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Research Question: We research two questions: First, why do some institutional investors operate at a distance from organizations seemingly acting only to “exit” and “trade” shares while others actively engage through various means of “voice”? Second, what processes and behaviour are associated with active ownership? 
Research Findings/Insights: We develop the concept of active ownership by drawing on contrasting theories and images of ownership, identifying antecedents of active ownership and distinguishing between alternative processes of active ownership. 
Theoretical/Academic Implications: Alternative pathways to active ownership contrast the distant, sometimes adversarial nature of shareholder activism with an engaged, collaborative relationship between investors and corporations. Few studies examine active ownership as a process of engagement and mutual exchange between parties taking a generally longer-term perspective towards investment in the firm and its affairs. After modelling active ownership, we develop a research agenda of substantive issues ranging from market and institutional conditions, through investment organization and practice, to board and investor relations. 
Practitioner/Policy Implications: Opening up the multidimensionality of engagement and relations between investors and corporations is crucial to promoting good corporate governance. Policymakers and practitioners require such knowledge when anticipating and developing adjustments to institutions of corporate governance.
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Introduction
The global financial crisis of 2007-09 raised questions about many aspects of the economic system. After decades of concern about how corporations govern themselves, more attention is turning to other aspects of the complex web of connections that make up the system of capital. This article examines one aspect of that system, shareholders – in particular institutional investors and their engagement with the companies in which they invest. We review a broad body of literature crossing several disciplines to develop a model of active ownership by institutional shareholders and a related research agenda. Using the model, we address the following questions: First, why do some institutional investors operate at a distance from organizations seemingly acting only to “exit” and “trade” shares while others actively engage through various means of “voice”? Second, what processes and behaviour are associated with active ownership? 
The literature on shareholder activism[endnoteRef:1] addresses these questions according to the characteristics of activists, target firms and the environment (Goranova & Ryan, 2014). However, while shareholder activism is sometimes described as a broad phenomenon (Chung & Wynn, 2014), our reflection on the literature suggests it has been treated in quite a narrow way conceptually, methodologically and empirically. More can be done to understand institutional investor heterogeneity and related motivations, processes and effects involved in what we term “active ownership”.  [1:  For a brief discussion of the methods used in the review, see Appendix A. ] 

Our concept of active ownership includes shareholder activism, defined as “actions taken by shareholders with the explicit intention of influencing corporations’ policies and practices” (Goranova & Ryan, 2014: 1232) but extends to a wider range of institutional investor behaviour, that incorporates developing relations with corporations through different influence processes and intent. This type of on-going active ownership is likely to involve mutual exchanges aimed at understanding more than change, and taking a generally longer-term perspective towards investment in the firm and its affairs. Continuing engagement of this sort does not preclude change-seeking, but it is part of the process, rather than the process itself. Defined in this way, active ownership also contrasts with passive ownership, which involves holding the shares; collecting dividends and perhaps voting, but in an undeliberated way;[endnoteRef:2] and trading. [2:  These are different, though similar in a way to active and passive portfolio management, where the former means deliberate selection of investment and the latter investing according to an a priori rule, as in index-tracking. ] 

This article thus augments recent work on shareholder activism (Goranova & Ryan, 2014) by considering alternative pathways of investor-firm interaction. Through greater attention to processes and plurality in relationships between investors and corporation it infuses a debate dominated by agency theory and the financial incentives of shareholders with alternative theories of shareholder motivation and action. Prime among these are stewardship theory (Davis, Schoorman & Donaldson, 1997) and ideas of psychological ownership (Pierce, Kostova & Dirks, 2001). Both are typically used to analyse employee relationships with the firm (Hernandez, 2012) and thus far rarely applied to the domain of institutional investors and corporate governance (for a notable exception, see Sikavica & Hillman, 2008).  Hirschman’s (1970) theory of exit, voice and loyalty is also used, taking account of a recent review of work on voice within organizations (Bashshur & Oc, 2015). Drawing on Greenwood and Hinings (1996), these theoretical dimensions are set within the contemporary market and institutional context of corporate governance. 
Normatively, the growing significance of shareholder engagement is emphasized by a longstanding debate about the merits and mechanisms of shareholder empowerment. It is seen as well in recent practitioner attention to investor engagement and “stewardship” post-financial crisis (Davis, Lukomnik & Pitt-Watson, 2009; Wong, 2010) and in public policy development (Eumedion, 2011; European Commission, 2014; FRC, 2010, 2012; ORSE, 2011). 
Our contributions lie, first, in clarifying contrasting views and images of ownership; second, in portraying the antecedents of active ownership; and third, in building a model of how those antecedents create pathways to diverse processes of active ownership. We then identify suggestions for future research, drawing attention to substantive issues that range from market and institutional conditions, through investment organization and practice, to board and investor relations. 
Images of ownership
What does it mean to “own” a corporation? While parts of the corporate governance literature view owners as a simple construct of value-maximizing agents, recent scholarly work and policy documents have acknowledged the heterogeneity of investors (Isaksson & Çelik, 2013; Wang, 2014; Westphal & Zajac, 2013). Ownership has special resonance in law, psychology, sociology and organization studies, invoking contesting conceptual framings. 
Ownership as rights
In legal scholarship on property, ownership is discussed as consisting of a bundle of rights. Demsetz (1967: 348) argues: “A primary function of property rights is that of guiding incentives to achieve a greater internalization of externalities.” 
Owners’ rights open important controversies in the corporate governance literature. Control over assets is conferred upon managers, who act as agents of the principals, that is, the legal holders of equity in the company,[endnoteRef:3] creating an agency problem when managers work in their own rather than in shareholders’ interest. The agency problem operates on the assumption that shareholders hold residual rights; that is, they face the greatest risk when a company is in insolvency, justifying a privilege of primacy in decision-making.  [3:  Legal scholarship sometimes draws a distinction between “legal” and “equitable” ownership, based on whether the owner is afforded rights over the assets or rights only over the proceeds of the assets. [See Glackin, S. N. 2014. Back to bundles: Deflating property rights, again. Legal Theory, 20(1): 1-24, Hohfeld, W. N. 1917. Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning. The Yale Law Journal, 26(8): 710-770.] In common use in corporate governance the two concepts are often conflated. In this article, “legal ownership” means legal rights over the equity, and the bundle of rights is limited in company law.] 

Shareholder primacy is much disputed (Mukwiri, 2013; Stout, 2013), by drawing upon the limited nature of shareholder rights in company law, and by challenging the argument concerning residual rights. The latter point leads to a dispute concerning the residual rights of employees (and indeed other stakeholders) that arise in view of their firm-specific investments in acquiring non-transferable knowledge and skills or from social bonds developed by their commitment to the company’s business. These ideas argue against shareholder primacy and the latter points us towards another conceptualization of ownership. 
Ownership as commitment
Etzioni (1991) argues that property exists on two levels of meaning, the real and the symbolic, with objective and subjective properties. The real/objective level corresponds closely to notions both of legal and equitable ownership in law and of a view of the firm based in transaction cost economics. The symbolic/subjective level, however, involves rather different assumptions, one in which the person invests emotionally and identifies with the thing “owned”. 
Pierce et al. (2001: 299) develop this latter idea, identifying affective and cognitive dimensions: “The core of psychological ownership is the feeling of possessiveness and of being psychologically tied to an object.” Ownership has its “roots” in satisfying a need, in building an identity, and in having a sense of place (Pierce et al., 2001).[endnoteRef:4] As we discuss later, Sikavica and Hillman (2008) invoke psychological ownership in their analysis of shareholder activism. [4:  A similar mix of cognitive and affective mechanisms appears in scholarship concerning the “engagement” of consumers with brands; see Brodie, R. J., Hollebeek, L. D., Jurić, B., & Ilić, A. 2011. Customer Engagement: Conceptual Domain, Fundamental Propositions, and Implications for Research. Journal of Service Research, 14(3): 252-271.] 

Owner versus trader
These two conceptualizations contrast with a third and increasingly common view of the ways that shareholders “own” the corporation. Ownership confers specific rights – importantly, electing directors and approving major changes in capital – to shareholders, that is, to the persons (real or legal) who hold the shares when votes are cast.[endnoteRef:5] For large, listed corporations, shareholders change all the time, as trading in equity markets occurs and investors shift between different shares or switch asset classes (e.g. from equities to real estate). Major capital markets pride themselves on their liquidity, making trading easier. Trading-focused rights-holders are often perceived as having short-term interests, more interested in the size of capital gains possible by churning investments than in the fundamentals of businesses in which they invest. [5:  This is a slight simplification: In many countries shares are voted by the holder on a “record” date some time before the shareholders’ meeting. ] 

Universal ownership
This “trading” stance presents a sharp contrast to “universal ownership”, a concept developed by two investment managers, Monks and Minow (1995), whose investment approach agitated for change at investee companies but with larger social and economic purposes in mind. They saw logical allies in pension funds and other investors whose interests lie in long-term performance of the economy for the benefit of society as a whole. With fiduciary duties to large numbers of investors over long time horizons, these “universal” investors should be interested in being more than the “trader”, whose concerns end with the relative performance of one company’s shares versus another. This idea was developed by Hawley and Williams (2000), who see the structure and processes in the market context separating beneficiaries from the operationalization of ownership rights. Lydenberg (2007) then sees this as justification for a greater unity of interests and action among universal owners and social investors. More recently Lydenberg (2014) advocated seeing the fiduciary duty of such investors to engage in long-term investment for the benefit of society as a whole. Such investors form the archetype of another image of ownership: the steward. 
Owner as steward
Drawing upon ideas of a commitment-focused approach to ownership and universal ownership, policymakers encourage investors to engage with the corporations and to look at the long-term. A significant move of this nature was the UK Stewardship Code (FRC, 2010; revised 2012) subsequently reflected in policy in other countries and organizations, with echoes of stewardship theory in corporate management (Davis et al., 1997). Hernandez (2012: 174) defines stewardship as the “extent to which an individual willingly subjugates his or her personal interests to act in protection of others’ long-term welfare”. It is pro-social action, involving cognitive and affective mechanisms as antecedents to stewardship actions. 
The concept of stewardship in corporate governance posits that most managers subordinate personal interests to the good of the organization and have intrinsic rather than just extrinsic (i.e. financial) motivations (Davis et al., 1997). It points normatively to conclusions diametrically opposed to those in agency theory, namely that managers should be trusted more than controlled, supported more than monitored. While regulators, since the financial crisis, have promoted images of stewardship, others are more sceptical, viewing the market context as one that works against steward-like behaviour from investors (Reisberg, 2015), creating an “Achilles’ Heel” for the project (Cheffins, 2010). 
These images of ownership and the shift in the policy context raise important questions of investor and owner psychology and behaviour. Set against them and the empirical heterogeneity of investors noted by Goranova and Ryan (2014), figure 1 identifies different approaches to ownership and what this means for corporate ownership and governance. This is now explored in detail via two distinct pathways of owner behaviour. 
-----------------------------------
Insert Figure 1 about here
-----------------------------------
Varieties and pathways of ownership
The distinction between “financial” and “socially motivated” activism (Aguilera, Desender, Bednar & Lee, 2015; Goranova & Ryan, 2014; Judge, Gaur & Muller-Kahle, 2010) encourages examination of different motivations of shareholders and how they translate into active ownership behaviour. In their historical account of three overlapping social movements in the US – socially responsible investment (SRI), shareholder value, and responsible investment – Welker and Wood (2011) illustrate a variety of shareholder interests and identities. SRI emerged in the 1960s and 1970s as activists sought to pluralize “both the category of shareholders and their moral beliefs”; shareholder value “folded shareholders into a singular homogeneous category and endowed them with a singular purpose: profit” (Welker & Wood, 2011: S61). The responsible investment movement is a synthesis, emphasizing regard for economic and governance as well as social concerns under the rubric ESG. This view “converts moral into economic reason such that responsible investing will conform to the shareholder value imperative” (Welker & Wood, 2011: S58). Responsible investors take a long-term view, drawing a link between financial returns and socially and environmentally beneficial outcomes. Responsible investing translates the goals of one into the values of the other, thus revitalizing the shareholder as a fuller “person”.
That typology adds greater variety, human texture and context to distinctions such as “financial” and “social” activism. Our model of active ownership explores this variation and its expression in investor behaviour, distinguishing two different approaches.
The first is signified by the path labelled as (a) on the model, which splits to show that institutional shareholders, as legal owners, can exercise rights to “exit” and “voice”. Investors pursuing Path (a) may do so with purely financial interests and incentives in mind, as seen in cases of corporate raiders and much hedge fund activism, as Goranova and Ryan (2014) discuss. But they also include ideologically driven activists who use their legal rights as shareholders to advance causes with limited regard for the impact on the company. Other investor behaviour along Path (a) can be include  passively following the index, trading by mathematical models, or exits made out of disapproval with current business policy, sometimes called the “Wall Street Walk” (Admati & Pfleiderer, 2009). This is displayed on the model as Path (a) passes through legal ownership to “exit”. 
The range of behaviour represented by Path (a) covers a lot of investor action. In a commentary published alongside the article by Welker and Wood (2011: S67), Monks estimated that only 20 per cent of shares are held by investors who “might be thought of as real proprietors or even activist investors”. However, even if it is the behaviour of the majority in the market, Path (a) is partial and inadequate for understanding motivations and behaviour involved in active ownership, signified by Path (b) on the model. Central to the difference between Paths (a) and (b) is the phenomenon of psychological ownership. Considerations (cognitive mechanisms) and attitudes (affective mechanisms) make Path (b) qualitatively different to Path (a) in terms of investor engagement. This second approach, Path (b), is our primary focus. The following discussion considers each element of the model, starting with antecedents of active ownership related to “market context”, “institutional field”, the “firm” and “mechanisms of psychological ownership”.
Antecedents of active ownership
The financial crisis provoked a reconsideration of the role of markets in corporate governance, in particular the financialization of the economy (Fichtner, 2013; Mizruchi, 2010). Concerns voiced before the crisis, in particular among environmental and social activists but also corporations, about the short-term focus of investors (Aspen Institute, 2009; Bushee, 1998; Tonello, 2006) became a pressing matter of public policy work (Group of 30, 2012; Kay, 2012) and empirical analysis (Hutchinson, Seamer & Chapple, 2015; Wang, 2014), leading to a normative debate (OECD, 2011; Pozen, 2014) and institutional changes. This section examines how changes in the market context and institutional arrangements put large investors under conflicting pressures with respect to engagement with corporations. 
Market context (controls, rewards and power)
Financial markets provide structures that shape the rewards of institutional investors as market actors, exert certain controls on their behaviour, and inform development of active ownership. For reasons discussed below it is a market context more oriented to institutional investor behaviour described in Path (a) rather than (b).
Historically equity markets developed to enhance capital formation. They did so ironically by increasing liquidity and making it easier for investors to withdraw from their investment, thus reducing the risk associated with owning company shares. Hirschman (1970) therefore saw equity markets giving emphasis to exit over voice. The more liquid the market, the more shareholders prefer exit to voice. Cox and Wicks (2011) find that reduced market liquidity is associated with greater engagement. Investors more likely to use exit rather than voice shun illiquid investments, making those companies more likely to experience investor engagement. However, like founders and family members, holders of large blocks of shares are less able to sell without adverse consequences on price, so they would prefer voice over exit (Marler & Faugère, 2010). Moreover, their inability to sell gives them a greater residual risk, helping to legitimate that voice.
By creating a way to take over and transform listed companies, equity markets also provide a vehicle to facilitate exercise of legal ownership rights, making voice more effective. Theorizing a market for corporate control, Manne (1965, 1984) set the stage for a first wave of large-scale shareholder activism, through the actions of “corporate raiders”, in which control created rewards for activists (Croci, 2007). Empirical studies question the effectiveness of this method of control (e.g. Walsh & Kosnik, 1993), and the critique has intensified since the financial crisis (e.g. Widmer, 2011).
The period from the late 1990s through the financial crisis saw development of new investment vehicles, in particular hedge funds and sovereign wealth funds (Aguilera, Capapé & Santiso, forthcoming; Bebchuk, Brav & Jiang, 2015), able to channel large investments into equity markets. In addition, finance became an increasingly global market. Continental European exchanges emulated US practices to attract new company listings and investment funds.
Contributing to the evolving backdrop are changes in equity market structures that have increased liquidity and changed practices of investors. One is the consolidation of exchanges, bringing small orders together in one place and facilitating cross-border trading. Another is the development of off-exchange platforms creating “dark pools” of liquidity in which large shareholders could enter or exit positions more easily without adverse price implications (Kwan, Masulis & McInish, 2015). 
Another structural change is the growth of index-tracking. Index-tracking began long before the financial crisis, but the crisis accelerated demand for asset diversification at a low cost. Seeing their strategic direction in cost leadership, index-trackers have incentives that argue against engagement, a phenomenon decried by one of the industry’s founders (Bogle, 2011). Practice changes, including use of derivative instruments, laid the groundwork of investment strategies offering abnormally positive and notionally riskless returns that some hedge funds promised. Short-selling and share lending, often by passive, index-tracking investors looking for extra yield, have become a central part of equity trading. Bans on short-selling enacted in 2008, early in the financial crisis, may have brought little reduction volatility and only served to reduce liquidity and thereby price discovery (Curtis & Fargher, 2014). 
Rewards in investment can also shape the propensity to engagement. Most investment managers are rewarded on a combination of fees levied on portfolio size and on the capital gains achieved, creating incentives for fund growth (e.g. winning new mandates) and investment performance. The balance between these two types of rewards reflects the fund’s investment style and function. Those with specific fiduciary duties (e.g. pension funds) may have other responsibilities, which will affect how they choose their investments and what attitude they adopt towards engagement.[endnoteRef:6]  [6:  Since the financial crisis, the once-ubiquitous 2-and-20 formula used by hedge funds (two per cent of assets under management and 20 per cent of capital gains) has come under pressure, mainly through changes in the percentages rather than the structure. In banking, regulators have sought to move director-level remuneration to a longer time horizon and include “clawbacks”. Such moves featured less prominently in asset management.] 

Some changes, including the market for corporate control, derivatives, short-selling and other moves to increase liquidity, arose from enabling legislation or regulatory developments. They have diminished these justifications for engagement, creating disincentives for long-term investing and active ownership (Isaksson & Çelik, 2013). These forces are in contrast to non-market institutional forces more inclined post crisis to emphasize active ownership. 
Institutional field 
Institutional arrangements shape investor engagement. These arrangements include the formal rights and responsibilities accruing from share ownership; semi-formal, voluntary codes; and informal, taken-for-granted assumptions about the purposes of investment management. 
Company law establishes the basis of share ownership and associated rights. While rights vary in detail by jurisdiction, in general share ownership entitles the holder to elect directors, approve material changes in the capital, and decide on major changes in direction. It does not give the holder rights over the assets of the business, while limited liability puts a ceiling on shareholders’ responsibility for debt. 
Policy in America since the 1970s has favoured the market for corporate control over direct regulation of investor engagement. Elsewhere semi-formal institutions played a formative role and developments in UK often gave a lead to other jurisdictions. While the Cadbury Report (1992) focused mainly on corporate boards, it also called for enhanced interaction with shareholders, and in particular with institutional investors, which were deemed best able to monitor corporate management and prevent excess. Subsequently, the Hampel Report (1998) and a government review of institutional investment (Myners, 2001) articulated investor–corporate interaction.  
After protracted debate, the European Union adopted a Shareholder Rights Directive in 2007, enhancing the ability of shareholders to vote on a cross-border basis, solidifying ownership rights, encouraging engagement, and bolstering legal ownership (Eckbo, Paone & Urheim, 2010; Rose, 2012). The EU has also moved to give investors a right to vote on corporate remuneration policies (European Commission, 2014). Another institutional change, in pension reform, led to changes in market structure, not least the reduced importance of defined-benefit, final-salary pension arrangements at many companies and their replacement with defined-contribution pensions based in part on life insurance contracts (Holzmann & Palmer, 2006). 
These shifts led to greater shareholder entitlement to engage. Conversely, they encouraged a relative flow of investable funds towards the new investment vehicles and away from the archetypal long-term investors in pension funds. Pension funds themselves have diversified into newer, “alternative” investments. The institutional context thus favoured shareholder challenge to management (activism) while diminishing the role of investors that might be identified as having long-term investment horizons. 
With the onset of the financial crisis came a policy shift to promote shareholder engagement. The UK Stewardship Code for investors (FRC, 2010) called attention to the fiduciary duties of institutional investors to their beneficiaries. A review for the UK government of short-termism in markets (Kay, 2012) highlighted the lengthening supply chain in investment, and that institutional investors were one of a series of intermediaries at some distance from the end-investor and therefore the ultimate principal in the principal-agent relationship. 
Countries, including Germany, France, Japan, the Netherlands and Italy, followed suit, and EU green papers (European Commission, 2011, 2013) raised similar questions, which were incorporated in a proposal to revise the Shareholder Rights Directive (European Commission, 2014). In the US, regulation arising from the Dodd-Frank Act (Library of Congress, 2010) gave shareholders voice over executive pay (“Say on Pay”) and revived attempts to make it easier for them to present resolutions to the annual meeting (“proxy access”). 
These policy moves (though less directly those in the US) envisage what we see as Path (b) ownership, that is, ongoing engagement by institutional investors with investee companies. The revised UK Stewardship Code (FRC, 2012) calls for “purposeful dialogue” to promote “understanding”, alongside their monitoring of corporate performance. This approach continues to legitimate shareholder primacy but it also encourages ongoing engagement and stewardship, rather than just relying on episodic activism and ultimately the market for corporate control. 
Policy moves differ in detail but they embody assumptions about ownership and its rights and encourage institutional investors act in ways similar to the “universal owner”. This view is at considerable distance from the image and practice of the self-regarding, value-maximizing trader in Path (a), with financial preferences for capital gains sooner rather than dividends later.
Thus, while developments in policy and institutions have sought to pull investors towards engagement, pressure from markets seems to push them towards trading (Aguilera & Jackson, 2003; Davis, 2008, 2010). The heterogeneity of investors and their motivations means they may respond in different ways to these pressures, whether through voice or exit. To understand better the processes and prospects of engagement, we need to understand the link between shareholders’ legal ownership and what makes them more deeply engaged. 
Mechanisms of psychological ownership
Having established a relatively clear route, Path (a), from the market and institutional context to legal ownership to exit or activism, we turn now to the more complex Path (b), which leads through psychological ownership to different investor behaviour. The policy moves outlined above seek to alter the behaviour of investors in the direction of Path (b) using incentives and invective. To understand what may be involved in a more engaged approach to ownership, the next section examines stewardship theory, beginning with the cognitive and affective mechanisms that underlay stewardship behaviour (Hernandez, 2012). At this point, the model broadens beyond agency theory and assumptions of shareholder activism to offer a very different potential for institutional investor behaviour. 
Examining employee stewardship, Hernandez (2012: 181, 183, 185) identifies cognitive and affective mechanisms that develop “other-regarding” behaviour, a “long-term communal welfare” and “affective commitment through mutual social exchange”. These mechanisms create an “internal drive” in individuals to psychological ownership.  In contrast to agency theory, which focuses on ownership and control as a source of power expressed through legal ownership supported by residual rights, psychological ownership is a cognitive-affective construct creating “a personal motivation to protect the object of ownership” (Hernandez, 2012: 182).
Cognitive. In portfolio theory and practitioner accounts (cf. Bogle, 2011; Hutchinson et al., 2015), the motivations in institutional investment are often described in financial terms, following a rational perspective, dominated by self-interest and reinforced by financial analysis, asset allocation, and risk-reward calculations. This chimes with the priority given to profit in the shareholder value movement (Welker & Wood, 2011). While such cognitive mechanisms may be calculative, focused on short-term goals, and self-serving, there are alternatives. Hernandez (2012: 183) proposes that stewardship cognition depends upon defining one’s self in relation to others, engaging in “pro-organization” behaviours for the long-term benefits of others.
Affective. Affect is “sense of connection with others” arising through mutual social exchange and prompting stewards to influence the collective in a positive way (Hernandez, 2012: 175). Stewards have an emotional tie to the beneficiaries of their actions as well as a deliberate one. Stewards show a sense of commitment, again for the long term. Affective mechanisms build connections and emotional attachment to the organization. Such regard for others and long-term orientation chime with the ideas of responsible investment, as shareholders seek to encourage companies not to “externalize their costs onto society” while “promoting the interests of the long-term shareholder” (Welker & Wood, 2011: S65).
Structural factors such as control processes and reward systems influence development of cognitive and affective mechanisms. This suggests the interaction and balance of cognitive and affective is dependent on the market and institutional context, the incentives and controls they create, and on the business policy choices and processes of the investors. 
In our model, the dotted line between from legal to psychological ownership indicates the potential for investors to evolve in their behaviour as they develop some of the cognition and attitudes associated with psychological ownership. This can occur as institutional investors adapt their investment principles, their portfolios and their practices of voice to mix principles of shareholder value with principles of responsible investment. 
From legal to psychological ownership and stewardship 
In Hernandez (2012) and Pierce et al. (2001), psychological ownership is seen among employees when they are not in any sense legal owners. Hernandez (2012) sees psychological ownership arising as an other-regarding, long-term perspective from the cognitive side combined with the affective commitment arising from mutual social exchange. Both arise from control systems that foster collaboration and personal responsibility and reward systems providing intrinsic motivations. 
Sikavica and Hillman (2008) extend this concept into the world of shareholders, arguing that psychological ownership is “the natural complement to legal ownership”. Their discussion stops short of accounting for the complexity and varieties of internal dynamics of institutional investors or how the market and institutional dynamics interact with them. 
In the case of investment institutions, and with reference to the model, their legal ownership is not disputed; what differentiates activism along Path (a) from the ongoing relationship of Path (b) is that investors possess psychological as well as legal ownership. Exploring difference between Paths (a) and (b) as reflected in processes and behaviour of investors is the subject of the next part of the model and section of the paper. 
From antecedents to processes of active ownership: Shareholder voice, exit and loyalty
The progression from “antecedents” to “processes” of active ownership is framed by Hirschman’s (1970) theoretical framework of exit, voice and loyalty. It suggests that investors have a limited range of actions open to them, often interpreted as exit through selling shares, loyalty through holding shares and voice through shareholder activism (Goranova & Ryan, 2014). 
The model identifies two distinct pathways to institutional investor “voice” distinguished by different relationships between corporate managers and institutional investors, different investor motivations and serving different functions. While Path (a) in our model may proceed directly to “exit” it may also lead to shareholder activism, an episodic approach in which investors voice specific change-led intent. Activism so conceived is primarily self-interested, may be financially or ideologically motivated, and with short-term objectives. By contrast, Path (b) involves interaction underpinned by concerns and attitudes that privilege the welfare and benefits beyond the self in favour of a wider group of “others”. This stewardship orientation can underpin ongoing relationships and purposeful dialogue aimed at promoting mutual understanding for aims that are other-regarding and embodying a long-term orientation. As the paths are defined by processes not social and financial ideologies per se, either path could be taken by a wide range of investment organizations.
Within the distinction between Paths (a) and (b), different conceptual and empirical relationships between loyalty, exit and voice become more apparent. Hirschman’s discussion of the framework in a corporate context implies that the more liquid the market in shares, the more likely exit will be preferred to voice. Voice requires effort, can be costly and may require coordination with others. Exit can be an individual decision and accordingly: “The presence of the exit alternative can … tend to atrophy the development of the art of voice” (Hirschman, 1970: 43, emphasis in the original). But Admati and Pfleiderer (2009) show how exit can be a form a voice and have disciplinary effects on corporate management, especially when pay is tied to the share price. 
Active ownership, in particular along Path (b), involves loyalty, which is positioned centrally in the model and with a permeable boundary to exit on the one hand and voice on the other. Following Bootsma (2013), loyalty contributes to the “interplay” or “balance between exit and voice”. Voice “means that shareholders exchange their views with the corporation. It involves interaction, a dialogue with the management of the corporation” (Bootsma, 2013: 11). Voice and loyalty interact through thoughtful hold decisions, employed by engaged institutional investors not through the “blind loyalty” in the passive holding of shares, as in low-cost index-tracking, but through reasons to be loyal in preference to exercising exit. Loyalty reinforces the predisposition to exercise voice and counteracts the presumed preference for exit in liquid markets. Echoing the preceding discussion of psychological ownership, loyalty involves some form of attachment to the corporation. Bootsma (2013) connects stewardship behaviour and voice by distinguishing between “true” and “faux voice”. “Faux voice” is self-interested, superficial engagement while true voice is calculated behaviour with some long-term considerations.
These conceptual developments and nuances highlight the diverse behaviour and implications implied by Paths (a) and (b). Path (a) allows for voice to be expressed as shareholder activism that is targeted at incumbent managers and boards, problem-focused and change-oriented. Much of the shareholder activism literature is cast in this image of self-interested shareholders bringing pressure to bear on companies in light of their interests, power and identities (Goranova & Ryan, 2014). Along Path (b) voice has a different tenor and behavioural expression, underpinned by a contrasting approach to self-interest, identification with the interests of others and active engagement over time. To explore this distinction further, it is necessary to probe behaviour involved in shareholder action. 
Processes of investor-firm interaction 
Our model of active ownership involves the interaction of corporate managers and institutional investors. Central to our concerns is shareholder voice as expressed along Paths (a) and (b). 
Shareholder actions
Empirical analyses tend to focus on voice that reaches public attention, whether through the voting records of institutional investors (Conyon & Sadler, 2010), shareholder resolutions proposed to company annual meetings (Rehbein, Logsdon & Van Buren, 2013), or hostile actions taken by disgruntled hedge funds that gain media attention (Katelouzou, 2013). These forms of shareholder voice are evident in Path (a) and what we term activism, an investor-led, episodic approach with specific change-led intent. Cases in which investors confront firm managements or boards with specific change requests are the least ambiguous exercise of voice. The investor may be following Path (a) directly, seeing immediate benefits from the firm’s agreement to increase the dividend, change the chief executive or abandon a planned acquisition. The investor’s intent would then be guided by self-regarding, short-term considerations. Such actions are not necessarily detrimental to the company and its long-term prospects. Studies (Bebchuk et al., 2015; Brav, Jiang, Partnoy & Thomas, 2008a; Buchanan, Chai & Deakin, 2014; Katelouzou, 2013) and analyses (Coffee & Palia, 2014; Schneider & Ryan, 2011; Sharfman, 2015; Venkiteshwaran, Iyer & Rao, 2010) provide equivocal evidence that the short-termism of investors is incompatible with long-term benefits for the firm. 
Investors may also work together to increase their salience when confronting management. Crespi and Renneboog (2010) and Sauerwald and Peng (2013) show how coalitions of shareholders can effect changes in corporate management in confrontations with investors seeking change, what we have called Path (a) interventions.
By contrast, along Path (b), the exercise of shareholder voice unfolds in a very different manner, whereby voice is expressed through engagement between shareholder and managers over time. Such engagement accommodates plural actors pursuing a mix of principles, logics and ideologies. As an expression of active ownership, Path (b) describes shareholders engaging directly with management in a process that involves challenge and change of mutual benefit or at least accommodation. The process can involve, even begin with, mechanisms of shareholder voice, such as voting and resolutions, but it also involves private, dialogue, often over a considerable time. 
Such corporate–investor engagement is attributed to various systems of corporate governance around the world as a modus operandi but it is not as well recognized in the literature because its private nature prevents much empirical study.  Martin, Casson and Nisar (2007) describe different forms of interactions and how umbrella organizations of investors orchestrate interactions with companies in the UK, paying particular attention to traditional investors in insurance, pensions and collective investment. Martin et al. (2007: 81) categorize such meetings as “routine” and “extraordinary”, where the latter tends to be issue-led and the former information exchanges and maintaining relationships. A current expression of the desire to foster a return to more of this “routine” approach to ownership can be seen in the Stewardship Code, a cause that has been criticized as harking back to the past (Cheffins, 2010; Reisberg, 2011). 
Engagement of the sort practiced in Path (b) is also evident in the strategic approach to advocacy by shareholders who follow a social agenda. Rehbein et al. (2013) and Logsdon and Van Buren (2009), use data from the Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR), a coalition of shareholder activist groups in the United States, to focus on dialogue. This occurs “when corporations and shareholder activist groups mutually agree to engage in ongoing communications to deal with a serious social issue as an alternative to the formal vote on a shareholder resolution” (Logsdon & Van Buren, 2009: 354).  Both studies depict dialogue as a process that occurs in private and affords investors and corporation an opportunity for a relationship of mutual understanding and benefit over time. Such a relationship involves both parties being committed to negotiated solutions and coming to agreement on common principles of corporate practices and policies. 
Goodman, Louche, van Cranenburgh and Arenas (2014) go beyond Logsdon and Van Buren (2009) to examine the dynamics of voice and exit. For their study Goodman et al. (2014) eschew a focus on certain methods and outcomes in favour of an analysis of the engagement process as a whole including the “dynamics of the voice and exit options”. Through an inductive case study approach of seven engagements on social, environmental and ethical issues by three religious organizations they model shareholder engagement as s occurring in four procedural stages: issue-raising; information search and commencement of communication with the company; change-seeking using a range of methods; and outcomes, which may be satisfactory or unsatisfactory. Goodman et al. (2014) conclude that the dynamics of voice and exit differ in such processes of engagement: shareholders did not base their exit and voice decisions on economic considerations but political ones, using voice to further their beliefs and mission in society. They did not use the “silent exit” option, as being a comparatively small shareholder. If exit is used at all, divestment is combined with public statements (voice) that serve political argument. In contrast to Hirschman (1970), for Goodman et al. (2014: 208) voice and exit are “dynamic, mutually reinforcing and not necessarily sequential”. Divestment may indeed be accompanied by continuing external engagement. 
Managerial actions
The preceding discussion approaches the issue from the point of view of shareholders. Of course, Paths (a) and (b) imply very different situations for corporate management. It is important to also examine how managers behave in processes of shareholder voice and active ownership. 
Goranova and Ryan (2014) suggest that management may be proactive or reactive, resistant or receptive. If receptive, the management response may be symbolic or substantive. Firms may decide not to listen, that is, not to engage with shareholders, or engage in an insincere, symbolic way (Westphal & Zajac, 1998) that does not allow a change in firm direction and signals rejection to the observant investor. 
These categorizations depict the variety of responses to voice along Path (a). We expand these categories, especially in the light of Path (b), with dialogue as a form of managerial response that can open up a collaborative and constructive dynamic between investors and managers seeking to develop mutual understanding and benefits.
How firms react will depend on the salience of the voice. Drawing on the three attributes of stakeholder salience in Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), Gifford (2010) studies the  legitimacy, power, and urgency of shareholder engagement practices within three sizeable institutional investor organizations, Hermes and Insight Investment in the UK and the US-based Calvert. Gifford (2010) identifies that a strong business case and the values of the managers of investee companies are likely to be the most important contributors to shareholder salience. Similarly, Rehbein et al. (2013) find that corporate managers are more likely to engage in dialogue with shareholder activists when the firm is larger and more responsive to stakeholders, when the CEO is the board chair, and when the firm has a relatively low percentage of institutional investors. Set within resource dependency theory, the study draws attention to a positive relationship between managerial uncertainty and shareholder salience.
These findings and theoretical explanations remind us that Paths (a) and (b) imply very different situations for corporate management. In terms of process, a public conflict backed by ownership size, Path (a) may provoke a managerial response that is reactive and resistant. The process is an overt conflict and power play likely to end up with winners and losers. By contrast, along Path (b) processes of dialogue and engagement suggest a different basis of salience, one that is less rooted in power and more in the legitimacy of the issue and the unfolding mutuality. By acknowledging the challenge of activists or the information-seeking and dialogue the firm legitimates investor voice; indeed, reasons for declining suggestions may be sufficiently compelling that they persuade the investor to alter its view and policy. However, in acknowledging and accepting an investor’s position, the firm alters its stance and enacts change. Through the interaction, and through iterated interactions, both cognitive and affective mechanisms may come into play, deepening the bond of psychological ownership. The process of dialogue and engagement opens up space for a response and relationship that is more collaborative and constructive. 
Such processes are dynamic and informed by the outcomes. As Goodman et al. (2014) observe, investors will not necessarily engage in ongoing dialogue without some sense of progress. In conditions of psychological ownership but an unresponsive firm, the investor may choose to exit, though with regret, or hold the shares either through blind loyalty or with loyalty diminished by the lack of acknowledgement. The investor with diminished loyalty may also postpone the exit decision while searching for alternatives, as cognitive processes dominate over affect. In our model, loyalty meditates the movement from voice to exit, as Bootsma (2013) proposes.  We signify this in the model by the dotted line around loyalty. 
From processes to effects and a wider research agenda 
The Goranova and Ryan (2014) review identifies “outcomes” of shareholder activism at firm, investor and societal levels. Their review and our search identify studies each with interesting findings that allude to effects of financially oriented shareholder activism on corporate policy, corporate performance and investment performance (Becht, Franks, Grant & Wagner, 2015; Brav et al., 2008a; Brav, Jiang, Partnoy & Thomas, 2008b; Filatotchev & Dotsenko, 2015; Gantchev, 2013).
Welker and Wood (2011) argue that financially motivated activism of US corporate raiders in the 1970s and 1980s unleashed radical changes at firm level and business logics and structures worldwide. Other studies suggest social activists can influence corporate policy on social or environmental affairs (Rehbein et al., 2013). Voice acknowledged and accepted can lead to changes in firms, their performance (financial, reputational, social, etc.), practices, governance arrangements and reputation. However, these are fragments of insight, providing a partial, equivocal view of significant “outcomes” of the relationship between shareholding and corporate governance. We propose our model of active ownership to stimulate further research into processes, outcomes and effects of active ownership in ways that relate to fundamental questions of why, for whom and how corporate governance matters. 
Aguilera et al. (2015: 487) suggest four objectives for effective corporate governance concerning: 1) protection and enforcement of shareholder rights through managerial accountability; 2) mediation of different interests and demands of internal and external stakeholders; 3) transparent disclosure, and 4) provision of strategic and ethical guidance. Our model of active ownership, especially the process whereby shareholders engage directly with management in a process of dialogue for mutual benefit, Path (b), seems pertinent to the first, second and fourth of those objectives. Concerning the third, close, interpersonal relationships would seem to involve deeper transparency than those seen in the formalities of public disclosure. If the processes and behaviour associated with Path (a), which includes trading shares or the episodic form of activism, are actually the dominant mode of action by shareholders, then a host of questions arise. They concern the meta-theme of corporate governance change throughout the breadth and depth of relations that make up the system of corporate governance. By way of indication, a substantive research agenda and related questions are raised below covering the interplay of markets and institutions, plural actors, their relations, resources and expression of interests and power. 
Market and institutional context: Has the financial crisis signalled a turning point in equity capital markets, in policy, practice or purpose? Does the investment industry serve or subjugate financial and social goals? Do more liquid markets protect investors but also point them towards self-regarding behaviour and a short-term orientation? If concepts of shareholder value and primacy have become institutionalized in the neo-liberal market economies of the UK and US (Lok, 2010; Lounsbury, 2008) and encouraged short-termism (Barton & Wiseman, 2015), are these major obstacles to psychological ownership affecting movement along the Path (b)? 
Active ownership has, since the financial crisis, become embodied in policy initiatives in many countries. That does not mean that such a stance is common among investors or easy to achieve. Current institutional arrangements embed assumptions of shareholder primacy and agency theory even as they advocate stewardship, with its purposeful dialogue and mutual understanding. Through its model this paper has sought to theorize what is involved in stewardship, and illustrates that in using Path (b). By doing so, we show the challenge facing policy. Path (a) is the dominant behaviour in the market, and any change to Path (b) is a complex process that will need to evolve over time. It faces hurdles imposed by a market context created in part by technologies and encouraged by policy and other institutional forces striving for valuable outcomes in domains other than corporate governance. The suggestion of funds evolving to cover financial and responsible investment imperatives and preparing and taking long-term investment is a sign of something progress in that evolution, but it remains to be seen how far and fast that process will go. Market dynamics suggest that ownership will continue to have many different expressions, so the question is more about tendencies and what this means for who benefits and what this means for the long-term and short-term. An empirical agenda directed at identifying emergent practices and policies that encourage investors along the path of active ownership Path (b) is important for future research in corporate governance.
Universal owners and funds of funds: The pension funds run by the giant corporations of the 1950s and 1960s, or by giant trade unions of the same period, are now largely closed to new members. The market context we describe suggests considerable pressure for disengaged share ownership, even among the pension funds whose liabilities call out for assets with a long-term horizon (Tilba & McNulty, 2013). The patient capital of Warren Buffett is a model few if any have followed, or could. Much of the new money from those end-investors flows not into such funds, but into the funds-of-funds, detaching ownership even further from control by the end-beneficiary, with the consequence of greater intermediation. It may be a laudable goal to set policy to persuade institutional investors to serve the whole economy as a universal owner would. But are such prescriptions impractical in drawing on an idea associated with what seems to be a dying class of investor? Is policy also putting shareholders on a pedestal at a time when many voices within the policy framework are questioning unintended effects of the pursuit of shareholder value and whether the primary purpose of corporations is to serve investor interest?
Asset firm management: How do asset management organization and specialization relate to Paths (a) and (b)? Some asset management firms organize themselves internally with investment selection (that is, the buy-sell-hold decision) conducted by one category of employees (the fund manager), while the proxy voting decision is done by another (the governance) department. These correspond to the exercise of exit and voice, but crudely so. Both representatives of the investor may meet corporate managers, sometimes separately, while others use processes to coordinate or collaborate concerning such contact. Corporate officers tell stories frequently of contradictory conversations with the two contact types. How do these combinations affect understanding on both sides?
Shareholder coalitions: In cases of concerted action, how do inter-organizational processes help or hinder development of active ownership? What happens when other-regarding, long-term oriented investors with strong psychological ownership collaborate with self-regarding, short-term focused legal owners? What effects does each have on the other?
Shareholder-company interaction: More formal interactions (e.g. shareholder resolutions, voting) are often supplemented with semi-formal ones (e.g. roadshows) and informal ones (dinners, one-on-one meetings), with increasing intimacy (Marston, 2008). The corporate governance literature is suspicious of close ties, as Roberts, McNulty and Stiles (2005) observe. But intimacy may nurture affective responses in the face of calculative, rational and procedural investment decision-making. Research could help to identify the feedback loops between methods of voice and development of psychological ownership.
Board-shareholder interaction: How do boards relate to shareholders and how does that relationship affect the transition from Path (a) to Path (b)? The pathways of active ownership primarily accord to processes and related patterns of behaviour. Inherent within the contrast between the distant or sometimes adversarial nature of Path (a) and the engaged, collaborative nature of Path (b) are questions about relationships and, in particular, spirals of relationship building and decline. There are few studies of this yet, but it is an important area for development. 
Conclusions
The financial crisis of 2007-09 and the role that corporate governance played in it make clear that we still have much to learn (Ahrens, Filatotchev & Thomsen, 2011). Investors and corporations sit at the centre of the corporate governance system and we need to better understand how these two sets of actors work with and against each other. There is much more to be done to understand cognitive, affective and behavioural aspects underlying relations of distance and closeness implied by pathways which constitute the model of active ownership in this article. For scholars to prise open the multidimensionality of engagement and relations of trust and distrust between key institutions and actors is crucial if the field is to engage with the concerns of good corporate governance. Relationships need also relate to formal institutional arrangements, for example, the proxy access reform in the United States – giving long-term shareholders greater ability to nominate directors – is a counterpoint for Swedish law, in which nomination committees are external to the board and comprise directors and representatives of blockholders (cf. Dent, 2012). The former is confrontational and impersonal; the latter is collaborative and personal but privileges one class of investor over others. Such developments open possibilities for new approaches to illuminate the paths to active ownership.
Practitioners need to understand those relationships empirically and theoretically if they are to make informed choices about how they should work together. Policymakers require such knowledge, too, to anticipate how any adjustments to the formal institutions of corporate governance may work, and to realize they will have limitations as well as possibilities.


Appendix A – methods 
This article was developed on the basis of a number of distinct but related strands of literature review and analysis using the Web of Science database involving a focused search for peer-reviewed articles using institutional investor* or shareholder* with engage*, activis* or steward* in their topics or titles. The search was restricted to shareholder actions, rather than activist groups in general. We looked specifically for empirical studies, major reviews, seminal theoretical contributions and conceptual frameworks across the range of disciplines in corporate governance studies. 
The search for “institutional investor” generated the largest group of papers (topic = 2,441) and (title = 522). “Shareholder activism” generated 430 references while “shareholder engagement” generated 128 references. Combining the “topics” “institutional investor” and “activism” generated 237 references. All these were reviewed, along with an additional 16 references generated when “engagement” was included as a topic in the search. Further articles added when the “financial crisis” and shareholder activism were combined in the search, bringing the total to 292 papers. After filtering for duplicates, 188 articles were identified for more detailed examination.
References
[bookmark: _ENREF_1]Admati, A. R., & Pfleiderer, P. C. 2009. The 'Wall Street Walk' and Shareholder Activism: Exit as a Form of Voice. Review of Financial Studies, 22(7): 2645-2685.
[bookmark: _ENREF_2]Aguilera, R. V., Capapé, J., & Santiso, J. forthcoming. Sovereign wealth funds: A strategic governance view. Academy of Management Perspectives, in-press.
[bookmark: _ENREF_3]Aguilera, R. V., Desender, K., Bednar, M. K., & Lee, J. H. 2015. Connecting the Dots: Bringing External Corporate Governance into the Corporate Governance Puzzle. The Academy of Management Annals, 9(1): 483-573.
[bookmark: _ENREF_4]Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. 2003. The cross-national diversity of corporate governance: dimensions and determinants. Academy of Management Review, 28(3): 447-465.
[bookmark: _ENREF_5]Ahrens, T., Filatotchev, I., & Thomsen, S. 2011. The research frontier in corporate governance. Journal of Management and Governance, 15(3): 311-325.
[bookmark: _ENREF_6]Aspen Institute. 2009. Overcoming Short-termism: A Call for a More Responsible Approach to Investment and Business Management. Retrieved from http://www.aspeninstitute.org/sites/default/files/content/images/BSPonlineBroch.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_7]Barton, D., & Wiseman, M. 2015. Perspectives on the long term: What will it take to shift markets and companies away from a short-term way of thinking? McKinsey Quarterly. Retrieved from http://www.mckinsey.com/insights/leading_in_the_21st_century/perspectives_on_the_long_term.
[bookmark: _ENREF_8]Bashshur, M. R., & Oc, B. 2015. When Voice Matters: A Multilevel Review of the Impact of Voice in Organizations. Journal of Management, 41(5): 1530-1554.
[bookmark: _ENREF_9]Bebchuk, L. A., Brav, A., & Jiang, W. 2015. The long-term effects of hedge fund activism. Harvard - John M. Olin Center Discussion Paper 802, prepared for Columbia Law Review. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2291577.
[bookmark: _ENREF_10]Becht, M., Franks, J., Grant, J., & Wagner, H. F. 2015. The Returns to Hedge Fund Activism: An International Study. European Corporate Governance Institute (ECGI) - Finance Working Paper No. 402/2014. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2376271.
[bookmark: _ENREF_11]Bogle, J. C. 2011. The Clash of the Cultures. Journal of Portfolio Management, 37(3): 14-28.
[bookmark: _ENREF_12]Bootsma, B. 2013. An Eclectic Approach to Loyalty-Promoting Instruments in Corporate Law: Revisiting Hirschman's Model of Exit, Voice, and Loyalty. Erasmus Law Review, 6(2): 111-130.
[bookmark: _ENREF_13]Brav, A., Jiang, W., Partnoy, F., & Thomas, R. S. 2008a. Hedge fund activism, corporate governance, and firm performance. Journal of Finance, 63(4): 1729-1775.
[bookmark: _ENREF_14]Brav, A., Jiang, W., Partnoy, F., & Thomas, R. S. 2008b. The returns to hedge fund activism. Financial Analysts Journal, 64(6): 45-61.
[bookmark: _ENREF_15]Brodie, R. J., Hollebeek, L. D., Jurić, B., & Ilić, A. 2011. Customer Engagement: Conceptual Domain, Fundamental Propositions, and Implications for Research. Journal of Service Research, 14(3): 252-271.
[bookmark: _ENREF_16]Buchanan, J., Chai, D. H., & Deakin, S. 2014. Agency Theory in Practice: a Qualitative Study of Hedge Fund Activism in Japan. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 22(4): 296-311.
[bookmark: _ENREF_17]Bushee, B. J. 1998. The Influence of Institutional Investors on Myopic R&D Investment Behavior. The Accounting Review, 73(3): 305-333.
[bookmark: _ENREF_18]Cadbury, A. 1992. The Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance. Retrieved from http://www.ecgi.org/codes/documents/cadbury.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_19]Cheffins, B. R. 2010. The Stewardship Code's Achilles' Heel. Modern Law Review, 73(6): 1004-1025.
[bookmark: _ENREF_20]Chung, H. H., & Wynn, J. P. 2014. Corporate governance, directors' and officers' insurance premiums and audit fees. Managerial Auditing Journal, 29(2): 173-195.
[bookmark: _ENREF_21]Coffee, J. C., Jr., & Palia, D. 2014. The Impact of Hedge Fund Activism: Evidence and Implications. European Corporate Governance Institute Law Working Paper No. 266/2014. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2496518.
[bookmark: _ENREF_22]Conyon, M., & Sadler, G. 2010. Shareholder Voting and Directors' Remuneration Report Legislation: Say on Pay in the UK. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4): 296-312.
[bookmark: _ENREF_23]Cox, P., & Wicks, P. 2011. Institutional Interest in Corporate Responsibility: Portfolio Evidence and Ethical Explanation. Journal of Business Ethics, 103(1): 143-165.
[bookmark: _ENREF_24]Crespi, R., & Renneboog, L. 2010. Is (Institutional) Shareholder Activism New? Evidence from UK Shareholder Coalitions in the Pre-Cadbury Era. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4): 274-295.
[bookmark: _ENREF_25]Croci, E. 2007. Corporate Raiders, Performance and Governance in Europe. European Financial Management, 13(5): 949-978.
[bookmark: _ENREF_26]Curtis, A., & Fargher, N. L. 2014. Does Short Selling Amplify Price Declines or Align Stocks with Their Fundamental Values? Management Science, 60(9): 2324-2340.
[bookmark: _ENREF_27]Davis, G. F. 2008. A new finance capitalism? Mutual funds and ownership re-concentration in the United States. European Management Review, 5(1): 11-21.
[bookmark: _ENREF_28]Davis, G. F. 2010. Is Shareholder Capitalism a Defunct Model for Financing Development? Review of Market Integration, 2(2-3): 317-331.
[bookmark: _ENREF_29]Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Donaldson, L. 1997. Toward a Stewardship Theory of Management. Academy of Management Review, 22(1): 20-47.
[bookmark: _ENREF_30]Davis, S. M., Lukomnik, J., & Pitt-Watson, D. 2009. Active Shareowner Stewardship: A New Paradigm for Capitalism. Rotman International Journal of Pension Management, 2(2): 10-17.
[bookmark: _ENREF_31]Demsetz, H. 1967. Toward a Theory of Property Rights. The American Economic Review, 57(2): 347-359.
[bookmark: _ENREF_32]Dent, G. W., Jr. 2012. Corporate governance: The Swedish solution. Florida Law Review, 64(6): 1633-1668.
[bookmark: _ENREF_33]Eckbo, B. E., Paone, G., & Urheim, R. 2010. Efficiency of Share-Voting Systems: Report on Sweden. Tuck School Working Paper 2010-79 Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=1651582.
[bookmark: _ENREF_34]Etzioni, A. 1991. The socio-economics of property. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 6(6): 465-468.
[bookmark: _ENREF_35]Eumedion. 2011. Best practices for engaged share-ownership. Resolution of the members of Eumedion. Retrieved from http://www.eumedion.nl/en/public/knowledgenetwork/best-practices/best_practices-engaged-share-ownership.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_36]European Commission. 2011. Green Paper: The EU corporate governance framework. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/company/docs/modern/com2011-164_en.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_37]European Commission. 2013. Long-term financing of the European economy. European Commission Green Paper COM(2013) 150/2. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/2013/long-term-financing/docs/green-paper_en.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_38]European Commission. 2014. Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2007/36/EC as regards the encouragement of long-term shareholder engagement. European Commission legislative proposal. Retrieved from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:59fccf6c-c094-11e3-86f9-01aa75ed71a1.0003.01/DOC_1&format=PDF.
[bookmark: _ENREF_39]Fichtner, J. 2013. Hedge funds: agents of change for financialization. critical perspectives on international business, 9(4): 358-376.
[bookmark: _ENREF_40]Filatotchev, I., & Dotsenko, O. 2015. Shareholder activism in the UK: types of activists, forms of activism, and their impact on a target’s performance. Journal of Management & Governance, 19(1): 5-24.
[bookmark: _ENREF_41]FRC. 2010. The UK Stewardship Code. UK Financial Reporting Council. Retrieved from http://www.frc.org.uk/images/uploaded/documents/UK%20Stewardship%20Code%20July%2020103.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_42]FRC. 2012. The UK Stewardship Code. UK Financial Reporting Council. Retrieved from http://www.frc.org.uk/getattachment/e2db042e-120b-4e4e-bdc7-d540923533a6/UK-Stewardship-Code-September-2012.aspx.
[bookmark: _ENREF_43]Gantchev, N. 2013. The costs of shareholder activism: Evidence from a sequential decision model. Journal of Financial Economics, 107(3): 610-631.
[bookmark: _ENREF_44]Gifford, E. J. M. 2010. Effective Shareholder Engagement: The Factors that Contribute to Shareholder Salience. Journal of Business Ethics, 92(1): 79-97.
[bookmark: _ENREF_45]Glackin, S. N. 2014. Back to bundles: Deflating property rights, again. Legal Theory, 20(1): 1-24.
[bookmark: _ENREF_46]Goodman, J., Louche, C., van Cranenburgh, K. C., & Arenas, D. 2014. Social Shareholder Engagement: The Dynamics of Voice and Exit. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(2): 193-210.
[bookmark: _ENREF_47]Goranova, M., & Ryan, L. V. 2014. Shareholder Activism: A Multidisciplinary Review. Journal of Management, 40(5): 1230-1268.
[bookmark: _ENREF_48]Greenwood, R., & Hinings, C. R. 1996. Understanding Radical Organizational Change: Bringing Together the Old and the New Institutionalism. Academy of Management Review, 21(4): 1022-1054.
[bookmark: _ENREF_49]Group of 30. 2012. Toward effective governance of financial institutions. Retrieved from http://www.group30.org/images/PDF/TowardEffGov.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_50]Hampel, R. 1998. Committee of Corporate Governance - Final Report. Retrieved from http://www.ecgi.org/codes/documents/hampel.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_51]Hawley, J. P., & Williams, A. T. 2000. The emergence of universal owners: Some implications of institutional equity ownership. Challenge, 43(4): 43-61.
[bookmark: _ENREF_52]Hernandez, M. 2012. Toward an Understanding of the Psychology of Stewardship. Academy of Management Review, 37(2): 172-193.
[bookmark: _ENREF_53]Hirschman, A. O. 1970. Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms, organizations, and states. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
[bookmark: _ENREF_54]Hohfeld, W. N. 1917. Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning. The Yale Law Journal, 26(8): 710-770.
[bookmark: _ENREF_55]Holzmann, R., & Palmer, E. (Eds.). 2006. Pension Reform: Issues and Prospect for Non-Financial Defined Contribution (NDC) Schemes. Herndon, VA: World Bank Publications.
[bookmark: _ENREF_56]Hutchinson, M., Seamer, M., & Chapple, L. 2015. Institutional Investors, Risk/Performance and Corporate Governance. The International Journal of Accounting, 50(1): 31-52.
[bookmark: _ENREF_57]Isaksson, M., & Çelik, S. 2013. Equity markets, corporate governance and value creation. OECD Journal: Financial Market Trends(1): 1-29.
[bookmark: _ENREF_58]Judge, W. Q., Gaur, A., & Muller-Kahle, M. I. 2010. Antecedents of Shareholder Activism in Target Firms: Evidence from a Multi-Country Study. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4): 258-273.
[bookmark: _ENREF_59]Katelouzou, D. 2013. Myths and Realities of Hedge Fund Activism: Some Empirical Evidence. Virginia Law & Business Review, 7(3): 459-511.
[bookmark: _ENREF_60]Kay, J. 2012. The Kay review of UK equity markets and long-term decision making - Final report. Consultation of the UK Department of Business, Innovation and Skills. Retrieved from http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/business-law/docs/k/12-917-kay-review-of-equity-markets-final-report.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_61]Kwan, A., Masulis, R., & McInish, T. H. 2015. Trading rules, competition for order flow and market fragmentation. Journal of Financial Economics, 115(2): 330-348.
[bookmark: _ENREF_62]Library of Congress. 2010. H.R.4173: Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act US Library of Congress. Retrieved from http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d111:H.R.4173:.
[bookmark: _ENREF_63]Logsdon, J. M., & Van Buren, H. J., III. 2009. Beyond the Proxy Vote: Dialogues Between Shareholder Activists and Corporations. Journal of Business Ethics, 87(1): 353-365.
[bookmark: _ENREF_64]Lok, J. 2010. Institutional Logics as Identity Projects. Academy of Management Journal, 53(6): 1305-1335.
[bookmark: _ENREF_65]Lounsbury, M. 2008. Institutional rationality and practice variation: New directions in the institutional analysis of practice. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(4-5): 349-361.
[bookmark: _ENREF_66]Lydenberg, S. 2007. Universal Investors and Socially Responsible Investors: a tale of emerging affinities. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 15(3): 467-477.
[bookmark: _ENREF_67]Lydenberg, S. 2014. Reason, rationality, and fiduciary duty. Journal of Business Ethics, 119(3): 365-380.
[bookmark: _ENREF_68]Manne, H. G. 1965. Mergers and the Market for Corporate Control. Journal of Political Economy, 73(2): 110-120.
[bookmark: _ENREF_69]Manne, H. G. 1984. In Defense of the Corporate Coup. Northern Kentucky Law Review, 11(3): 513-518.
[bookmark: _ENREF_70]Marler, J. H., & Faugère, C. 2010. Shareholder Activism and Middle Management Equity Incentives. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(4): 313-328.
[bookmark: _ENREF_71]Marston, C. 2008. Investor relations meetings: evidence from the top 500 UK companies. Accounting & Business Research, 38(1): 21-48.
[bookmark: _ENREF_72]Martin, R., Casson, P. D., & Nisar, T. M. 2007. Investor Engagement: Investors and Management Practice under Shareholder Value. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
[bookmark: _ENREF_73]Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. 1997. Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management Review, 22(4): 853-886.
[bookmark: _ENREF_74]Mizruchi, M. S. 2010. The American corporate elite and the historical roots of the financial crisis of 2008. In P. Hirsch and M. Lounsbury (Eds.), Markets on Trial: The Economic Sociology of the U.S. Financial Crisis - Research in the Sociology of Organizations: 103-139. Bingley, UK: Emerald.
[bookmark: _ENREF_75]Monks, R. A. G., & Minow, N. 1995. Corporate Governance. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.
[bookmark: _ENREF_76]Mukwiri, J. 2013. Myth of Shareholder Primacy in English Law. European Business Law Review, 24(2): 217-242.
[bookmark: _ENREF_77]Myners, P. 2001. Institutional Investment in the United Kingdom: A Review. HM Treasury. Retrieved from http://archive.treasury.gov.uk/pdf/2001/myners_report.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_78]OECD. 2011. The role of institutional investors in promoting good corporate governance. OECD Series on Corporate Governance. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264128750-en.
[bookmark: _ENREF_79]ORSE. 2011. L’engagement en France et à l’étranger : exercice du droit de vote et dialogue - Montée en puissance des critères extra financiers. Report of the Observatoire de la Responsabilité Sociétale des Entreprises. Retrieved from http://www.orse.org/force_document.php?fichier=document_316.pdf&fichier_old=fr__exercice_du_droit_de_vote_et_dialogue.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_80]Pierce, J. L., Kostova, T., & Dirks, K. T. 2001. Toward a Theory of Psychological Ownership in Organizations. Academy of Management Review, 26(2): 298-310.
[bookmark: _ENREF_81]Pozen, R. C. 2014. Curbing Short-Termism in Corporate America: Focus on Executive Compensation. Governance Studies at Brookings. Retrieved from http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2014/05/06%20pozen/brookings_shorttermismfinal_may2014.pdf.
[bookmark: _ENREF_82]Rehbein, K., Logsdon, J. M., & Van Buren, H. J., III. 2013. Corporate Responses to Shareholder Activists: Considering the Dialogue Alternative. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(1): 137-154.
[bookmark: _ENREF_83]Reisberg, A. 2011. The notion of stewardship from a company law perspective. Journal of Financial Crime, 18(2): 126-147.
[bookmark: _ENREF_84]Reisberg, A. 2015. The UK Stewardship Code: On a road to nowhere, University College London, London.
[bookmark: _ENREF_85]Roberts, J., McNulty, T., & Stiles, P. 2005. Beyond Agency Conceptions of the Work of the Non-Executive Director: Creating Accountability in the Boardroom. British Journal of Management, 16(S1): S5-S26.
[bookmark: _ENREF_86]Rose, C. 2012. The new European shareholder rights directive: Removing barriers and creating opportunities for more shareholder activism and democracy. Journal of Management and Governance, 16(2): 269-284.
[bookmark: _ENREF_87]Sauerwald, S., & Peng, M. 2013. Informal institutions, shareholder coalitions, and principal-principal conflicts. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 30(3): 853-870.
[bookmark: _ENREF_88]Schneider, M., & Ryan, L. 2011. A review of hedge funds and their investor activism: do they help or hurt other equity investors? Journal of Management & Governance, 15(3): 349-374.
[bookmark: _ENREF_89]Sharfman, B. S. 2015. A Theory of Shareholder Activism and Its Place in Corporate Law (Pre-publication version). Tennessee Law Review, 82(4): 101-143.
[bookmark: _ENREF_90]Sikavica, K., & Hillman, A. 2008. Towards a behavioral theory of corporate ownership and shareholder activism. Academy of Management Annual Meeting Proceedings: 1-6.
[bookmark: _ENREF_91]Stout, L. A. 2013. The toxic side effects of shareholder primacy. University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 161(7): 2003-2023.
[bookmark: _ENREF_92]Tilba, A., & McNulty, T. 2013. Engaged versus Disengaged Ownership: The Case of Pension Funds in the UK. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 21(2): 165–182.
[bookmark: _ENREF_93]Tonello, M. 2006. Revisiting Stock Market Short-Termism. The Conference Board Research Report No. R-1386-06-RR. Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=938466.
[bookmark: _ENREF_94]Venkiteshwaran, V., Iyer, S. R., & Rao, R. P. 2010. Is Carl Icahn Good for Long-Term Shareholders? A Case Study in Shareholder Activism. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 22(4): 45-57.
[bookmark: _ENREF_95]Walsh, J. P., & Kosnik, R. D. 1993. Corporate Raiders and their Disciplinary Role in the Market for Corporate Control. Academy of Management Journal, 36(4): 671-700.
[bookmark: _ENREF_96]Wang, M. 2014. Which Types of Institutional Investors Constrain Abnormal Accruals? Corporate Governance: An International Review, 22(1): 43-67.
[bookmark: _ENREF_97]Welker, M., & Wood, D. 2011. Shareholder Activism and Alienation: with CA comment by Robert A. G. Monks. Current Anthropology, 52(S3): S57-S69.
[bookmark: _ENREF_98]Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. 1998. The Symbolic Management of Stockholders: Corporate Governance Reforms and Shareholder Reactions. Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(1): 127-153.
[bookmark: _ENREF_99]Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. 2013. A Behavioral Theory of Corporate Governance: Explicating the Mechanisms of Socially Situated and Socially Constituted Agency. The Academy of Management Annals, 7(1): 605-659.
[bookmark: _ENREF_100]Widmer, F. 2011. Institutional investors, corporate elites and the building of a market for corporate control. Socio-Economic Review, 9(4): 671-697.
[bookmark: _ENREF_101]Wong, S. C. Y. 2010. Why Stewardship is Proving Elusive for Institutional Investors. Northwestern Law & Econ Research Paper No. 10-28. Retrieved from http://ssrn.com/abstract=1635662.



