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Abstract 

Aim: This study evaluates interactions between corporate governance, tourism growth, and corporate 
performance concerning listed tourism companies. 
Methodology: Panel econometric procedures, including regressions by least squares, fixed effects, 
random effects and causality analyses were followed using quarterly data ranging from 2013:Q1 to 
2023:Q4. 
Results: The results show that company-level corporate governance proxies and country-level tourism 
growth exert statistically significant effects on companies financial performance, with mixed directions 
of corporate governance’s impact. The panel causality test results exhibit two different unidirectional 
causalities that run (1) from company-level board size to company-level return on assets, and (2) from 
country-level tourism growth to company-level return on equity. 
Implications and recommendations: The results reveal that tourism companies need to be 
encouraged to increase the number of tourists and the number of nights spent in order to achieve 
better corporate performance. As further research, determinants of leadership styles and their effects 
on financial performance would provide important clues about the management methods that should 
be implemented to improve competitiveness and performance. 
Originality/value: Türkiye was selected as the sample, being one of the top tourist destinations, 
therefore the results of this study could be generalised for other major tourist destinations, especially 
those in the Mediterranean region. As far as research questions, econometric methodology, and data 
type are concerned, this study is the first of its kind to the best of the author’s knowledge. 

Keywords: tourism, corporate governance, corporate performance, panel data, Türkiye 

1. Introduction  

In recent years it has become clear that global crises and business scandals are directly linked to poor 
management. The negative effects of poor corporate management have increased the significance of 
good corporate governance. Empirical studies showed that good corporate governance practices 
demonstrate important advantages for enterprises and investors, while international investors 
consider corporate governance practices as important as financial performance (Al-Gamrh et al., 2020). 
There are also relevant studies on the correlation between corporate governance practices and 
business performance (Achim et al., 2016; Al-Najjar, 2014; Adams et al., 2010; Iwasaki, 2008). 
Corporate governance includes multiple relations between the management, board of directors, 
shareholders, and other stakeholders, however it also provides a structure for the objectives of the 
enterprise and determines the achievement and performance monitoring tools. In a good corporate 
governance approach, management is expected to facilitate active supervision and corporate 
objectives based on the interests of the enterprise and stakeholders. In other words, the managerial 
controls are provided by the board of directors (Galletta et al., 2021; Bzeouich et al., 2019), and as 
a corporate governance mechanism the board of directors plays a vital role in the management of the 
enterprise (Menteş, 2011). Active corporate governance allows the managers to supervise and the 
boards and managers are responsible for the management of business assets. This supervision and 
accountability could improve operating performance when the effective use of resources and high 
response to social needs and expectations are combined, yet effective corporate governance does not 
guarantee better corporate performance at individual operating level (Gregory, & Simms, 1999). 
There are two common assumptions on the properties of the board of directors. The first is that an 
unproductive board harms business value and therefore the board of directors should be reorganised, 
while the second is the economic assumption which posits the acceptance of the board of directors 
with all business and management attributes, according to which the board of directors should be 
organized based on the corporate environment (Pfeffer, 2019; Al-Najjar, 2014). 
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The importance of the tourism industry for both developing and developed countries is well 
established in the relevant literature (Fernández et al., 2022; Katircioglu, 2009; Balaguer, & Cantavella-
Jorda, 2002), hence tourism growth might result in better corporate performance. However, there is 
a limited number of studies analysing empirical links between tourism growth and corporate 
performance (García-Gómez et al., 2022; Goffi et al., 2022; Chen, 2010; Proenca, & Soukiazis, 2008). 
Most of the research on the relationship between corporate governance and performance has been 
conducted in developed markets or traditional industries, whereas the tourism sector, particularly in 
developing or emerging markets, has been less studied. Furthermore, the current corporate 
governance frameworks may not fully capture the unique characteristics of the tourism industry, which 
often includes small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), seasonal businesses, and highly customer-
centric services. Research could develop or adapt sector-specific governance models for tourism and 
hospitality businesses that focus on flexibility, adaptability, and local engagement. 

The identification of the correlation between tourism growth and corporate performance is important 
and deserves attention from researchers, as there is also a limited number of studies focusing on the 
links between corporate governance and tourism growth (Al-Najjar, 2014). 

Chen (2010) studied the effects of the macroeconomy and tourism growth on the corporate 
performance of Taiwanese tourist hotels and found that changes in the macroeconomic performance 
are more crucial than tourist growth for the overall financial performance of hotels. On the other hand, 
Al-Najjar (2014) searched for the links among corporate governance, tourism growth, and firm 
performance and founds that board independence was positively linked to company performance and 
the stock performance of publicly listed tourism companies in Middle Eastern countries. However, 
large boards were seen to enhance profitability while small company boards exhibited more efficient 
stock performances according to Al-Najjar (2014). 

Against this backdrop in the relevant literature, this study aimed to explain interactions between 
corporate governance, tourism growth, and corporate performance in the case of listed tourism 
companies in Türkiye. The choice of Türkiye was important, and deserves interest from researchers as 
ranked 4th in international tourist arrivals with 50.5 million as of 2022 (UNWTO, 2023), therefore it is a 
very important tourist destination. Secondly, the tourism industry is also a major foreign exchange source 
of the Turkish economy that has financed persistent current account deficits over many years, which was 
mainly caused by energy-import dependency (Katircioglu, 2014). However, studies on the contribution 
of the tourism industry to the overall macroeconomic performance of Türkiye still create mixed findings 
in the relevant literature, where some studies support the tourism-led growth hypothesis for Türkiye 
(Gunduz, & Hatemi-J, 2005; Ongan, & Demiroz, 2005), whereas others do not validate the same view 
(Katircioglu, 2009). Therefore, such an ambiguity of the economic outcomes of the Turkish tourism 
industry in the literature makes this study more important and relevant. 

This study is organized as follows: Section 2 describes data and methodology, Section 3 presents results 
and discussions, and Section 4 concludes. 

2. Data and methodology  

2.1. Setting 

The study argues that the overall tourism growth and company-level corporate governance drive the 
financial performance of the tourism enterprises, therefore the following econometric specification is 
proposed, similar to that of Chen (2010): 

 𝐶𝐶𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐶𝐶𝐺𝐺𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 , (1) 

where CP stands for corporate performance proxy of company i at period t while T stands for the 
overall tourism growth proxy, and CG for corporate governance proxy of company i at period t. 



Setareh Katircioglu, Mehmet Oguzhan Ilban, Sevgi Sezer, Mehmet Tahsin Liceli 154 

Similar to the previous research, corporate performance is proxied by financial performance indicators 
which are mainly (1) return on assets (ROA) and (2) return on equity (ROE). Tourism growth is proxied 
by changes in (1) tourist arrivals (∆TA) and (2) tourism revenues (∆TR). Corporate governance is also 
proxied by various company-level indicators as advised in the relevant literature such as the structure 
of the board of directors (BD), the number of females on the board of directors (F), the size of the 
board of directors (S), and a dummy variable for the board of directors leadership (L). Table 1 presents 
a detailed description of dependent and independent variables in equation (1): 

Table 1. Data description 

 Intended use Name Abbr. Details 
Dependent 
variables 

Tourism industry 
profitability 
indicators 

Return on assets ROA Net Revenues / Assets 
Return on equity ROE (Net Profits / Equity)×100% 

Independent 
variables 

Tourism growth 
indicators 

# of tourists ∆TA million  
Tourism revenues ∆TR million USD 

Corporate 
governance 
indicators 

Board structure BS # of independent board members / # of board members 
Rate of female 
board members 

FBM # of female board members / # of board members 

Board size (dummy 
variable) 

Size The ideal board size was accepted as 6. Boards with 6 or 
fewer members were scored 0, otherwise scored 1. 

Board leadership 
(dummy variable) 

BL If CEO is the chair of the board, then 1, otherwise 0. 

Source: Turkish Statistical Institute (2024) for dependent variables; Public Disclosure Platform (2024) for independent 
variables. 

2.2. Data 

To analyse the effects of corporate governance and tourism growth on corporate financial 
performance, quarterly data of seven tourism enterprises that range from 2013:Q1 to 2023:Q4 were 
used in the study. The Istanbul Stock Exchange (BIST) listed a total of 11 trading tourism companies, 
but only seven were included in the study due to data available for the said period, obtained from the 
Public Disclosure Platform (PDP) (2024) firm level statistics and Turkish Statististical Institute (2024) 
for tourist data. 

Variables ROA, ROE, TA, and TR were seasonally adjusted via seasonal and trend decomposition using 
the Loess (STL) decomposition method before empirical analysis. Descriptive statistics of econometric 
series in the study are presented in Table 2, while the correlation matrix is provided in Table 3, showing 
that the profitability ratios of ROA and ROE were generally correlated at low levels with their regressors 
in equation (1). 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

 ROA_SA ROE_SA TA_SA TR_SA BS FBM 

Mean -3.88 -0.70 0.21 0.13 0.37 0.22 
Median -0.76 -0.53 0.22 0.12 0.40 0.29 
Max. 95.41 45.24 0.44 0.57 0.50 0.40 
Min. -115.19 -29.20 -0.42 -0.27 0.29 0.00 
Std. deviation 21.00 7.42 0.15 0.15 0.06 0.16 
Skewness -0.73 1.98 -2.45 0.17 0.38 -0.32 
Kurtosis 13.39 17.86 12.42 5.68 2.75 1.50 
Jarque-Bera 899.65 1931.09 920.72 59.70 5.22 21.67 
Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 
Observations 196 196 196 196 196 196 

Note: SA next to the variable indicates seasonal adjustment. 

Source: authors’ calculation. 
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Table 3. Correlation matrix 

 ROA_SA ROE_SA TA_SA TR_SA BS FBM 

ROA_SA 1      
ROE_SA 0.841 1     
TA_SA 0.079 0.075 1    
TR_SA 0.097 0.123 0.815 1   
BS -0.106 -0.059 -0.008 -0.008 1  

FBM 0.007 -0.116 -0.001 0.008 -0.353 1 

Source: authors’ calculation. 

2.3. Methodology 

The stationarity of the series was analysed using Levin, Lin, and Chu (2002, LLC), Im, Pesaran, and Shin 
(2003, IPS), Maddala and Wu (1999), Fisher ADF, and Fisher PP panel unit root tests. Regression 
analyses were conducted via three different approaches: (1) Panel LSQ (Least Squares), (2) Fixed Effects, 
and (3) Random Effects for comparison purposes, which enabled to cross-check and assess the 
consistency of results. Furthermore, the panel least squares approach provided a clear view of the data 
structure and relationships, which is helpful for preliminary analysis before accounting for 
heterogeneity across cross-sectional units, and the panel fixed effects’ approach eliminated time-
invariant bias and focused on within-unit variation. However, when the random effects model’s 
assumptions held (i.e. no correlation between individual effects and regressors was detected), it was 
more efficient than the fixed effects model because it used both within-unit and between-unit 
variation. Lastly, causality tests were carried out through Dumitrescu and Hurlin’s (2012) panel 
causality approach, which offers several advantages in econometric analysis, particularly in the context 
of panel data where the relationships between variables are being tested across different cross-
sectional units (e.g. countries or companies) over time. Firstly, it allows for heterogeneity across cross-
sectional units (e.g. countries or companies) in terms of the causal relationships between the variables. 
This means that the method does not require the assumption that causality is uniform across all units, 
which is more realistic in many economic scenarios. Secondly, the approach provides a straightforward 
test statistic based on the average of individual Wald statistics (from Granger causality tests) across all 
cross-sections, and makes the test relatively simple to implement and interpret. Thirdly, among others, 
the method is designed to maintain a balance between the size of the test (the probability of falsely 
detecting causality when there is none) and its power (the probability of correctly detecting causality 
when it exists). This balance is crucial for making reliable inferences in empirical research. 

3. Findings  

Table 4 shows the results of the panel unit root tests which indicate that the examined series appears 
to be stationary at levels, I(0) using various options of trend and intercept, therefore econometric 
estimations could be carried out using panel least squares via fixed and random effects. 

Based on the findings presented in Table 5, as far as ROA is concerned as a dependent variable, the 
number of tourists and tourism revenues has a positive, statistically significant impact on ROA, 
consistent with the findings of Dritsakis (2004), Proenca and Soukiazis (2008), and Chen (2010). 
Furthermore, as a corporate governance proxy, there are also positive, statistically significant effects 
of the board leadership on ROA, which is also consistent with several studies in the literature (Tian, & 
Lau, 2001; Lam, & Lee, 2008; Elsayed, 2011; Kim, 2013; Guillet, 2013; Vo, & Phan, 2013; Hyarat et al., 
2024). However, the board structure – another corporate governance proxy – has a negative, 
statistically significant impact on ROA, which is again consistent with the findings of several studies 
(Bhagat, & Black, 2008; Bozec, 2005; Guest, 2009; Wintoki et al., 2012; Koerniadi, & Touraniadi-Rad, 
2012; Al-Abdallah et al., 2021). 
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Table 4. Panel unit root test results 

 
LLC IPS Fisher ADF Fisher PP 

w/constant w/constant 
and trend w/constant w/constant 

and trend w/constant w/constant 
and trend w/constant w/constant 

and trend 
𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 -3.97*** 

(0.00) -1.58* (0.05) -4.64*** 
(0.00) 

-2.54*** 
(0.00) 

57.57*** 
(0.00) 

33.27*** 
(0.00) 

61.25*** 
(0.00) 

47.62*** 
(0.00) 

𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 -4.14*** 
(0.00) -3.15*** (0.00) -4.18*** 

(0.00) 
-3.14*** 

(0.00) 
46.77*** 

(0.00 
39.65*** 

(0.00) 
50.19*** 

(0.00) 
40.29*** 

(0.00) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 41.53 
(1.00) 

50.06 
(1.00) 

-1.74** 
(0.04) 

-0.09 
(0.46) 

18.03 
(0.20) 

7.59 
(0.90) 

168.97*** 
(0.00) 

153.80*** 
(0.00) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 33.14 
(1.00) 

42.93 
(1.00) 

-0.27 
(0.39) 

-1.94** 
(0.02) 

9.66 
(0.78) 

-1.77** 
(0.03) 

167.41*** 
(0.00) 

148.07*** 
(0.00) 

BS 0.57 
(0.71) 

0.17 
(0.57) 

0.30 
(0.62) 

-0.52 
(0.29) 

3.02 
(0.55) 

4.69 
(0.32) 

33.18** 
(0.02) 

25.28** 
(0.03) 

FBM 0.04 
(0.51) 

0.08 
(0.53) 

-61 
(0.26) 

-1.00 
(0.15) 

2.72 
(0.25) 

3.78 
(0.15) 

14.79** 
(0.02) 

23.14** 
(0.01) 

Note: Optimum lags were determined with Akaike information criterion. ***, ** and * mark stationarity at 1%, 5% and 10% 
significance levels, respectively. 

Source: authors’ calculation. 

The results of this study did not identify any statistically significant effects of the number of female 
board members on ROA, while this effect was significant in the case of ROE. There was a significant 
correlation between the number of female board members and return on equity, but the direction of 
the effect was mixed across model options in Table 5. There was no consensus on whether business 
performance differed depending on the number of female board members. Contradictory findings 
were also reported in other studies, e.g. Marimuthu and Kolandaisamy (2009a, 2009b) revealed 
significant effects of the ratio of females in upper management on financial performance. Darmadi 
(2012) identified negative, statistically significant effects of the number of females in upper 
management on financial performance, whereas Dezső and Ross (2008) pointed out that the presence 
of at least one woman in top management exerts positive, statistically significant influence on financial 
performance, yet there is no evidence that a female CEO impacts on financial performance – see Dezső 
and Ross (2008). However, Smith et al. (2005) found that senior female managers improve corporate 
financial performance, which varies depending on their other qualifications. Finally, it was not possible 
to conclude that the number of female board members or the presence of female managers affects 
the profitability levels of companies, hence the corporate financial performance as documented by the 
above-mentioned studies. 

This study also revealed that tourism revenues exert positive, statistically significant influence on ROE, 
which is also consistent with several studies in the literature (Dritsakis, 2004; Proenca, & Soukiazis, 
2008; Chen, 2010). Furthermore, the effects of the board leadership on ROE are also positive and 
statistically significant, and in line with other studies (cf. Tian, & Lau, 2001; Lam, & Lee, 2008; Elsayed, 
2011). It is unlikely that the board structure and board size exert negative, statistically significant 
influence on ROE, which is similar to the findings of other studies (e.g. Koerniadi, & Touraniadi-Rad, 
2012; Joecks et al., 2013; Davila, 2013). 

Finally, Table 6 presents the results of the panel causality tests based on Dumitrescu and Hurlin (2012). 
It was observed that there are unidirectional causalities that run (1) from board structure to ROA and 
(2) from tourism proxies (the number of tourists and tourism revenues) to ROA and ROE. The test 
statistics of the other pairs did not indicate significant estimations in Table 6, hence it was concluded 
that changes (1) in the structure of the board at company level and (2) in the overall tourism growth 
would precede changes in profitability levels of tourism enterprises in Türkiye. 
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Table 5. Panel regression analysis results 

 
Model 1 

(dependent variable ROA) 
Model 2 

(dependent variable ROA) 
Model 3 

(dependent variable ROE) 
Model 4 

(dependent variable ROE) 

 Panel LSQ Fixed 
effects 

Random 
effects Panel LSQ Fixed 

effects 
Random 
effects Panel LSQ Fixed 

effects 
Random 
effects Panel LSQ Fixed 

effects 
Random 
effects 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇  6.36* 
(0.08) 

11.15 
(0.19) 

11.20 
(0.18) 

- - - 1.85 (0.19) 
3.70 

(0.15) 
3.68 

(0.16) - - - 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 
- - -  6.51* 

(0.05) 
13.47 
(0.14) 

14.00 
(0.11) - - -  2.94* 

(0.05) 
6.02* 
(0.07) 

6.13* 
(0.06) 

𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 -50.94*** 
(0.00) 

-16.84 
(0.76) 

-49.28* 
(0.09) 

-51.89*** 
(0.00) 

-19.02 
(0.72) 

-49.38* 
(0.09) 

-27.33*** 
(0.00) 

-13.91 
(0.61) 

-18.61 
(0.17) 

-27.47*** 
(0.00) 

-14.67 
(0.58) 

-18.61 
(0.17) 

𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 
0.32 (0.92) 17.39** 

(0.04) 
0.76 

(0.95) 0.90 (0.80) 
14.13 
(0.34) 

0.78 
(0.95) 

-5.27*** 
(0.00) 

16.66*** 
(0.00) 

-6.77 
(0.11) 

-5.59*** 
(0.00) 

14.98* 
(0.09) 

-6.76 
(0.11) 

Size 
-0.74 (0.51) -2.01 

(0.46) 
3.73 

(0.28) 
-0.54 
(0.63) 

-1.54 
(0.60) 

3.84 
(0.27) 

-1.87*** 
(0.00) 0.11 (0.93) -0.35 

(0.80) 
-1.92*** 

(0.00) 
0.33 

(0.81) 
-0.30 
(0.83) 

BL 3.57*** 
(0.00) 

2.71** 
(0.03) 

3.92*** 
(0.00) 

3.66*** 
(0.00) 

2.75* 
(0.05) 

3.98*** 
(0.00) 

1.47*** 
(0.00) 

2.72*** 
(0.00) 

1.31** 
(0.01) 

1.50*** 
(0.00) 

2.66*** 
(0.00) 

1.33** 
(0.01) 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 12.75*** 
(0.0) 

-4.85 
(0.81) 

8.70 
(0.47) 

13.40*** 
(0.00) 

-2.87 
(0.88) 

9.19 
(0.44) 

9.67*** 
(0.00) 

-1.60 
(0.87) 

6.30 
(0.25) 

9.86*** 
(0.00) 

-0.97 
(0.91) 

6.24 
(0.25) 

𝑅𝑅2 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.17 0.13 0.09 0.21 0.13 0.03 0.23 0.14 0.04 

𝑅̄𝑅2 0.14 0.07 0.04 0.14 0.07 0.06 0.19 0.08 0.01 0.21 0.09 0.02 
𝐹𝐹 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠.    7.83 

(0.00) 
2.45 

(0.00) 
1.09 

(0.36) 
   7.80 
(0.00) 

2.51 
(0.00) 

1.23 
(0.29) 

 10.57 
(0.00) 

 2.63 
(0.00) 

1.46 
(0.20) 

 11.45 
(0.00) 

2.84 
(0.00) 

1.85 
(0.10) 

Note: ***, ** and * denote that the related coefficient was statistically significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance levels, 
respectively. 

𝑅𝑅2 is the coefficient of determination and 𝑅̄𝑅2 is the adjusted coefficient of determination, and reflect the percentage of the 
variance explained in dependent variable by the model. F statistic denotes whether the independent variables explained the 
dependent variable significantly. 

Source: authors’ calculation. 

Table 6. Dumitrescu and Hurlin (2012) panel causality test results 

 Optimum lag LM autocorrelation 
test 

Heteroscedasticity 
test Causality direction 𝐹𝐹 statistics 

Model 1 2 52.97 
(0.33) 

82.67 
(0.22) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.13 (0.32) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 3.02* (0.05) 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.03 (0.96) 
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.04 (0.35) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.02 (0.97) 

Model 2 2 56.34 
(0.16) 

84.92 
(0.25) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.39 (0.25) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 3.02* (0.05) 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.03 (0.96) 
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.04 (0.35) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.02 (0.97) 

Model 3 1 58.66 
(0.61) 

68.23 
(0.65) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 3.28* (0.07) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.10 (0.75) 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.11 (0.29) 
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.0004 (0.98) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.21 (0.64) 

Model 4 1 65.36 
(0.89) 

71.48 
(0.71) 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 3.33* (0.06) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.10 (0.75) 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 1.11 (0.29) 
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.0004 (0.98) 
𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 → 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 0.21 (0.64) 

Note: * denotes causality from the first variable to the second at 10% significance level. Probabilities are presented in parentheses. 

Source: authors’ calculation. 
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4. Conclusion  

In the presented study, the roles of company-level corporate governance and country-level tourism 
growth in corporate financial performance in tourism enterprises in Türkiye were examined using 
panel data analysis. The results demonstrate that the number of tourists, tourism revenues, and board 
leadership exert positive and statistically significant impact, while board structure and size have 
negative and statistically significant effects on the financial performance of tourism companies. 

It is evident that tourism growth would result in a better corporate financial performance of tourism 
companies, whilst several studies report the positive effects of board leadership on return on assets. 
Profitability is the primary determinant of business performance, and performance is directly affected 
by leadership styles and management behaviour as demonstrated in the relevant literature (Bycio et 
al., 1995; Riaz, & Haider, 2010; Arsezen, 2017). This also demonstrates the necessity of analysing 
corporate leadership styles in institutionalising businesses. Regarding further research, determinants 
of leadership styles and their effects on financial performance would provide important clues about 
the management methods that should be implemented to improve competitiveness and performance. 

The research results show that board leadership has a positive impact on corporate financial 
performance and reveal that, for example, when the CEO and the Chair of the Board of Directors are 
the same person, strong leadership is ensured, leading to faster and effective decision-making. 
Moreover, when the CEO and the Chair of the Board of Directors are the same person, it is considered 
as a solution to the agency problem, which is a significant corporate governance issue. The agency 
theory is applicable for businesses where principal-agent conflict is the main problem and ownership 
is unevenly distributed (Jensen, & Meckling, 1976). However, in businesses where the ownership is 
centralised and the company is owned by only a few individuals or groups (e.g. a family), a principal-
principal conflict is observed between the majority owner and the minority owner (Chung, & Luo, 2008; 
Douma et al., 2006; Wright et al., 2005; Young et al., 2008). Therefore, it could not be argued that 
a single individual serving as CEO and the Chairman of the Board would eliminate all agency problems, 
thus, as is true in the Turkish context, the agency issue entails a conflict between the majority owners 
and the minority owners, not between shareholders and management (Skate, & Bektas, 2008). Hence, 
the fact that the CEO and Chairman of the Board are the same person relatively reduces the conflicts 
and agency problems, but they could not be completely resolved. 

The results of this study also suggest that a higher number of independent board members would hurt 
the financial performance based on a board structure that comprises a number of independent board 
members. In the previous studies on board structure, the main problem was to ensure a majority of 
independent members in the Board of Directors; according to Saito and Dutra (2006), this problem 
occurs due to conflicts between senior management and shareholders. Thus, when the majority of 
board members are also members of executive management, the autonomy of the business 
management would be at risk, therefore businesses prioritize independent members when selecting 
their board of directors. The board size variable reflects the size of the board of directors, hence a more 
numerous board could reduce the business performance owing to prolonged decision-making 
processes or deadlocks in the board due to a greater number of board members. Furthermore, 
businesses with a less numerous board perform better controls, and the board can work more 
efficiently. Moreover, they experience less red tape, leading to better financial outcome (Dogan, 2015). 

Tourism plays a key role in economic development. Growth in the tourism industry improves export 
diversification. The industry has significant connections to the national economy, and employment 
growth in other industries (Cattaneo, 2009). The tourism industry is an important determinant of 
growth and reduction of poverty in developing countries. Travel and reservation transactions are 
generally conducted in the country of origin, and these segments are important for added value. 
Registered travel agencies and tour operators mostly reside in these countries and have an important 
market share in tourism transactions. Despite this monopolist structure, technological and data flow 
advances in reservations and tour operations (such as reservations or tours sold made on the Internet) 
allow various players to enter the market (Christian, 2012). In this new environment, the service and 
product providers in tourist destinations can access potential customers from abroad (OECD, 2008). 
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Several links in the tourism value chain other than international air tickets are characterized by their 
organizational, ownership, and operational business structures. Large businesses in the tourism value 
chain could work with small or micro-enterprises, whilst international tourism requires sophisticated 
coordination and marketing levels at the countries of origin. Businesses with coordination and 
marketing capacity create further added value. The actors in international distribution and hotels 
managed by foreign brands in tourism destinations fulfill these functions (Christian et al., 2011). 
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