the behaviour of business groups vis-
à-vis stand-alone firms which has significance in the context of 
the recent debate in India which challenges the role of business 
groups in improving firm performance (Richter and Chakraborty 
2015) and hence their contribution to innovation.  Earlier 
arguments of “institutional voids” (Khanna and Palepu 1997) are 
no longer valid in the Indian context, following the liberalization of 
capital markets since July 1991. Thus, this study is an important 
addition to this ongoing debate in the context of India. 

The findings reveal that corporate governance indicators of our 
interest and product market competition are significant factors 
affecting innovations of the firms positively. More specifically, 
concentrated family ownership, management control and more 
independent board result in greater investments in R&D.  As a 
new contribution to the literature, we find that, as a determinant 
of innovative activities of the firms, there is complementarity 
between corporate governance and the level of market 
competition. Additionally, the family’s stewardship attitude and 
the moderating role of competition is found to be more prominent 
among standalone firms than group affiliates.

The next section will discuss the relevant theoretical arguments 
in detail and provide us with hypotheses for subsequent analysis. 
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The third section provides methodological details along with 
information related to data and variable construction; preliminary 
observations have been given in the fourth section; the fifth 
section elaborates on the empirical results and finally, the sixth 
section concludes the study.

2. Review of Literature and Hypothesis Development
This section explores the relevant literature and constructs 
arguments for the hypotheses’ development. We will first discuss 
the theoretical literature analysing the relationship between 
corporate governance and innovation. Then we will focus on 
the literature on the role of market competition in influencing 
the corporate governance-innovation relationship. Finally, 
we will focus on the literature investigating the role of market 
competition in the corporate governance-innovation relationship, 
in the context of business group affiliation vis-à-vis stand-alone 
firms.

2.1 Corporate Governance and Innovation
Several studies started to investigate the relationship between 
corporate governance and innovation only in recent years 
(Bushee 1998; Coriat and Weinstein 2002; Lazonick and 
O’Sullivan 2000; Tylecote and Ramirez 2006; Munari, Oriani, 
and Sobrero 2010; Choi, Park, and Hong 2012). One important 
theoretical perspective to explain such a relationship is derived 
from agency theory with the focus on managerial decisions to 
innovate. Several arguments support the prediction that there is 
a positive relationship between family ownership and innovation. 
First, as the family members have a long-term perspective about 
their business, they will emphasize on generational succession 
(Munari, Oriani, and Sobrero 2010). This will motivate them to 
invest in R&D activities which will increase their competitive 
advantages and ensure the long-term survival of firms. Second, 
managers of a family firm generally belong to the family which 
would help to reduce the agency costs due to information 
asymmetry and moral hazard and would support the beneficial 



10

innovation activities (Perri and Peruffo 2017).

However, family ownership could also have a negative influence 
on innovation if family ownership becomes risk-averse due to 
principal-principal conflicts (Fama 1980; Fama and Jensen 
1983). Moreover, family firms try to avoid external equity, in 
order to keep control over their firms, which may result in 
capital constraints to undertake R&D activities (Thomsen and 
Pedersen 2000). This principal-principal conflict of interest 
is more prominent in the case of decisions pertaining to R&D 
investments, because of the high risk and uncertainty involved 
(Aghion and Tirole 1994; Buchwald and Thorwarth 2015). Risk-
averse managers may spend less on R&D activities to avoid 
the risk of failure (Buchwald and Thorwarth 2015). There exists 
extensive empirical literature which supports the argument that 
R&D investment is lower in family firms compared to non-family 
firms (Chen and Hsu 2009; Patel and Chrisman 2014; Chrisman 
and Patel 2012; R. C. Anderson, Duru, and Reeb 2012; Nieto, 
Santamaria, and Fernandez 2015; Classen et al. 2014; Duran et 
al. 2016; Perri and Peruffo 2017). 

There are other well discussed theoretical perspectives such 
as the behavioural agency model (BAM), the family’s socio-
emotional wealth (SEW) and the stewardship theory. The 
behavioural agency model (BAM) argues that agents decisions 
are not rigid rather it depends on different variables having 
diverse impacts (Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia 1998). Following 
this perspective, the only thing that concerns decision-makers 
is to preserve the firm’s accumulated endowments (Wiseman 
and Gomez-Mejia 1998). Thus, the different short-term vs. long-
term goals of family firms influences their decision to innovate 
(Chrisman and Patel 2012).

Socio-Emotional wealth (SEW) of family firms plays an important 
role in the decision to innovate (Filser et al. 2016; Berrone, Cruz, 
and Gomez-Mejia 2012; Cennamo et al. 2012; Kotlar et al. 
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2018 among others). SEW is defined as “the ability to exercise 
authority, the enjoyment of personal control, “clan membership”, 
a sense of belonging, affection, intimacy as well as an active 
role in the family dynasty” (Gomez-Mejia, Makri, and Kintana 
2010). SEW involves the non-economic goals of family firms. 
In well-functioning families, family members support, share 
responsibilities, and trust each other (Filser et al. 2016). As the 
family members hold key governance positions in family firms, 
they have a commitment to the firm which motivates the decision 
making with a long-time horizon, like innovation. SEW in family 
firms has some indirect role to play in taking such decisions 
regarding innovation, a strategy which will help the firm to sustain 
in the long-term and remain competitive (Levenburg, Schwarz, 
and Almallah 2002; Classen et al. 2014). On the other hand, 
due to the long-term nature of innovation, a family firm may lack 
incentives to innovate since innovative activity involves risks and 
may engender the survival of the firm and harmful for their SEW 
(Massis, Minin, and Frattini 2015; Deephouse and Jaskiewicz 
2013; Craig et al. 2014). Thus, in the latter case, a family firm’s 
innovativeness may hurt not only financial wealth but also its 
reputation (Gast et al. 2018).

Another perspective related to the relationship between family 
ownership and innovation is drawn from the stewardship theory 
(Davis, Schoorman, and Donaldson 1997; Ashwin, Krishnan, 
and George 2015; Le Breton-Miller and Miller 2009). According 
to this view, the wealth, career opportunities, and reputation of 
family members are connected to the company’s performance, 
which in turn will have favourable effects on innovative activities. 
Some studies focus on family management and governance 
along with family ownership (Matzler et al. 2015). According to 
these studies, family management and governance adversely 
affect R&D activities. Because, the family manager’s objective 
is to keep control of the firm at the hands of the family, even if 
such a decision is irrational (Perri and Peruffo 2017). Again, if 
the board of directors is dominated by family members, the firm 
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may reduce spending on R&D investment to protect the interest 
of the family. The reverse will be true if there is the presence 
of independent non-executive directors on board. Finally, it 
has been observed that duality between the family CEO and 
chairperson has a positive influence on innovation, due to 
the effectiveness of decision making by this duality (Ashwin, 
Krishnan, and George 2015). From the above discussion, we 
observe that there is a divergent attitude of the family towards 
innovation. Therefore, the above arguments lead to conflicting 
hypotheses as follows:

H1: The concentration of family ownership is positively associated 
with investments in innovation
H2: The concentration of family ownership is negatively 
associated with investments in innovation 
H3: Family management is positively related to investments in 
innovation
H4: Family management is negatively related to investments in 
innovation
H5: Family CEO-chairperson duality is positively related to 
investments in innovation
H6: Family CEO-chairperson duality is negatively related to 
investments in innovation

2.2 Moderating Effects of Market Competition on the 
Corporate Governance-Innovation Relationship

There are very few studies that have investigated the joint effect 
of corporate governance and market competition on innovation 
(Aghion, Dewatripont, and Rey 1999; Aghion, Carlin, and Schaffer 
2002; Ugur and Hashem 2012; Allen and Gale 2000). Aghion 
et. al. (1999 and 2002) argue that corporate governance may 
be a substitute or a complement to competition, based on the 
disciplining role of the two, on the behaviour of managers. If the 
managers are profit-maximizers these are substitutes whereas 
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if they are non-profit maximizers, i.e., with satisficing managers, 
these are complements. On the one hand, managers may be 
reluctant to adopt the strategy of innovation to reduce costs. 
On the other hand, they may be willing to spend on innovation 
to avoid the risk of bankruptcy and job loss. Product market 
competition reduces managerial slack by disciplining managers 
and hence, induces innovation. Product market competition helps 
to survive the efficient management team which helps to control 
a large market share by the company and for the survival of the 
company they will take up the strategy of innovation (Allen and 
Gale 2000). If the managers are not working hard, the company 
will lose market share and the managers will face the threat of 
job loss and bankruptcy. Hence, product market competition 
becomes a substitute for corporate governance. However, if a 
firm follows strict corporate governance rules so that managerial 
slack is limited and managers follow innovative activities, then 
product market competition becomes complements to corporate 
governance.  

Leibenstein (1966) has shown that the role of the decision-
maker, i.e. manager, is critical for the firm’s financial situation. 
When the managers have certain preferences due to which they 
may be maximising their private benefits at the cost of firms’ 
profits, so-called X-inefficiencies may arise. When there is a 
rise in competition, the financial situation of the firm deteriorates 
as there is downward pressure on the overall profits. This may 
force the managers to cut down their slack by reducing individual 
monetary and non-monetary benefits to ensure the firm’s survival. 
Chen and Steinwender (2020) argue that family managers 
show distinctive preferences that include more than maximising 
private monetary benefits. For instance, family managers have a 
strong desire to sustain and build a legacy for their descendants. 
Family members also enjoy taking pride in the firm as it enables 
them to use resources for personal purposes and also to 
provide jobs to their relatives. These monetary/non-monetary 
benefits will be lost if the firm ceases to exist due to rising 
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competition. This may encourage the family owner/managers to 
deal with the competition with vigour to ensure survival. Chen 
and Steinwender (2020) find that a rise in competition resulted 
in greater productivity in family-managed firms than non-family 
firms in Spain. The findings suggest that firms with concentrated 
family ownership/control may invest more in R&D under a high 
competition situation.

Additionally, it can be argued that product market competition 
may have an impact on the agency costs of the firms. Theoretical 
analysis and empirical research in economics have observed 
that product market competition reduces agency costs (Leventis, 
Weetman, and Caramanis, 2011). Griffith (2001) argues that 
competition reduces the profits (hence reduces the incentive to 
put efforts) whereas, at the same time, it reduces the agency 
costs (hence increases the incentive to put efforts). The findings 
suggest that a rise in competition level leads to an increase in 
efficiency level and firm growth rates. Furthermore, a rise in 
efficiency is observed in firms with the principal-agent type of 
set up whereas not in the case of the firms where the principal 
(owner) and agent (manager) are closely related. It implies that 
product market competition may be responsible for the increase 
in productivity through a reduction in agency costs. Baggs and 
Bettignies (2007) argue that product market competition may 
have a separate ‘direct pressure effect' as well as 'agency effect' 
on managerial efficiency. Direct pressure may force the firms to 
improve quality or decrease costs. Similarly, competition may 
also reduce agency costs for the principal (owner). Reduction 
in agency costs makes it cheaper for the principal to elicit 
greater efforts from the agent. The empirical findings show that 
both effects are significant. The competition affects the firms 
differentially, depending on whether they are subject to agency 
costs or not. The agency effect is noticed in firms that are plagued 
by the agency (where the agent has superior information than 
the principal), whereas the direct pressure effect is observed in 
all the firms.
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Now, if the competition is associated with a reduction of agency 
cost in the case of firms with a principal-agent type of set-up (as 
shown in the aforementioned studies), it can be argued that the 
extent of reduction in agency cost due to increasing competition 
in case of family and non-family firms may be different. Chrisman, 
Chua, and Litz (2004) argue that family firms generally do 
not suffer from the kind of agency costs that non-family firms 
suffer. Based on this, it can be further argued that increased 
competition may reduce the agency costs of non-family firms and 
help to improve their performance. However, family firms may 
get affected by only the direct influence of competition rather 
than the agency effect. Considering that lower agency costs 
may be associated with greater R&D investments (Francis and 
Smith 1995), it can also be argued that under high competition, 
R&D investments of firms with diluted family ownership/control 
should increase. In other words, the relationship between family 
ownership/control and innovation should be negative.

Based on the previous discussion we develop the following two 
hypotheses:

H7: The higher is the market competition, the stronger is the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovation. 
Thus, corporate governance and market competition are 
complements. 
H8: The higher is the market competition, the weaker is the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovations. 
Thus, corporate governance and market competition are 
substitutes. 

2.3 Business Groups, Corporate Governance, Market 
Competition and Innovation 
The business groups can be defined as the ‘collection of publicly 
traded firms in a wide variety of industries, with a significant 
amount of common ownership and control, usually by a family’ 
(Khanna and Palepu 2000) or as the ‘corporate organisations 
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wherein several firms are linked through stock-pyramiding and 
cross-holding structures’ (see Almeida and Wolfenzon 2005; 
Claessens et al. 2002).

Pyramiding and cross-holding structures may intensify principal-
principal agency problems among family business groups (Morck 
and Yeung 2003). Employing of pyramiding structure involves 
controlling a firm with the help of a chain of other intermediate 
firms wherein the owner has majority shares but not complete 
ownership. The family owners may use such structures to enable 
tunnelling of resources from firms in which they enjoy less cash 
flow rights to the firms wherein cash flow rights are higher 
(Johnson et al. 2000). This makes it easy for the family owners 
to appropriate financial resources for their personal benefits, 
hence leaving behind a lesser amount for R&D investments. 
The principal-principal agency problem in family firms may also 
be exaggerated because of the tendency to engage in activities 
leading creative to creative self-destruction (Morck and Yeung 
2003). Innovations in one of the group-affiliated firms may 
restrict innovations in other affiliated firms to avoid the potential 
risk of obsoletion of existing products. The tendency to engage 
in creative self-destruction makes the business groups maintain 
the status quo (Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 2015) by limiting 
the R&D investments of affiliated firms. 

The aforesaid features (such as pyramiding, cross-holding and 
creative destruction) of family firms can be observable largely in 
the family business groups1. The standalone firms, even if owned 
and controlled by a family, practically can not engage in such 
activities due to structural and organisational limitations. This 
suggests that group affiliation may result in a weaker corporate 
governance-R&D relationship than in standalone firms. 

Affiliation to business groups, however, may also encourage 

1. Business groups in India are usually dominated by families 
(Chakraborty 2013)
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the firms to invest more in R&D. The firms in a business group 
may benefit from related party transactions in the form of loans 
and investments, especially when the affiliated firms have 
involvement of a family. This type of inter-firm financial support 
enables the firms to effectively tackle the unexpected economic 
shocks through relational debt; ensuring the continuity of R&D 
investments (David, O’Brien, and Yoshikawa, 2008). On the 
other hand, standalone firms may not benefit from the related 
party or inter-firm financial support. 

It has been further argued that concentrated ownership, as 
evident in business group firms, helps to mitigate the agency 
problem between managers and owners, as the managers 
are from the family itself. On the other hand, in stand-alone 
firms, with a large number of minority shareholders, the small 
and dispersed shareholders have less incentive to monitor the 
managers and this leads to collective action failures (Hashem 
and Ugur, 2012). Prior studies provide evidence that due to 
limited agency problems in business group firms, they spend 
more on R&D investments (Hill and Snell 1989; Baysinger, 
Kosnik, and Turk 1991).

On the other hand, the contracting approach investigates how 
the ownership structure addresses the problem of contracting 
between various stakeholders in the short-time horizon. 
According to this approach, the ex-post bargaining power of 
the stakeholders depends on the ownership structure of a firm 
(Battaggion and Tajoli 2000; Ugur and Hashem 2012) and 
hence, this bargaining power influences the allocation of quasi-
rents generated by the firm. If the ownership structure helps 
to reduce the asymmetry in the distribution of power between 
minority and majority shareholders, then innovation increases. 
If ownership is concentrated, like in a business group firm, the 
majority of shareholders would have greater bargaining power 
over the minority shareholders and then it would be difficult to 
raise funds for financing of innovation. Thus, the predictions of 
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the agency theory and the contracting theory, in the context of 
the relationship between corporate governance and innovation, 
lead to conflicting arguments for business group firms vis-a-vis 
stand-alone firms. 

Aghion et. al. (2002) argues that the effect of product market 
competition on innovation will be more in firms with ‘satisficing’ 
managers which are non-profit maximizers. The argument is that 
the higher product market competition would reduce the flow 
of rents to firms that have just innovated and hence to remain 
competitive and solvent, the firm has to make more innovation. 
This will happen because the satisficing managers have less 
interest in monetary incentives for personal gain. In an emerging 
economy, the stand-alone firms would be characterised by 
satisficing managers, whose primary objective is not profit-
maximization, unlike a business group firm. Based on the above 
discussion we formulate the following two hypotheses:

H9: The higher is the market competition, the stronger is the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovation in 
business group firms relative to standalones
H10:  The higher is the market competition, the weaker is the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovation in 
business group firms relative to standalones

3. Data and Methodology and Variables
The firm-level data of private firms registered with BSE (Bombay 
Stock Exchange) and NSE (National Stock Exchange) has been 
extracted from the prowess database managed by the Centre for 
Monitoring Indian Economy. The firms that have data available 
for at least one year are included. The firms with greater foreign 
share have been removed as the key decision on R&D are likely 
to be influenced by foreign partners. Finally, after eliminating 
the firms with a greater share of state or central governments, 
we are left with an unbalanced panel of 777 companies for 
nineteen years (2001-2019), therefore, making the total number 
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of observations equal to 14763.

As an estimation method, we have used the panel Tobit 
regression approach . The use of Tobit modelling is appropriate 
when the dependent variable is censored (Greene 2003). Our 
dependent variable, R&D intensity, is left-censored at zero. We 
use the random effect panel Tobit regression model as our major 
explanatory variables do not change over time (Kennedy 2008). 
One-year lagged values have been used to avoid possible 
endogeneity. Our model specifications are as follows:

RDit=∑βkCGkit-1+∑λiControlsit-1+μi+δt+εit                                                  (1)

RDit=∑βkCGkit-1+θCOMPit-1+∑λjControlsjit-1+μi+δt+εit                           (2)

RDit=∑βkCGkit-1+θCOMPit-1+∑ηk(CGkit-1⁎COMPit-1)+∑λjControlsjit-1+μi+δt+εit   (3)

RDit=∑βkCGkit-1+θCOMPit-1+φCOMP
2

it-1+∑λjControlsjit-1+μi+δt+εit          (4)

RDit=∑βkCGkit-1+θCOMPit-1+φCOMP
2

it-1++∑ηk(CGkit-1⁎COMPit-1)+∑λjControlsjit-1+μi+δt+εit  (5)

In the above specifications, the subscripts i and t denote the 
firm and time respectively. Our dependent variable is R&D 
intensity. CG represents the corporate governance indicators 
viz., share held by family (FAM), family CEO/MD (FAMCEO), 
the dual role of family CEO and chairperson (DUAL) and degree 
of independence enjoyed by boards of directors (IND). COMP 
represents the level of product market competition. As control 
variables, we include some firm characteristics such as the size 
of the firm (SIZE), age of the firm (AGE), the prior performance of 
the firm (ROA), leverage (LEV), export intensity (EXP), financial 
slack (FS), foreign institutional shareholdings (FII), domestic 
institutional shareholdings (DII). In equations (4) and (5) we 
include a square term of the COMP to control for the non-linear 

2. We have also estimated the Tobit model after dropping outliers and 
system-GMM estimation for testing robustness our results. The 
results from these estimations are supported by our findings from 
Tobit estimation suggesting robustness of the results. We have not 
reported panel GMM and Tobit (after dropping outliers) estimation 
results for the sake of brevity.
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relationship between market competition and innovation (Aghion 
et al. 2005). We estimate all the five specifications including a 
dummy variable for group affiliation (GROUP) separately. The 
coefficients μ, δ and ε capture industry fixed effects, time fixed 
effects and random disturbances.

3.1 Variable construction
Dependent variable: The dependent variable, R&D Intensity 
(RD) is the main dependent variable in our model and is measured 
by the ratio of R&D expenditure and aggregate sales. The R&D 
intensity is an input variable and is extensively treated as a proxy 
for technological innovations happening within the firms. As R&D 
investments may or may not fully reflect innovations, some of the 
studies prefer to use other output measures of innovation such 
as patent count or change in Total Factor Productivity (TFP). 
However, these output-based indicators may also be inadequate 
to represent innovative activities (Singh and Chakraborty 2021). 
Our dependent variable, as an input variable, is more likely to 
capture the innovative efforts of the firms irrespective of any 
technological or commercial benefit. Therefore, we consider 
R&D as a better indicator of ‘intent to innovate’ than other 
output-based measures. It should also be noted here that R&D 
is considered highly risky and uncertain (Gupta, Wilemon, and 
Atuahene-Gima 2000), therefore making the output-based 
indicators a relatively less precise measure of ‘intent to innovate’ 
or ‘innovative efforts’. This observation is important in the context 
of this study considering the behavioural analysis of family firms 
focus on how they behave instead of how they perform.

Independent variables: The independent variables in the model 
represent various aspects of corporate governance and product 
market competition. In particular, the following variables are used: 
(1) Family shareholding (FAM) is defined as the percentage of 
shares held by Indian individuals and Hindu undivided families 
(HUF) as promoters. The literature suggests that concentration 
of ownership may affect the innovative activities of the firms (see 



21

Matzler et al. 2015; Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 2015). (2) 
Family CEO/MD (FAMCEO): The role of CEO as a determinant 
of innovative efforts of the firms’ has also been recognised 
extensively (Diéguez-Soto, Garrido-Moreno, and Manzaneque 
2018; Manzaneque, Diéguez-Soto, and Garrido-Moreno 2018; 
Huybrechts, Voordeckers, and Lybaert 2013). Following Ashwin, 
Krishnan, and George (2015), we assume that the CEO/MD 
belongs to the family owning the firm when the CEO/MD of the 
firm is also a promoter. The variable takes the value equal to 1 
when CEO/MD is from family, and 0 otherwise. (3) Family CEO-
chairperson duality (DUAL) variable has been incorporated to 
test the impact of family control on investments in innovations 
when both the CEO/MD and chairperson belong to the controlling 
family. The literature suggests that the dual presence of the CEO 
and chairperson enhance the impact of family control over the 
firms’ strategic decisions such as R&D (see Baliga, Moyer, and 
Rao 1996; Li and Yang 2019). The dummy variable takes the 
value equal to 1 when both CEO/MD and the chairperson are 
the promoter shareholders. (4) Board Independence (IND) also 
be an important factor that can influence the extent to which 
firms’ may invest in the R&D. The degree of governing board’s 
independence is measured as the ratio of independent directors 
to the total number of directors present in the board. 

Additionally, interaction terms of some of the aforesaid variables 
(FAM, FAMCEO and DUAL) with the level of product market 
competition has been introduced in the model. The competition 
variable is also included separately considering it may provide an 
incentive to the firms to invest in R&D (For better understanding, 
we have resorted to measuring the product market competition 
using two different measures i.e. HHI (Herfindahl-Hirschman 
Index) and PCM (Price-cost Margin). HHI is calculated as a sum 
of the square of the market share of each firm at 3-digit National 
Industrial Classification (NIC)-2008. Mathematically, it can be 
written as follows:
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Price Cost Margin (PCM) represents price competition and is 
calculated as follows: 

          PCM =   

The values of HHI and PCM lie between 0 and 1. If the value is 
0, perfect competition is considered to be prevailing, whereas, if 
it is 1, it signifies a monopoly in the market. By definition, HHI 
measures competition from domestic firms in terms of their 
relative shares in the market. It does not take into consideration 
competition from foreign firms. However, PCM, as the difference 
between price and marginal cost, reflects the overall price 
competition that a firm faces. To convert HHI and PCM from 
explicit measures of market concentration into measures of 
competition, we subtract them from one. It should be noted that 
for a simpler interpretation of the results throughout this paper, the 
product market competition measured using HHI and PCM index 
is referred to as DCOMP (domestic competition) and PCOMP 
(price competition) respectively. Furthermore, a squared term for 
competition variable(s) is also included to control for a possible 
non-linear relationship between innovation and product market 
competition (see Tingvall and Poldahl 2006; Aghion et al. 2005; 
Michiyuki and Shunsuke 2013).

Apart from the aforementioned variables, some other controls 
have been used in the model as suggested by Ashwin, Krishnan, 
and George (2015): Size of the firm (SIZE) may be an important 
determinant of its R&D investments (Mowery 1983). A larger firm 
may be financially more capable and resourceful to invest in R&D. 
Contrary to this, it can also be argued that smaller firms have 
indivisibilities in favour of their smaller scale, providing them with 
greater scope to grow faster. The size of the firm in our model 
has been measured as the log of the deflated value of reported 

total output
total output – total inputs – payroll
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revenue from sales. Age of the firm (AGE) may also affect their 
R&D investments. Coad et al. (2016) argue that younger firms 
grow faster as they grow older. The age of the firm has been 
calculated by taking the log of the values obtained by subtracting 
the incorporation year from the year to which the data belongs. 
Return on assets (ROA), in our model, is a proxy for the prior 
performance of the firm. The performance in the past is likely 
to encourage and assist the firm to invest more in R&D. On the 
other hand, if performance is poor, the firms’ may exhibit rigid 
and conservative behaviour towards strategic R&D investments 
(Ahuja, Lampert, and Tandon 2008). The variable is measured as 
the ratio of profit before depreciation, interest, tax and amortisation 
(PBDITA) and total assets.  Leverage (LEV) indicates the financial 
situation of the firm. It is calculated as the ratio of debt to equity of 
the firm. The firms with a higher debt to equity ratio may be more 
concerned about paying off the debt using current cash flow instead 
of investing in R&D (Munari, Oriani, and Sobrero 2010). Exports 
intensity (EXP) is defined as a ratio of exports and aggregate sales. 
The technological spillovers from the foreign markets and the 
need to compete with other multinationals provide the exporting 
firms with an incentive to learn and invest in technological up-
gradation. Therefore, it can be argued that the firms with a higher 
export share in the total output are likely to invest more in R&D 
(Solomon and Shaver 2005; Neves, Teixeira, and Silva 2016). 
Financial slack (FS) is another important determinant of industrial 
R&D. The current ratio is a liquidity ratio that is used to measure a 
company’s ability to meet its short-term obligations, i.e. to pay off 
its short-term liabilities. A ratio of current assets divided by current 
liabilities measures the adequacy of the company’s short-term 
assets to meet its short-term liabilities. A ratio below one implies 
inadequacy and a ratio just above one would indicate a “just-
about” adequate ability to meet current liabilities. But, a ratio that 
is much above one would indicate too much of a short-term asset 
on hand that could be deployed for better long-term use. It has 
been established that financial adequacy in the short-run allows 
the firms to invest more in discretionary strategic investments like 
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R&D (see Kim, Kim, and Lee 2008; Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 
2016). Foreign institutional shareholding (FII) serves as active 
monitors, provides the firms’ with insurance in case of innovation 
failures, and encourage technological spillovers from high-
innovation economies (Luong et al. 2017). The foreign investors, 
in this way, are likely to boost up the innovative efforts of the firms. 
In our model, the percentage of promoter shares held by foreign 
institutional investors is used as a control variable. Domestic 
institutional shareholding (DII) defined as the percentage of 
common shares held by domestic institutional investors is another 
important control variable in the model. It has been observed that 
institutional ownership acts as a pressure resistance for managers 
and result in greater investments in R&D (Bushee 1998). Finally, a 
dummy variable Group-affiliation (GROUP) takes the value equal 
to 1 when the firm is affiliated to a business group, and 0 if the firm 
is a standalone firm. The literature observes group affiliation as 
an important determinant of innovative activities of the firms (see 
Guzzini and Iacobucci 2014; Belenzon and Berkovitz 2010)

4. Preliminary Observations
The preliminary observations reveal that corporate governance 
indicators and other firm characteristics of interest, as defined in 
the previous section, may have implications for firms’ decision to 
invest in R&D. Figure 4.1, for instance, depicts the R&D intensity 
of different sub-groups of firms.

Figure 4.1A shows that throughout our study period, the firms with 
highly concentrated family ownership (percentage of shareholding 
greater than 50 percent) increasingly invested much more on R&D 
as a share of their output than the firms with less concentrated 
family ownership (percentage of shareholding less than 50 
percent). The ratio increased approximately four times in the 
case of the former during the last two decades, whereas the latter 
witnessed limited growth in R&D intensity. The firms managed by 
CEOs or collectively by CEO-chairperson from the owner-family 
also invest more in innovations than firms managed by non-family 
CEOs (Figure 4.1B). It can be observed that non-family CEOs 
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have shown negligible improvement in terms of making the firms 
more R&D intensive.

The independent board is another characteristic, that may play an 
important role in determining the innovative efforts of the firms. 
Figure 4.1C shows that firms with a greater ratio of independent 
directors3 invest more into R&D activities. Finally, standalone firms 
are found to be more R&D intensive than group-affiliated firms to 
some extent (see Figure 4.1D). The observations indicate that 
family involvement, board characteristics and group affiliation may 
be very important determinants of innovative activities of the firms. 

Figure 4.1: R&D-intensity of various sub-groups of the manufacturing firms
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Note: x-axis and y-axis denote ‘Time’ and ‘Average R&D-intensity’ respectively

3. In order to define the board of directors as a more/less independent entity, we use median 
value from our sample. The exercise allows us to define the board as more independent if 
the ratio of independent directors to total directors is equal to or greater than 0.5.
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It is important to mention that only a few industries within the 
manufacturing sector of India have turned out to be increasingly 
R&D intensive. The R&D intensity of the others have remained 
largely stagnant or the improvement is extremely limited. The 
industries that witnessed consistent growth in the R&D industry 
are pharmaceuticals, computer/electronic manufacturing and 
manufacturing of motor vehicles/trailers. The average growth 
trend within these three industries and others with stagnant R&D 
intensity has been depicted in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2: Average R&D-intensity of manufacturing industries with 
increased and stagnant R&D-intensity
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Considering that the industries that experienced rising R&D 
intensity are more research-oriented and increasingly more 
investments in R&D may be required for the firms to survive 
increasing competition, the family firms within these industries 
may opt for different strategic investments than the family firms 
operating in industries where R&D intensity remained stagnant. A 
preliminary examination reveals that in the case of R&D intensive 
industries, the firms with concentrated family ownership have 
consistently invested more in R&D than the firms with diluted 
family ownership (Figure 4.3A).
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Figure 4.3: Average R&D intensity of various sub-groups of 
manufacturing firms
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Contrary to this, in the sample of stagnant R&D intensity 
industries, the average R&D intensity of firms with concentrated 
family ownership seems to be less than the firms with diluted 
family ownership (Figure 4.3B). Similarly, in the case of more R&D 
intensive industries, firms with family CEOs, CEO-chairperson 
duality increasingly invest much more in R&D as a share of 
total output than the firms with non-family CEOs (Figure 4.3C). 
Nonetheless, any definitive pattern is not conspicuous in the case 
of the stagnant R&D industries (Figure 4.3D).

Interestingly, the factors we discussed seem to be behaving 
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differently under varying levels of product market competition (see 
Figure 4.4, Figure 4.5, Figure 4.6 and Figure 4.7).

Figure 4.4: R&D-intensity of the firms with more and less concentrated 
family ownership under high and low product market competition levels
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Note: x-axis and y-axis denote ‘Time’ and ‘Average R&D-intensity’ respectively

Figure 4.4A noticeably exhibits that family-owned firms with 
concentrated shares have increasingly invested much more 
under lower price competition. Firms with family-share less than 
50 percent also perform somewhat better under lower price 
competition. Though the high competition seems to be a limiting 
factor that restricts the R&D investments of all the firms, the 
influence of competition appears to be much stronger in the case 
of firms with concentrated family ownership. Surprisingly, we find 
contrasting observations when we use DCOMP as the measure 
of product market competition (Figure 4.4B). The firms perform 
better in terms of greater investments in R&D as a share of output 
under high competition. Nonetheless, the impact of competition 
still seems to be stronger in the case of family firms with higher 
shareholdings. The observations are largely suggesting that 
firms with concentrated family ownership invested more in R&D 
when the price competition was low, whereas domestic market 
competition encouraged them when it was higher.

The graphical analysis of R&D intensity in the context of family 
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control over management provides us with somewhat similar 
results. The firms facing lower price competition and controlled 
by family-CEOs increased R&D-intensity manifolds during the 
study period (Figure 4.5A). The firms with non-family CEOs, 
however, witnessed a negligible increase in R&D share. After 
replacing the measure of competition with DCOMP, it is found 
that firms with family CEO did better under higher product market 
competition (Figure 4.5B).

Figure 4.5: R&D-intensity of the firms controlled by family/non-
family-CEOs under high and low product market competition levels
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Note: x-axis and y-axis denote ‘Time’ and ‘Average R&D-intensity’ respectively

Figure 4.6A and Figure 4.6B suggests that family-controlled firms 
perform differently under different levels of competition even when 
CEO-chairperson duality is taken into account. The results once 
again are contingent upon the measure of competition.

Finally, we attempt to observe the pattern of change in R&D 
intensity of the group-affiliated and standalone firms operating 
under different competitive environments. The data suggests 
standalone firms perpetually invest more in R&D than their 
counterpart group-affiliated firms, however, the increase was 
notable when the price competition was low (Figure 4.7A), or 
domestic market competition was high (Figure 4.7B).
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Figure 4.6: R&D-intensity of the firms controlled by family CEOs and 
chairperson duality under high and low product market competition levels
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Note: x-axis and y-axis denote ‘Time’ and Average R&D-intensity respectively

Figure 4.7: R&D-intensity of the group-affiliated and standalone 
firms under high and low product market competition levels
(Source: Authors’ calculations using CMIE-Prowess data)

Note: x-axis and y-axis denote ‘Time’ and Average R&D-intensity respectively

The preliminary observations suggest that corporate governance 
is an important determinant of industrial innovations. Additionally, 
the level of product market competition seems to play a 
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moderating role in the determination of the relationship between 
corporate governance and innovations. The initial graphical 
analysis requires rigorous statistical testing which will be done in 
the subsequent section.

5. Empirical Results
As discussed earlier, the Panel Tobit regression approach has 
been used to test our hypothesis and the econometric results are 
discussed in this section4. All the tables present the estimation 
outcomes in a systematic way to observe how the inclusion or 
exclusion of various independent variables related to corporate 
governance and product market competition affect the dependent 
variable in our model.

Model 1.1 of Table 5.1 estimates the equation (1) and finds 
that the factors representing family ownership and control over 
management are statistically significant. The higher ratio of 
independent directors is also significantly positive suggesting 
a more independent board allows the firms to put in greater 
financial efforts towards R&D. Among the control variables, 
size of the firms, exports, and financial slack are found to be 
positively associated with R&D-intensity, whereas, the share of 
domestic institutional promoters and group-affiliation affect the 
R&D-intensity of the firms’ negatively. Other control variables 
such as age, ROA, and FII are statistically insignificant. Model 
1.2 includes the domestic competition variable (DCOMP) as 
mentioned in equation (2) and finds domestic competition to 

4. It should be noted that the interpretation of Tobit estimation results is not 
as straight forward as OLS. Unlike OLS regression, the coefficients in To-
bit analysis do not represent a unit change in regressand for a given unit 
change in a regressor. The actual values of coefficients depend on the 
probability that latent variable in the model is actually observed. Consid-
ering that the probability that latent variable is observed lies between zero 
and one, the product of each slope coefficient multiplied by this probability 
will be smaller than the slope coefficient (see Gujarati 2015; Wooldridge 
2015). However, the direction of impact (positive/negative) remains un-
changed given that the probability is always positive.
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be adversely affecting the R&D investments of the firms. Other 
variables largely remain unchanged. Therefore, the results 
from Model 1.1 support our hypotheses H1, H3 and H5 and 
conclusively suggest that theory of stewardship and SEW is 
valid in the Indian context.

Model 1.3, Model 1.4 and Model 1.5, in order to test equation (3), 
respectively include the interaction terms between the domestic 
competition variable and other variables representing corporate 
governance namely family shareholding, family-CEO and CEO-
chairperson duality. The results provide evidence that there may 
exist a moderating effect of market competition on the corporate 
governance indicators viz. FAM and FAMCEO in influencing the 
R&D investments of the firms. This implies that the marginal 
effect of a greater competition level on the R&D intensity of the 
firm is greater when the ownership is concentrated or the CEO 
belongs to the family. In other words, under higher domestic 
competition, as family ownership or degree of family control 
increases, the R&D intensity of the firm also rises. It is interesting 
to find that the explicit impact of domestic competition is negative 
on the innovative efforts of the firms yet it encourages the firms 
with concentrated ownership/control to invest more in R&D. 
The interaction between competition and CEO-chairperson 
duality, however, is statistically insignificant. Model 1.6 finds 
similar results when all the interaction variables are included. 
Overall, Model 1.3, 1.4 and 1.6 support our hypothesis H7 
suggesting corporate governance and market competition are 
complementary. Thereafter, a variable defined as the square of 
the competition variable is incorporated in the model to test the 
non-linear relationship between innovations and competition, 
(see Model 1.7). The estimation finds the variable insignificant 
suggesting the relationship is likely to be linear. Finally, Model 
1.8 present the estimation results after incorporating all the 
independent variables. The value of Wald chi-square statistic is 
highest in Model 1.8 indicating that it is the best model.
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Likewise, Table 5.2 tests all the models after replacing the 
measure of competition in the model with PCOMP. The results 
confirm the significance of corporate governance variables. 
However, contrary to the results we found in Table 5.1, the 
multiplicative term between FAM and PCOMP is insignificant, 
whereas, it is significantly negative in the case of other measures 
of corporate governance. A significant non-linear relationship has 
also been observed between price competition and innovations. 
It should be noted that the estimations from Table 5.1 and Table 
5.2 corroborate the findings of the erstwhile Indian studies and 
additionally suggest that the product market competition may 
complement the concentrated corporate governance. However, 
the observation is contingent upon how the competition variable 
is defined in the model.

Now, it can be argued that the Indian manufacturing industry 
has experienced fragmented growth. Certain sub-sectors have 
grown relatively faster, and have significantly increased R&D 
intensity in the recent decades than other sub-sectors. Our 
data shows that R&D intensity has increased significantly in 
sub-sectors such as pharmaceuticals, computer/electronic 
manufacturing and manufacturing of motor vehicles/trailers. The 
rest of the manufacturing sub-sectors have experienced a low 
and almost stagnant level of R&D intensity. In order to observe 
whether the family firms have exhibited stewardship attitude 
in aforesaid two different sets of manufacturing industries, we 
estimate the model separately for the sample of firms operating 
in sectors that have witnessed increasing R&D intensity during 
the study period and the rest of the manufacturing sectors where 
R&D intensity remained largely stagnant. It has been found that 
in the industries with increased R&D intensity, the relationship 
between concentrated family ownership and innovation is 
significantly positive (Table 5.3 and Table 5.5). Little evidence 
of an association between the two variables has been observed 
in the case of R&D stagnant industries (Table 5.4 and Table 
5.6). The statistical evidence further suggests that interaction 
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between CG and domestic competition (DCOM) is significant 
in case of high as well as less R&D intensive sub-sectors. 
However, Table 5.6 shows that the significant moderating impact 
of price competition (PCOMP) on CG is absent for sub-sectors 
with low and stagnant manufacturing sub-sectors. The results 
suggest that stewardship theory, earlier found to be validated 
in the overall Indian manufacturing industry (Lodh, Nandy, and 
Chen 2014) and Pharmaceutical industry (Ashwin, Krishnan, 
and George 2015), is only applicable in the case of select sub-
sectors where R&D intensity has increased in recent decades.

Finally, we estimate the model using data on group-affiliated and 
standalone firms separately to test the hypotheses H9 and H10 
(see Table 5.7 to Table 5.10). In contrast with our findings on the 
entire manufacturing sector, the study of the sample containing 
group-affiliated firms shows that concentrated family ownership 
is negatively associated with R&D intensity (see Table 5.7 and 
Table 5.9). The findings are in contrast with (Lodh, Nandy, and 
Chen 2014). The family-CEO and CEO-chairperson duality also 
seem to be insignificant factors. Moreover, the results suggest 
that the interaction between family ownership and domestic 
competition is negative (Table 5.7). 
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In Table 5.9, when we replace the measure of domestic competition 
with the measure of price competition, the interaction term between 
family ownership and competition is insignificant. However, an 
interaction term between CEO-chairperson duality and price 
competition is found to be significantly negative suggesting that 
increasing competition adversely impact the relationship between 
family control and R&D intensity. Therefore, our findings from Table 
5.7 and Table 5.10 support our hypothesis H10 indicating that the 
relationship between corporate governance and innovation is 
weaker among the group affiliated firms as the product market 
competition increases.

The results from the sample of standalone firms, however, 
are different from the results we find in the case of group- 
affiliated firms. As shown in Table 5.8, family ownership is a 
significantly positive variable in the case of standalone firms. 
The family-CEO is also found to be an important determinant, 
whereas little evidence is found in support of CEO-chairperson 
duality. The significance of the interaction terms suggests that 
domestic competition complements concentrated corporate 
governance to boost up R&D investments. After replacing 
the domestic competition variable with the measure of price 
competition (Table 5.10), we find that price competition does 
not interact significantly with family ownership. However, the 
interaction effect between price competition and family CEO is 
significant.  

Overall, the findings provide greater support to the stewardship 
theory, agency theory and theory of SEW as discussed 
in section 2 earlier. Nonetheless, disaggregated analysis 
reveals that the findings can not be generalized to the entire 
manufacturing industry. As an important addition to the existing 
literature, we have found evidence supporting the complementary 
role of product market competition in influencing the relationship 
between family ownership/control and investments in innovation. 
However, the validity of the findings can be argued to be 
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conditional upon the choice of the parameter used to calculate 
the level of market competition in our model. 

To explain somewhat dissimilar results when two different 
measures of the product market competition are used, we have 
to consider how these are defined. DCOMP, as discussed earlier, 
defines competition in terms of the distribution of domestic market 
share. On the other hand, PCOMP is a measure of overall price 
competition that represents competition from foreign firms as well. 
It should be pointed out here that high competition in terms of firms’ 
domestic market shares may not necessarily worsen the firms’ 
financial situation (Cattó 1980; Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann 
1994), whereas intense price competition does it more explicitly 
(Porter 1980). Going by the argument, financial feasibility could be 
the reason for the family firms to be able to respond more positively 
to the increasing competition when it is domestic in nature. The 
price competition may not leave the firms with enough funds to 
invest in R&D even if the owners carry stewardship behaviour.

6. Concluding Remarks
The influence of corporate governance on R&D investment has 
been an emerging issue in family business research. This issue 
becomes more complex with the realization that family owners 
may behave differently in different structural contexts and in 
different organizational forms.

The literature on family businesses draws upon the principal-
principal agency theory, stewardship perspective, behavioural 
agency model and family’s socio-economic perspective to 
observe how strategic decisions and performance of the firms are 
influenced by the family’s involvement. In this paper, the empirical 
exercise corroborates the findings of earlier studies on Indian 
industries (see Ashwin, Krishnan, and George 2015; Lodh, Nandy, 
and Chen 2014). The non-monetary objectives of the family firms 
to sustain their legacy over the long run encourage to invest more 
in R&D under increasing competition. As an important contribution 
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to the literature in this stream, we find that the product market 
competition is an important moderating factor that may interact with 
corporate governance-related variables such as family ownership/
control to influence innovative activities of the firms. Our findings 
show that product market competition and corporate governance 
are complementary in Indian manufacturing firms. In other words, 
family-owned firms become more innovative with an increase in 
market competition. This finding holds when we deconstruct family 
influence into three components viz. ownership, management and 
governance. Our findings suggest that Indian manufacturing firms 
are willing to spend on innovations to avoid the risk of bankruptcy 
and job loss through the disciplinary role of market capitalization 
(see Aghion, Dewatripont, and Rey 1999; Aghion, Carlin, and 
Schaffer 2002) The disaggregated analysis of group-affiliation and 
standalone firms indicates that the stewardship behaviour of the 
firms is significantly prominent in the case of standalone firms. The 
group-affiliated family firms, on the other hand, either suffer from 
agency costs or family involvement does not sufficiently impact 
the strategic decisions, such as R&D, of the firms. The interaction 
between family ownership/control indicators and product market 
competition is significant in standalone firms, whereas, the 
group-affiliated firms do not seem to be benefitting from this 
moderating effect between the two factors. This suggests that the 
predictions of the contracting theory hold good in the context of 
the relationship between corporate governance and innovation 
in the case of business group firms vis-a-vis standalone firms in 
the Indian manufacturing sector. In other words, as the majority 
shareholders have greater bargaining power over the minority 
shareholders in business group firms, it becomes difficult to raise 
funds for financing innovations in Indian manufacturing firms. On 
the other hand, the effect of the competition is relatively more 
pronounced in standalone firms due to the presence of ‘satisficing’ 
managers (Aghion, Carlin, and Schaffer 2002). It should be noted 
that the moderating effect of market competition is contingent upon 
the measure of product market competition. More specifically, 
it appears to be stronger when market competition is defined in 
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terms of domestic market shares rather than as price-cost margin.

Considering that India has gradually rolled out market-friendly 
reforms starting from 1991, the product market competition has 
significantly increased. Our findings suggest, that firms with varying 
characteristics and corporate governance structures may have 
different approaches towards R&D investments while operating 
under different levels of competition levels. In this context, our 
findings may have important implications for a developing country 
like India that strives to encourage the participation of the private 
sector to boost up the R&D investments (STI Policy, Government 
of India 2013)5. We suggest that Science, Technology and 
Innovation (STI) policy should not be seen in isolation from 
corporate governance mechanism and competition policy as it 
has been done in the present policy.

The findings have some important implications in this context. 
With the increase in market competition, following economic 
reforms, proper incentives should be given to the manufacturing 
firms to implement properly the corporate governance principles 
as envisaged in clause 49 of the Listing Agreements to the 
Indian Stock Exchange (came into effect on December 31, 
2005). Improved corporate governance along with increased 
competition would be beneficial in increasing R&D expenditure 
in manufacturing firms, which would, in turn, help these firms to 
increase productivity, exports and sustain the competition from 
foreign firms. Moreover, the policymakers should be concerned 
more with promoting standalone firms in Indian manufacturing 
sectors as the potential to innovate is more for this group of firms 
under increased market competition, compared to group affiliated 
firms.

5. The draft of the recently proposed Science, Technology and Inno-
vation policy (2020) also suggests that the country’s technological 
goals will be achieved through support to the private sector.



49



50

 
References
Aghion, Philippe, Nick Bloom, Richard Blundell, Rachel Griffith, 

and Peter Howitt. 2005. “Competition and Innovation: An 
Inverted-U Relationship.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 120 
(2): 701–28.

Aghion, Philippe, Wendy Carlin, and Mark E. Schaffer. 2002. 
“Competition, Innovation and Growth in Transition: Exploring 
the Interactions between Policies.”

Aghion, Philippe, Mathias Dewatripont, and Patrick Rey. 1999. 
“Competition, Financial Discipline and Growth.” The Review of 
Economic Studies 64 (4): 825–52.

Aghion, Philippe, John Van Reenen, and Luigi Zingales. 2013. 
“Innovation and Institutional Ownership.” The American 
Economic Review 103 (1): 277–304.

Aghion, Philippe, and Jean Tirole. 1994. “The Management of 
Innovation.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 109 (4): 1185–
1209.

Ahuja, Gautam, Curba Morris Lampert, and Vivek Tandon. 2008. 
“Moving Beyond Schumpeter: Management Research on the 
Determinants of Technological Innovation.” The Academy of 
Management Annals 2 (1): 1–98.

Allen, F., and D. Gale. 2000. “Corporate Governance and 
Competition.” Corporate Governance: Theoretical and 
Empirical Perspectives 23.

Almeida, Heitor, and Daniel Wolfenzon. 2005. “A Theory of 
Pyramidal Ownership and Family Business Groups.” 11368. 
NBER Working Paper No. Cambridge. http://www.nber.org/
papers/w11368.

Anderson, Eugene W., Claes Fornell, and Donald R. Lehmann. 
1994. “Customer Satisfaction, Market Share, and Profitability: 
Findings from Sweden.” Journal of Marketing 58 (3): 53–66.

Anderson, Ronald C., Augustine Duru, and David M. Reeb. 2012. 
“Investment Policy in Family Controlled Firms.” Journal of 
Banking and Finance 36 (6): 1744–58.



51

Arellano, Manuel, and Stephen Bond. 1991. “Some Tests of 
Specification for Panel Carlo Application to Data:” Review of 
Economic Studies 58 (2): 277–97.

Arrow, Kenneth J. 1962. “Economic Welfare and the Allocation 
of Resources for Invention.” In The Rate and Direction of 
Inventive Activity: Economic and Social Factors, 609–26. 
Princeton University Press.

Ashwin, A. S., Rishikesha T. Krishnan, and Rejie George. 2015. 
“Family Firms in India: Family Involvement, Innovation and 
Agency and Stewardship Behaviors.” Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management 32 (4): 869–900.

———. 2016. “Board Characteristics, Financial Slack and 
R&D Investments: An Empirical Analysis of the Indian 
Pharmaceutical Industry.” International Studies of Management 
and Organization 46 (1): 8–23.

Baggs, Jen, and Jean-Etienne de Bettignies. 2007. “Product 
Market Competition and Agency Costs.” Journal of Industrial 
Economics 55 (2): 289–323.

Baliga, B. RAM, R. Charles Moyer, and Ramesh S. Rao. 1996. 
“Ceo Duality and Firm Performance: What’S the Fuss?” 
Strategic Management Journal 17 (1): 41–53.

Battaggion, Maria Rosa, and Lucia Tajoli. 2000. “Ownership 
Structure, Innovation Process and Competitive Performance: 
The Case of Italy.” 120. Innovation. Milan.

Baysinger, Barry D., Rita D. Kosnik, and Thomas A. Turk. 1991. 
“Effects of Board and Ownership Structure on Corporate R&D 
Strategy.” The Academy of Management Journal 34 (1): 205–
14.

Belenzon, Sharon, and Tomer Berkovitz. 2010. “Innovation in 
Business Groups.” Management Science 56 (3): 519–35.

Belloc, Filippo. 2012. “Corporate Governance and Innovation: A 
Survey.” Journal of Economic Surveys 26 (5): 835–64.

Berrone, Pascual, Cristina Cruz, and Luis R. Gomez-Mejia. 
2012. “Socioemotional Wealth in Family Firms: Theoretical 
Dimensions, Assessment Approaches, and Agenda for Future 



52

Research.” Family Business Review 25 (3): 258–79.
Bertrand, Marianne, and Sendhil Mullainathan. 2003. “Enjoying 

the Quiet Life? Corporate Governance and Managerial 
Preferences.” Journal of Political Economy 111 (5): 1043–75.

Blundell, Richard, and Stephen Bond. 1998. “Initial Conditions 
and Moment Restrictions in Dynamic Panel Data Models.” 
Journal of Econometrics 87 (1): 115–43.

Breton-Miller, Isabelle Le, and Danny Miller. 2009. “Agency vs. 
Stewardship in Public Family Firms: A Social Embeddedness 
Reconciliation.” Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice 33 (6): 
1169–91.

Buchwald, Achim, and Susanne Thorwarth. 2015. “Outside 
Directors on the Board, Competition and Innovation.” 173. 
DICE Discussion Paper. Düsseldorf, Germany.

Bushee, Brian J. 1998. “The Influence of Institutional Investors on 
Myopic R&D Investment Behavior.” The Accounting Review 73 
(3): 305–33.

Casper, Steven, and Catherine Matraves. 2003. “Institutional 
Frameworks and Innovation in the German and UK 
Pharmaceutical Industry.” Research Policy 32 (10): 1865–79.

Cattó, Vladi. 1980. “Market Share and Profits.” Business 
Economics 15 (3): 39–44.

Cayseele, P. J. G. Van. 1998. “Market Structure and Innovation: 
A Survey of the Last Twenty Years.” De Economist 146 (3): 
391–417.

Cennamo, Carmelo, Pascual Berrone, Cristina Cruz, and Luis R. 
Gomez-Mejia. 2012. “Socioemotional Wealth and Proactive 
Stakeholder Engagement: Why Family-Controlled Firms Care 
More About Their Stakeholders.” Entrepreneurship: Theory 
and Practice 36 (6): 1153–73.

Chakraborty, Indrani. 2013. “Does Capital Structure Depend on 
Group Affiliation? An Analysis of Indian Firms.” Journal of 
Policy Modeling 35 (1): 110–20.

Chang, Sea-Jin, Chi-Nien Chung, and Ishtiaq P. Mahmood. 2006. 
“When and How Does Business Group Affiliation Promote Firm 



53

Innovation? A Tale of Two Emerging Economies.” Organization 
Science 17 (5): 637–56.

Chen, Cheng, and Claudia Steinwender. 2020. “Import 
Competition, Heterogeneous Preferences of Managers, and 
Productivity.” 25539. NBER Working Paper Series. NBER 
Working Paper Series. Cambridge.

Chen, Hsiang-Lan, and Wen-Tsung Hsu. 2009. “Family Ownership, 
Board Independence, and R&D Investment.” Family Business 
Review 22 (4): 347–62.

Choi, Suk Bong, Byung Il Park, and Paul Hong. 2012. “Does 
Ownership Structure Matter for Firm Technological Innovation 
Performance? The Case of Korean Firms.” Corporate 
Governance: An International Review 20 (3): 267–88.

Choi, Young Rok, Shaker A. Zahra, Toru Yoshikawa, and Bong H. 
Han. 2015. “Family Ownership and R&D Investment: The Role 
of Growth Opportunities and Business Group Membership.” 
Journal of Business Research 68 (5): 1053–61.

Chrisman, James J., Jess H. Chua, and Reginald A. Litz. 2004. 
“Comparing the Agency Costs of Family and Non-Family 
Firms: Conceptual Issues and Exploratory Evidence.” 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 28 (4): 335–54.

Chrisman, James J., and Pankaj C. Patel. 2012. “Variations in 
R&D Investments of Family and Nonfamily Firms: Behavioral 
Agency and Myopic Loss Aversion Perspective.” The Academy 
of Management Journal 55 (4): 976–97.

Claessens, Stijn, Simeon Djankov, Joseph P. H. Fan, and Larry H. 
P. Lang. 2002. “‘Disentangling the Incentive and Entrenchment 
Effects of Large Shareholdings.’” Journal of Finance 57 (6): 
2741–71.

Classen, Nicolas, Martin Carree, Anita Van Gils, and Bettina 
Peters. 2014. “Innovation in Family and Non-Family SMEs: 
An Exploratory Analysis.” Small Business Economics 42 (3): 
595–609.

Coad, Alex, Agusti Segarra Blasco, and Mercedes Teruel. 2016. 
“Innovation and Firm Growth: Does Firm Age Play a Role?” 



54

Research Policy 45 (2): 387–400.
Coase, R. H. 1937. “Some Notes on Monopoly Price.” The Review 

of Economic Studies 5 (1): 17–31.
Cohen, Wesley M., and Richard C. Levin. 1989. “Empirical 

Studies of Innovation and Market Structure.” In Handbook of 
Industrial Organization, edited by R. Schmalensee and R.D. 
Willig, II:1059–1107. Elsevier Science Publishers B.V.

Colombelli, Alessandra, Naciba Haned, and Christian Le Bas. 
2013. “On Firm Growth and Innovation: Some New Empirical 
Perspectives Using French CIS (1992-2004).” Structural 
Change and Economic Dynamics, Elsevier 26: 14–26.

Coriat, Benjamin, and Olivier Weinstein. 2002. “Organizations, 
Firms and Institutions in the Generation of Innovation.” 
Research Policy 31 (2): 273–90.

Craig, Justin B., Mikko Pohjola, Sascha Kraus, and Søren H. 
Jensen. 2014. “Exploring Relationships among Proactiveness, 
Risk-Taking and Innovation Output in Family and Non-Family 
Firms.” Creativity and Innovation Management 23 (2): 199–
210.

David, Parthiban, Jonathan P. O’Brien, and Toru Yoshikawa. 2008. 
“The Implications of Debt Heterogeneity for R&D Investment 
and Firm Performance.” Academy of Management Journal 51 
(1): 165–81.

Davis, James H., F. David Schoorman, and Lex Donaldson. 1997. 
“Towards a Stewardship Theory of Management.” Academy of 
Management Review 22 (1): 20–47.

Deephouse, David L., and Peter Jaskiewicz. 2013. “Do Family 
Firms Have Better Reputations Than Non-Family Firms? 
An Integration of Socioemotional Wealth and Social Identity 
Theories.” Journal of Management Studies 50 (3): 337–60.

Dharwadkar, Ravi, Gerard George, and Pamela Brandes. 2000. 
“Privatization in Emerging Economies: An Agency Theory 
Perspective.” Academy of Management Review 25 (3): 650–69.

Diéguez-Soto, Julio, Aurora Garrido-Moreno, and Montserrat 
Manzaneque. 2018. “Unravelling the Link Between Process 



55

Innovation Inputs and Outputs: The Moderating Role of Family 
Management.” Journal of Family Business Strategy 9 (2): 114–
27.

Duran, Patricio, Nadine Kammerlander, Marc Van Essen, and 
Thomas Zellweger. 2016. “Doing More with Less: Innovation 
Input and Output in Family Firms.” Academy of Management 
Journal 59 (4): 1224–64.

Fama, Eugene F. 1980. “Agency Problems and the Theory of the 
Firm.” Journal of Political Economy, 88 (2): 288–307.

Fama, Eugene F., and Michael C. Jensen. 1983. “Separation of 
Ownership and Control Separation of Ownership and Control.” 
Journal of Law and Economics 26 (2): 301–25.

Filser, Matthias, Alexander Brem, Johanna Gast, Sascha Kraus, 
and Andrea Calabrò. 2016. “Innovation in Family Firms: 
Examining the Inventory and Mapping the Path.” International 
Journal of Innovation Management 20 (6).

Francis, Jennifer, and Abbie Smith. 1995. “Agency Costs and 
Innovation Some Empirical Evidence.” Journal of Accounting 
and Economics 19 (2–3): 383–409.

Gast, Johanna, Matthias Filser, J. P.Coen Rigtering, Rainer Harms, 
Sascha Kraus, and Man Ling Chang. 2018. “Socioemotional 
Wealth and Innovativeness in Small- and Medium-Sized 
Family Enterprises: A Configuration Approach.” Journal of 
Small Business Management 56: 53–67.

Gomez-Mejia, Luis R., Marianna Makri, and Martin Larraza 
Kintana. 2010. “Diversification Decisions in Family-Controlled 
Firms.” Journal of Management Studies 47 (2): 223–52.

Government of India. 2013. “Science, Technology and 
Innovation Policy 2013.” http://www.icar.org.in/files/sti-policy-
eng-07-01-2013.pdf.

Greene, William H. 2003. Econometric Analysis. Pearson 
Education.

Griffith, Rachel. 2001. “Product Market Competition, Efficiency 
and Agency Costs: An Empirical Analysis.” No. 01/12. IFS 
Working Papers. London.



56

Gujarati, Damodar. 2015. Econometrics By Example. Second. 
Palgrave.

Gupta, Ashok K., David Wilemon, and Kwaku Atuahene-Gima. 
2000. “Excelling in R&D.” Research Technology Management 
43 (3): 52–58.

Guzzini, Enrico, and Donato Iacobucci. 2014. “Business Group 
Affiliation and R&D.” Industry and Innovation. Taylor & Francis.

Hart, Oliver D. 1983. “The Market Mechanism as an Incentive 
Scheme.” The Bell Journal of Economics 14 (2): 366–82.

Hicks, Author J. R. 1935. “Annual Survey of Economic Theory: 
The Theory of Monopoly.” Econometrica 3 (1): 1–20.

Hill, Charles W. L., and Scott A. Snell. 1989. “Effects of Ownership 
Structure and Control on Corporate Productivity.” The Academy 
of Management Journal 32 (1): 25–46.

Hsieh, Tsun-Jui, Ryh-Song Yeh, and Yu-Ju Chen. 2010. “Business 
Group Characteristics and Affiliated Firm Innovation: The Case 
of Taiwan.” Industrial Marketing Management 39 (4): 560–70.

Huybrechts, Jolien, Wim Voordeckers, and Nadine Lybaert. 2013. 
“Entrepreneurial Risk Taking of Private Family Firms: The 
Influence of a Nonfamily CEO and the Moderating Effect of 
CEO Tenure.” Family Business Review 26 (2): 161–79.

Johnson, Simon, Rafael La Porta, Florencio Lopez-De-Silanes, 
and Andrei Shleifer. 2000. “Tunneling.” American Economic 
Review 90 (2): 22–27.

Kamien, Morton I., and Nancy L. Schwartz. 1975. “Market Structure 
and Innovation: A Survey.” Journal of Economic Literature 31 
(1): 1–37.

Karuna, Christo. 2007. “Industry Product Market Competition and 
Managerial Incentives.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 
43 (2–3): 275–97.

Kennedy, Peter. 2008. A Guide to Econometrics. 6th ed. Victoria: 
Blackwell Publishing.

Khanna, Tarun, and Krishna Palepu. 1997. “Why Focused 
Strategies May Be Wrong for Emerging Markets.” Harvard 
Business Review 75: 41–54.



57

———. 2000. “Is Group Affiliation Profitable in Emerging Markets? 
An Analysis of Diversified Indian Business Groups.” The 
Journal of Finance 55 (2): 867–91.

Kim, Hicheon, Heechun Kim, and Peggy M. Lee. 2008. “Ownership 
Structure and the Relationship Between Financial Slack and 
R&D Investments: Evidence from Korean Firms.” Organization 
Science 19 (3): 404–18.

Kotlar, Josip, Andrea Signori, Alfredo De Massis, and Silvio 
Vismara. 2018. “Financial Wealth, Socioemotional Wealth 
and IPO Underpricing in Family Firms: A Two-Stage Gamble 
Model.” Academy of Management Journal 61 (3): 1073–99.

Lacetera, Nicola. 2001. “Corporate Governance and the 
Governance of Innovation: The Case of Pharmaceutical 
Industry.” Journal of Management and Governance 5 (1): 29–
59.

Lazonick, William, and Mary O’Sullivan. 2000. “Maximizing 
Shareholder Value: A New Ideology for Corporate Governance.” 
Economy and Society 29 (1): 13–35.

Leibenstein, Harvey. 1966. “Allocative Efficiency vs. ‘X-Efficiency.’” 
American Economic Review 56 (3): 392–415.

Lerner, Josh. 2010. “Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Financial 
Market Cycles.” 2010/03. OECD Science, Technology and 
Industry Working Papers.

Levenburg, Nancy M, Thomas V Schwarz, and S. Almallah. 2002. 
“Innovation : A Recipe for Success Among Family-Owned 
Firms in West Michigan?” Seidman Business Review 8 (1): 
21–22.

Leventis, Stergios, Pauline Weetman, and Constantinos 
Caramanis. 2011. “Agency Costs and Product Market 
Competition: The Case of Audit Pricing in Greece.” British 
Accounting Review 43 (2): 112–19.

Li, Mengge, and Jinxin Yang. 2019. “Effects of CEO Duality and 
Tenure on Innovation.” Journal of Strategy and Management 
12 (4): 536–52.

Lodh, Suman, Monomita Nandy, and Jean Chen. 2014. “Innovation 



58

and Family Ownership: Empirical Evidence from India.” 
Corporate Governance: An International Review 22 (1): 4–23.

Luong, Hoang, Fariborz Moshirian, Lily Nguyen, Xuan Tian, and 
Bohui Zhang. 2017. How Do Foreign Institutional Investors 
Enhance Firm Innovation? Journal of Financial and Quantitative 
Analysis. Vol. 52.

Mansfield, Edwin. 1962. “Entry, Gibrat’s Law, Innovation, and the 
Growth of Firms.” The American Economic Review 52 (5): 
1023–51.

Manzaneque, Montserrat, Julio Diéguez-Soto, and Aurora Garrido-
Moreno. 2018. “Technological Innovation Inputs, Outputs and 
Family Management: Evidence from Spanish Manufacturing 
Firms.” Innovation: Management, Policy and Practice 20 (4): 
299–325.

Massis, Alfredo De, Alberto Di Minin, and Federico Frattini. 2015. 
“Family-Driven Innovation: Resolving the Paradox in Family 
Firms.” California Management Review 58 (1): 5–19.

Matzler, Kurt, Viktoria Veider, Julia Hautz, and Christian Stadler. 
2015. “The Impact of Family Ownership, Management, and 
Governance on Innovation.” Journal of Product Innovation 
Management 32 (3): 319–33.

Michie, Jonathan, and Maura Sheehan. 2003. “Labour Market 
Deregulation, ‘flexibility’ and Innovation.” Cambridge Journal 
of Economics 27 (1): 123–43.

Michiyuki, Yagi, and Managi Shunsuke. 2013. “Competition 
and Innovation: An Inverted-U Relationship Using Japanese 
Industry Data.” RIETI Discussion Paper Series. Vol. 13-E-62. 
RIETI Discussion Paper Series.

Morck, Randall, and Bernard Yeung. 2003. “Agency Problems in 
Large Family Business Groups.” Entrepreneurship: Theory 
and Practice 27 (4): 367–82.

Mowery, David C. 1983. “Industrial Research and Firm Size, 
Survival, and Growth in American Manufacturing.” The Journal 
of Economic History 43 (4): 953–80.

Munari, Federico, Raffaele Oriani, and Maurizio Sobrero. 2010. 



59

“The Effects of Owner Identity and External Governance 
Systems on R&D Investments: A Study of Western European 
Firms.” Research Policy 39 (8): 1093–1104.

Neves, Alexandre, Aurora A. C. Teixeira, and Sandra T. Silva. 2016. 
“Exports-R&D Investment Complementarity and Economic 
Performance of Firms Located in Portugal.” Investigacion 
Economica 75 (295): 125–56.

Nieto, Maria Jesus, Lluis Santamaria, and Zulima Fernandez. 
2015. “Understanding the Innovation Behavior of Family 
Firms.” Journal of Small Business Management 53 (2): 382–
99.

Okamuro, Hiroyuki, and Jian Xiong Zhang. 2006. “Ownership 
Structure and R&D Investment of Japnese Start-up Firms.” 
2006–1. Working Paper Series.

Ortega-Argilés, Raquel, Rosina Moreno, and Jordi Suriñach 
Caralt. 2005. “Ownership Structure and Innovation: Is There a 
Real Link?” Annals of Regional Science 39 (4): 637–62.

Pant, Manoj, and Manoranjan Pattanayak. 2007. “Insider 
Ownership and Firm Value: Evidence from Indian Corporate 
Sector.” Economic and Political Weekly 42 (16): 1459–67.

Patel, Pankaj C., and James J. Chrisman. 2014. “Risk Abatement 
as a Strategy for R&D Investments in Family Firms.” Strategic 
Management Journal 35 (4): 617–27.

Perri, Alessandra, and Enzo Peruffo. 2017. Family Business and 
Technological Innovation: Empirical Insights from the Italian 
Pharmaceutical Industry. Family Business and Technological 
Innovation. Palgrave Macmillan.

Porter, Michael E. 1980. “Industry Structure and Competitive 
Strategy: Keys to Profitability.” Financial Analysts Journal 36 
(4): 30–41.

Raith, Michael. 2003. “Competition, Risk and Managerial 
Incentives.” The American Economic Review 93 (4): 1425–36.

Richter, Ansgar, and Indrani Chakraborty. 2015. “Promoter 
Ownership and Performance in Publicly Listed Firms in India: 
Does Group Affiliation Matter?” 45. Institute of Development 



60

Studies Kolkata- Occasional Paper.
Sapra, Haresh, Ajay Subramanian, and Krishnamurthy V. 

Subramanian. 2014. “Corporate Governance and Innovation: 
Theory and Evidence.” Journal of Financial and Quantitative 
Analysis 49 (4): 957–1003.

Scherer, F.M. 1965. “Corporate Inventive Output, Profits, and 
Growth.” Journal of Political Economy 73 (3): 290–97.

Schmidt, Klaus M. 1997. “Managerial Incentives and Product 
Market Competition.” Review of Economic Studies 64 (2): 
191–213.

Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1934. “Depressions.” In The Economics of 
the Recovery Program, edited by Douglass V. Brown, Edward 
Chamberlin, Seymour E. Harris, Wassily Leontiff, Edward S. 
Mason, Joseph A. Schumpeter, and Overton H. Taylor. New 
York: McGraw-Hill.

———. 1942. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. New York: 
Harper & Bros.

Shipton, Helen, Doris Fay, Michael West, Malcolm Patterson, and 
Kamal Birdi. 2005. “Managing People to Promote Innovation.” 
Creativity and Innovation Management 14 (2): 118–28.

Singh, Sukhdeep, and Indrani Chakraborty. 2021. “Growth of 
the Firms and Investments in Innovations: An Empirical 
Investigation of the Indian Manufacturing Industry.” Journal of 
Quantitative Economics 19 (1): 87–122.

Solomon, Robert M., and J. Myles Shaver. 2005. “Learning by 
Exporting : New Insights from Examining Firm Innovation.” 
Journal of Economics & Management Strategy 14 (2): 431–60.

Thomsen, Steen, and Torben Pedersen. 2000. “Ownership 
Structure and Economic Performance in the Largest European 
Companies.” Strategic Management Journal 21 (6): 689–705.

Tingvall, Patrik Gustavsson, and Andreas Poldahl. 2006. “Is There 
Really an Inverted U-Shaped Relation between Competition 
and R&D?” Economics of Innovation and New Technology 15 
(2): 101–18.

Tylecote, Andrew, and Paulina Ramirez. 2006. “Corporate 



61

Governance and Innovation: The UK Compared with the US 
and ‘insider’ Economies.” Research Policy 35 (1): 160–80.

Ughetto, Elisa. 2010. “Assessing the Contribution to Innovation 
of Private Equity Investors: A Study on European Buyouts.” 
Research Policy 39 (1): 126–40.

Ugur, Mehmet, and Nawar Hashem. 2012. “Market Concentration, 
Corporate Governance and Innovation: Partial and Combined 
Effects in US-Listed Firms.”

Wintoki, M. Babajide, James S. Linck, and Jeffry M. Netter. 
2012. “Endogeneity and the Dynamics of Internal Corporate 
Governance.” Journal of Financial Economics 105 (3): 581–
606.

Wiseman, Robert M., and Luis R. Gomez-Mejia. 1998. “A 
Behavioral Agency Model of Managerial Risk Taking.” Academy 
of Management Review 23 (1): 133–53.

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M. 2015. Introductory Econometrics: A 
Modern Approach. Applied Discrete-Choice Modelling. 5th ed. 
Cengage Learning.

Young, Michael N., Mike W. Peng, David Ahlstrom, Garry D. Bruton, 
and Yi Jiang. 2008. “Corporate Governance in Emerging 
Economies: A Review of the Principal-Principal Perspective: 
Review Paper.” Journal of Management Studies 45 (1).



62

OCCASIONAL PAPERS

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

2  Epar Ganga Opar Ganga - A creative statement on displace-
ment 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: Reconfigur-
ing 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 
Bhattacharya, October 2008.



63

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 Develop-ment 
by Dipankar Sinha, March 2009.

18.   Female Work Participation and Gender Differential in Earn-
ing 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 Demo-
cracy 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 Re-
forms: 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.

30. Healing and Healers Inscribed: Epigraphic Bearing on 
Healing-Houses in Early India by Ranabir Chakravarti and 
Krishnendu Ray July 2011.



64

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.

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.

45. Promoter Ownership and Performance in Publicly Listed 
Firms in India: Does Group Affiliation Matter? by Ansgar 
Richter and Indrani Chakraborty, February 2015. 



65

46. Intersectionality and Spaces of Belonging: Understanding 
the Tea Plantation Workers in Dooars by Supurna Banerjee, 
March 2015. 

47. Is Imperialism a Relevant Concept in Today’s World? by 
Subhanil Chowdhury, March 2015. 

48. Understanding Northeast India through a ‘Spatial’ Lens by 
Gorky Chakraborty and Asok Kumar Ray, April 2015. 

49. Influence of Son Preference on Contraceptive Method Mix: 
Some Evidences from ‘Two Bengals’ by Saswata Ghosh and 
Sharifa Begum, April 2015.

50. Purchasing Managers’ Indices and Quarterly GDP Change 
Forecast: An Exploratory Note Based on Indian Data by 
Dipankor Coondoo and Sangeeta Das, January 2016.

51. Role of Community and Context in Contraceptive  Behaviour in  
Rural West Bengal, India: A Multilevel Multinomial Approach 
by Saswata Ghosh and Md. Zakaria Siddiqui, February 2016.

52. Employment Growth in West Bengal : An Assessment by 
Subhanil Chowdhury and Soumyajit Chakraborty, March 
2016.

53. Effects of Ownership Structure on Capital Structure of Indian 
Listed Firms: Role of Business Groups vis-a-vis Stand-Alone 
Firms by Indrani Chakraborty, March 2016.

54. From ‘Look East’ to ’Act East’ Policy: continuing with an 
Obfuscated Vision for Northeast India by Gorky Chakraborty, 
March 2016.

55. Rural Medical Practitioners: Who are they? What do they 
do? Should they be trained for improvement? Evidence from 
rural West Bengal by Subrata Mukherjee & Rolf Heinmüller, 
February 2017.

56. Uncovering Heterogeneity in the Relationship between 
Competition, Corporate Governance and Firm Performance 
using Quantile Regression on Indian Data by Indrani 
Chakraborty, March 2017.

57. The Railway Refugees: Sealdah, 1950s-1960s by Anwesha 
Sengupta, March 2017.

58. Underemployment in India: Measurement and Analysis by 
Subrata Mukherjee, Dipankor Coondoo & Indrani Chakraborty, 
November 2017.



66

59 Caste-Gender Intersectionalities and the Curious Case of 
Child Nutrition : A Methodological Exposition, by Simantini 
Mukhopadhyay & Achin Chakraborty, February 2018.

60 Changing socioeconomic inequalities in child nutrition 
in the Indian states: What the last two National Family 
Health Surveys say, by Simantini Mukhopadhyay & Achin 
Chakraborty, July 2018

61 Measuring households’ multidimensional vulnerability due to 
health shocks: Evidence from National Sample Survey 71st 
round data by Subrata Mukherjee & Priyanka Dasgupta, 
August 2018.

62. In search of nationalist trends in Indian anthropology: opening 
a new discourse by Abhijit Guha, September 2018

63. An approach toward methodological appraisal of social 
research by Achin Chakraborty, January 2019

64. Can Ayushman Bharat National Health Protection Mission 
protect health of India’s Poor? by Subhanil Chowdhury & 
Subrata Mukherjee, January 2019

65. Debt-Financing and Product Market Competition in an Emer-
ging Economy: Evidence from India, Indrani Chakraborty, 
March 2019

66. Class Processes and Cooperatives, Manas R Bhowmik & 
Achin Chakraborty, June 2019

67. Human Connection in the Light of the Writings of Karl Marx and 
Amartya Sen by Simantini Mukhopadhyay, February 2020

68. Outpatient care and expenses: Can they be ignored in health 
insurance programmes by Subrata Mukherjee & Anoshua 
Chaudhuri, February 2020

69. Solidarities in and through Resistance: Rethinking Alliance 
building through Protests in Plantations in India, Supurna 

Banerjee, March 2020
70. Bengali Migrant Workers in South India : An inquiry into 

their earnings and living, Monalisha Chakraborty, Subrata 
Mukherjee & Priyanka Dasgupta, March 2020

71. Distress financing for out-of-pocket hospitalization expenses 
in India: An analysis of Pooled National  Sample Survey Data, 
Priyanka Dasgupta & Subrata Mukherjee, March 2021



67

72. Abused but ‘Not Insulted’: Understanding Intersectionality 
in Symbolic Violence in India, Simantini Mukhopadhyay, 
Trisha Chanda, March 2021

73. Consumption Shocks in Rural India during the COVID-19 
Lockdown, Simantini Mukhopadhyay, 2022

74. Interregional Variations of Fertility Contours in India : A 
multilevel modelling approach, Saswata Ghosh, Md Zakaria 
Siddiqui, Debojyoti Majumder, February 2022

75. Exploring India’s Right-based Forest Legislation as a New 
Conservation Model for Developing Countries, Bidhan Kanti 
Das, March 2022

76. Financial Constraints and Export Behavior: An Analysis of 
Indian Manufacturing Firms, Tanveer Ahmad Khan, Indrani 
Chakraborty, March 2022

SPECIAL LECTURES 

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

2. Always Towards : Development and Nationalism in Rabin-
dranath 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 Mi-
chael Sprinker Lecture) by Aijaz Ahmad, March 2012.

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

7. A Study in Development by Dispossession by Amit Bhaduri, 
March 2015.

WORKING PAPERS 

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



68

BOOKS

1 Economy and the Quality of Life - Essays in Memory of Ashok 
Rudra, Amiya Kumar Bagchi, Manabendu Chattopadhyay and 
Ratan Khasnabis (editors), Kolkata, Dasgupta & Co.,2003.

2 The Developmental State in History and in the Twentieth 
Century, Amiya Kumar  Bagchi, Regency Publications, New 
Delhi, 2004.

3 Pliable Pupils and Sufficient Self –Directors: Narratives of 
Female Education by Five British Women Writers, 1778-1814 
Barnita Bagchi, Tulika, New Delhi, 2004. 

4 Webs of History: Information, Communication and Technology 
from Early to Post-colonial India, Amiya Kumar Bagchi, Dipan-
kar Sinha and Barnita Bagchi (editors), New Delhi, Manohar, 
2004. 

5 Maladies, Preventives and Curatives: Debates in public health 
in India, Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Krishna Soman (editors), 
Tulika, New Delhi, 2005. 

6 Perilous Passage: Mankind and the Global Ascendancy of 
Capital,  Amiya Kumar Bagchi, Rowman and Littlefield Lan-
ham, Maryland,  USA, 2005.  

7 Globalisation, Industrial Restructuring, and Labour Standards: 
Where India meets the Global, Debdas Banerjee, Sage Pub-
lication, 2005. 

8 Translation with an introduction of Rokeya S. Hossain: Sulta-
na’s Dream and Padmarag, Barnita Bagchi, Penguin   Modern 
Classics, 2005.

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 Sur-
vey 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.



69

9 The Evolution of State Bank of India, Vol. I, The Roots 1806-
1876, Amiya Kumar Bagchi, The Penguin Portfolio edition, 
Penguin Books, 2006.

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

11 Labour, Globalization and the State: Workers, Women and 
Migrants Confront Neoliberalism, Edited, Michael Goldfield 
and Debdas Banerjee (editors), Routledge, London and New 
York,  2008.

12 Eastern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Part I: 
1860s-1870s, Amiya Kumar Bagchi and Arun Bandopadhyay 
(editors), Manohar and Indian Council of Historical Research, 
New Delhi, 2009. 

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

14 Colonialism and Indian Economy, Amiya Kumar Bagchi, New 
Delhi, Oxford University Press, 2010.

15 Market Media and Democracy, compiled, Buroshiva Dasgupta, 
Institute of Development Studies Kolkata, 2011.

16 Four Essays on Writing Economic History of Colonial India, 
Institute of Development Studies Kolkata and Progressive 
Publishers, 2011. 

17 Rabindranath: Bakpati Biswamana, Volume 2, Sudhir Chakra-
varti (editor), Rabindranath Tagore Centre for Human Devel-
opment Studies, 2011. 

18 Rabindranath: Bakpati Biswamana, Volume1, Sudhir Chakra-
varti, Rabindranath Tagore Centre for Human Development 
Studies, 2011. 

19 Eastern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Part II: 
1880s-1890s , Amiya Kumar Bagchi & Arun Bandopadhyay 
(editors), Manohar and Indian Council of  Historical Research, 
New Delhi 2011. 



70

20 Universally Loved: Reception of Tagore in North-east India, 
Indranath Choudhuri (editor), Rabindranath Tagore Centre for 
Human Development Studies and Progressive Publishers, 
2012. 

21 The Politics of the (Im)Possible, Barnita Bagchi (editor), Sage, 
2012. 

22 Transformation and Development: The Political Economy 
of Transition in India and China, Amiya Kumar Bagchi and 
Anthony P.D’Costa (editor), Oxford University Press, 2012. 

23 Market, Regulations and Finance: Global Meltdown and the 
Indian Economy, Indrani Chakraborty and Ratan Khasnabis 
(editors), Springer, March 2014.  

24 Indian Skilled Migration and Development: To Europe and 
Back, Uttam Bhattacharya and Gabriela Tejada, et al., (edi-
tors), New Delhi: Springer, 2014.   

25 The Look East Policy and Northeast India, Gorky Chakraborty 
and Asok Kumar Ray (editors), Aakar Books, 2014.

26 An Introduction to the History of America, Jenia Mukherjee 
and C. Palit (editors), New Delhi: Cambridge University Press, 
2014.

27 History and Beyond: Trends and Trajectories, Jenia Mukherjee 
and C. Palit (editors), New Delhi: Kunal Books, 2014.

28 Biodiversity Conservation in India: Management Practices, 
Livelihood Concerns and Future Options, Bidhan Kanti Das, 
Ajit Banerjee (editors), Concept Publishing Co. Ltd.,2014.

29 Marxism: With and Beyond Marx, Amiya Kumar Bagchi and 
Amita Chatterjee (editors), Routledge, 2014.

30 Democratic Governance and Politics of the Left in South 
Asia, Subhoranjan Dasgupta (editor) Aakar Books, New 
Delhi, 2015.

31 Southern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Vol. 1, Part 
IA : 1860s-1870s, Amiya Kumar Bagchi & Arun Bandopa-
dhyay (editors) Manohar, New Delhi 2015.

32 Southern India in the Late Nineteenth Century, Vol. 1, Part 
IB : 1860s-1870s, Amiya Kumar Bagchi  & Arun Bandopa-
dhyay (editors) Manohar, New Delhi 2015.



71

33 Pratyaha : Everyday Lifeworld : Dilemmas, Contestations 
and Negotiations, Prasanta Ray and Nandini Ghosh 
(editors) Primus Books, 2016.

34 Interrogating Disability in India: Theory and Practice in 
India, Nandini Ghosh (editor), Springer India, 2016.

35. Impaired Bodies, Gendered Lives: Everyday Realities of 
Disabled Women, Nandini Ghosh, Primus Books, 2016.

36 Rethinking Tribe in the Indian Context: Realities, Issues 
and Challenges, Bidhan Kanti Das and Rajat Kanti Das 
(editors),  Rawat Publishers Pvt. Ltd., 2017.

37 The Land Question in India : State, Dispossession and 
Capitalist Transition, Achin Chakraborty and Anthony P. 
D’Costa (editors), Oxford University Press(UK), 2017.

38 Activism and Agency in India : Nurturing Resistance in the 
Tea Plantations, Supurna Banerjee.

39. Sustainable Urbanization in India: Challenges and 
Opportunities, Jenia Mukherjee (editor), Springer, 2017.

40. Water Conflicts in Northeast India, Gorky Chakraborty, K.J. 
Joy, Partha Das, Chandan Mahanta, Suhas  Paranjape, 
Shruti Vispute (editors), Routledge, 2017.

41. Caste and Gender in Contemporary India : Power, Privilege 
and Politics, eds. Supurna Banerjee and Nandini Ghosh, 
New Delhi and South Asxia Routledge, 2019.

42. Limits of Bargaining: Capital, Labour and the State 
in Contemporary India, Achin Chakraborty, Subhanil 
Chowdhury, Supurna Banerjee and Zaad Mahmood, 
Cambridge University Press, 2019.

43. Changing Contexts and Shifting Roles of the Indian State: 
New Perspectives on Development Dynamics eds. Achin 
Chakraborty and Anthony P. D’Costa, Springer, 2019.


