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Editorial
The current issue builds on the last year’s Review (Vol. 3, No .2), published in July
2009, regarding issues on Corporate Governance and Board of Directors in the StateOwned Enterprises in Greece.
As I have written back then, it becomes increasingly challenging for the HOCG- but
hopefully extremely important for everyone- to continue generating, revising,
extending and enriching, year after year, the findings about State Owned Enterprises
(SOEs), which are indisputably an important economic and social aspect of the Greek
State.
Corporate governance difficulties derive from the fact that the
accountability for the performance of SOEs involves a complex
chain of agents (management, board, ownership entities, ministries,
the government), without clearly and easily identifiable, or remote,
principals.
To structure this complex web of accountabilities in order to ensure
efficient decisions and good corporate governance is a challenge”
(OECD, 2005: 10).
Following the financial crisis of October 2008, states have resumed their role as
“owners”, which is a well examined topic- at least on the Governance field- since the
publication of the extensively quoted book by Adolf Berle and Gardiner Means in
1932 entitled “The Modern Corporation and Private Property.
Despite the clarity and the instinctive understanding of the word “own” the issue of
ownership is complicated. Back in 1932- after the crisis of 1929- Berle and Means
were facing the situation of large US companies that were managed and controlled by
professional managers whilst were owned by numerous, dispersed, uncoordinated
shareholders.
The inability of the owners to hold accountable the management (managers) has been
the main preoccupation of agency theory.
“The Directors of such companies, being the managers of other
people’s money than their own, it cannot be well expected that they
should watch over it with the same anxious vigilance with which the
partners in a private copartnery frequently watch over their own
“Adam Smith, 1776:741”.
Nevertheless, ownership patterns have been changing; the emergence of Private
Equity (PE) and Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWF), which are increasingly own vast
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amount of shares in key companies and occasionally sectors in many countries is
creating new, unchartered waters.
“However, SOEs also face some distinct governance challenges. One
is that SOEs may suffer just as much from undue hands-on and
politically motivated ownership interference as from totally passive
or distant ownership by the state. There may also be a dilution of
accountability. SOEs are often protected from two major threats that
are essential for policing management in private sector corporations,
i.e., takeover and bankruptcy (OECD, 2005: 10).
It is widely accepted that SOEs -especially in Greece- suffer from the above two
symptoms. Nevertheless, we should not fail to recognize that state intervention in
industrial activity has been an ever-present element of market economies for more
than a hundred years. Therefore the recent rise of state ownership of enterprises is
unlikely to represent a paradox in modern capitalism. Moreover, the state-owned
enterprises of the upcoming years can learn much from the highly performing public
companies of today in order to avoid falling into the gross inefficiencies of the 1970s
and 1980s.
Thus, the Greek state should rise to the challenge of these crucial and unprecedented,
adverse economic conditions and:
i.
Promote transparency and demand disclosure through regular submissions of
financial, operational, and procurement audits,
ii.
Institutionalise transparency and disclosure on board member selection,
appointments, compensation, and compliance with legislation
iii. Introduce Board and members’ evaluation and assessment
iv.
Implement a robust restructuring program for SOEs
v.
Introduce training on International policies and practices in Corporate and
Financial governance.
With the above comments, I am closing some views regarding ownership, an issue
that I shall revisit soon. Hopefully our readers will enjoy our latest findings that we
will be presenting in the pages that follow.

Dr Dimitrios N. Koufopoulos BSc, MBA, PhD, AIIA, MCMI, FIMC, MFSI
RevEd : 2010-12-22
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Boards in State Owned Enterprises (SOE): Findings from the
Third Annual Research
1. Introduction
State Owned Enterprises are established to support and uphold public interest based
on three fundamental qualities: affordability, quality, and access (European
Commission, 2003). As mentioned in a previous study of HOCG, State Owned
Enterprises (SOEs) were established in Europe after WWII to support the effective
and efficient establishment of the infrastructure that had been destroyed by the war
(OECD, 2005).
It may be easy to realize why SOEs were established, however there are inherent
flaws in their structure. In particular, according to Monsen and Walters (1983), in
most cases the Board of Directors and management teams of SOEs are chosen by
government ministers who are responsible for their financing. In addition, at times,
“Many SOE Boards tended to be dominated by middle-level civil
servants, few with relevant technical or commercial experience.
Typically, the same civil servants would sit on many Boards, diluting their
capacity to monitor corporate events. The implicit role of Board
members became to protect the interest of their ministry (Vagliasindi,
2008a, p. 4)”.
A SOE’s efficiency is a critical issue. Consequently, an obvious area of concern is how
SOEs are evaluated. SOEs should use a similar evaluation system to that of private
firms, so that higher efficiency may be achieved. According to Vagliasindi (2008b) a
5% increase in efficiency of a SOE can free up around 1-5% of GDP. On the other
hand, inefficiency in operations reduces economic growth and the rate of
development.
In Greece, governments were unwilling to make important changes for years (with
the exception of Law No: 3429/2005 which established and obligated independent
Boards to operate SOEs), for fear of losing political strength. This further aggravated
the system resulting in greater inefficiencies of SOEs, which needed even more
financial support in order to stay afloat. Given the country’s economic state, SOEs
that operate at a loss cannot be supported. Steps need to be taken to alter the
present state of operations; which include: the restructuring of SOEs; the
replacement of the board of directors and management team from those that are
preferred for their political views, to people that have the know-how and the
experience to operate a SOE. These reforms can bring about the necessary changes
to make the SOE effective and efficient (Vagliasindi 2008b).
On the research presented July 2009 and in an effort to bridge a gap in this field, we
present updated research findings on Greek SOEs, with particular focus on the Board
of Directors and Corporate Governance practices.
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2. Methodology
2.1 Sample
The current study focuses on the board characteristics of the SOEs and updates the
research published last year. Data was collected from the Issues B, NPDD, YODD and
Chapter SA – Ltd of the Governmental Gazette, published by the National Printing
House (www.et.gr), while in the case of listed SOEs, the Athens Stock Exchange
website (www.athex.gr) was also consulted.
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Diagram 1: Number of Greek SOEs (2002 – 2009)
(Source: National Budgets)

Data collection took place during the second quarter of 2010. The analysis is based
on SOEs included in the annual budgets of the Ministry of Economy and Finance for
the years 2002-2009. Diagram 1 illustrates the number of SOEs included in the
National Annual Budgets for the aforementioned period. The study is based on 77
SOEs (Table 1) that were included (at least for one year) in the annual budget for the
above mentioned period. However, the findings are based on 59 SOEs for which full
data was obtained.
2.2 Variables analysed
The study examined the following variables:
Total Board Memberships was captured by the absolute number of all directorships
through the years.
Total Board Members was calculated by excluding any cross directorships or/and
mobility from the total board memberships.
Total Female Board Memberships was captured by the absolute number of female
directorships that existed within the Boards through the years. The exact number
was ascertained by examining their names and surnames. Additionally, we
calculated the total female board members by excluding any cross directorships
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or/and mobility.
Total Male Board Memberships was captured by the absolute number of male
directorships that existed within the Boards through the years. The exact number
was ascertained by examining both their names and surnames. Further, we
calculated the total male board members by excluding any cross directorships
or/and mobility.
Board Size was measured by capturing the absolute number of directors in each
company as of December of each year.
Average Board Size was measured by calculating the average of each SOE’s board
size for all the years.
Average Tenure of the Board members (in months) was measured by calculating the
sum of the serving period (in months) of all directors (Chairman, CEO and members)
divided by their total number for each SOE.
Average Tenure of Directors (in Months excluding Chairperson and CEO) was
measured as the “Average Tenure of the Board” but excluding the Chairpersons and
the CEO(s).
Average Tenure of Chairpersons and Average Tenure of CEOs was measured by
calculating the fraction of the sum of the serving period (in months) for the
Chairpersons or CEOs of each SOE, divided by the total number of Chairpersons or
CEOs that served in each of the SOEs.
The number of Chairpersonships and CEO positions was calculated by counting the
absolute number of Chairpersons and CEO’s respectively through the years.
The gender of Chairpersons and CEOs was identified by their full names.
CEO Duality, as of 31st of December of each year, was captured by examining
whether the CEO was also the Chairperson of a SOE or whether the two positions
were separate.
Cross Directorships: the directors that were serving in more than one board
simultaneously have been identified and recorded along with the corresponding
companies.
3. Findings
3.1 Total Board Memberships and Gender issues
The total number of directorships during the years 2002-2009 was 1,101, while on
average there were 18.6 directorships on each SOE for this period. The total number
of directors was 1,023 - if we exclude the cross directorships (47 directors who
served in 103 directorships) and the mobility (22 directors who served in different
Boards throughout the years).
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Diagram 2 illustrates the number of existing directors within the sampled SOEs
throughout the years. Throughout these eight years, we found that, in the majority of
the SOEs (61%), the number of directors reached 20; while in the rest of the SOEs
(39%), we observed a much higher frequency of changes; up to 40 directors have
offered their services throughout the examined period.
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Diagram 2: Total Board Directors in each SOE for the period 2002-2009

Women are underrepresented in the boards. More specifically, only 118 (10.7%)
directorships are held by women with an average of 2 per SOE and a standard
deviation of 2.06. Diagram 3, portrays the distribution of female board members in
SOEs.
It is worth mentioning that 12 SOEs had no women sitting in their Boards, while 22
had only one female director. In addition, only 109 (10.6 %) out of 1,023 directors
were female.
Although the criteria and the method of appointing members to the board are
different between the listed companies and SOEs, a similar pattern is observed. The
presence of women in the boards of the listed companies was 11.5% (2006), 10.8%
(2007) and 10.6% (2008), according to the annual studies of the HOCG.
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GREEK SOEs 2002-2009
ΑΝΩΝΥΜΗ ΕΤΑΙΡΕΙΑ ΜΟΝΑΔΩΝ ΥΓΕΙΑΣ Α.Ε.
(AEMY)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟ ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΚΙΝΗΜΑΤΟΓΡΑΦΟΥ (ΕΚΚ)

ΕΠΑΓΓΕΛΜΑΤΙΚΗ ΚΑΤΑΡΤΙΣΗ
(ΕΠΑΚΑΤ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΔΙΕΞΑΓΩΓΗΣ ΙΠΠΟΔΡΟΜΙΩΝ
ΕΛΛΑΔΟΣ (ΟΔΙΕ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΗΡΑΚΛΕΙΟΥ (ΟΛΗ)

HEALTH UNITS SA

GREEK FILM CENTER

VOCATIONAL TRAINING SA

HORSE RACING ORGANIZATION OF GREECE

PORT AUTHORITY OF HERAKLION SA

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΕΣ ΑΛΥΚΕΣ

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΗ ΒΙΟΜΗΧΑΝΙΑ ΝΟΣΟΚΟΜΕΙΑΚΟΥ
ΥΛΙΚΟΥ (ΕΛΒΙΟΝΥ)

ΕΤΑΙΡΕΙΑ ΤΟΥΡΙΣΤΙΚΗΣ ΑΝΑΠΤΥΞΗΣ
(ΕΤΑ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΕΚΔΟΣΕΩΝ ΔΙΔΑΚΤΙΚΩΝ ΒΙΒΛΙΩΝ
(ΟΕΔΒ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΚΑΒΑΛΑΣ
(ΟΛΚ)

HELLENIC SALTWORKS SA

GREEK INDUSTRIES FOR HOSPITAL SUPPLIES
SA

TOURISM DEVELOPMENT CO

PUBLISHING ORGANIZATION OF EDUCATION
BOOKS

KAVALA PORT AUTHORITY SA

ΑΤΤΙΚΟ ΜΕΤΡΟ ΕΤΑΙΡΕΙΑ ΛΕΙΤΟΥΡΓΙΑΣ Α.Ε
(ΑΜΕΛ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟΣ ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΚΑΠΝΟΥ (ΕΟΚ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΗ ΡΑΔΙΟΦΩΝΙΑ ΤΗΛΕΟΡΑΣΗ
(ΕΡΤ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΚΕΝΤΡΙΚΗΣ ΑΓΟΡΑΣ ΑΘΗΝΩΝ
(ΟΚΑΑ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΚΕΡΚΥΡΑΣ (ΟΛΚΕ)

ΑTTIKO ΜETRO OPERATION COMPANY S.A

NATIONAL ORGANISATION OF TOBACCO

HELLENIC BROADCASTING CORPORATION

ATHENS CENTRAL MARKET ORGANISATION SA

CORFU PORT AUTHORITY SA

ΑΣΠΡΟΦΟΣ ΑΕ

ΕΚΟ ΕΛΔΑ ΑΕ

ΕΤΑΙΡΙΑ ΥΔΡΕΥΣΕΩΣ ΑΠΟΧΕΤΕΥΣΕΩΣ
ΘΕΣΣΑΛΟΝΙΚΗΣ (ΕΥΑΘ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΘΕΣΣΑΛΟΝΙΚΗΣ
(ΟΛΘ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΛΑΥΡΙΟΥ
(ΟΛΛ)

ASPROFOS ENGINEERING

EKO ELDA SA

THESSALONIKI WATER SUPPLY AND SEWERAGE
CO.

THESSALONIKI PORT AUTHORITY SA

LAVRION PORT AUTHORITY SA

ΓΑΙΑΟΣΕ

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟ ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΑΡΓΥΡΟΧΡΥΣΟΧΟΊΑΣ
(ΕΛΚΑ)

ΕΤΑΙΡΙΑ ΥΔΡΕΥΣΕΩΣ ΑΠΟΧΕΤΕΥΣΕΩΣ
ΠΡΩΤΕΥΟΥΣΑΣ (ΕΥΔΑΠ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΠΕΙΡΑΙΩΣ
(ΟΛΠ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜOΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΠΑΤΡΑΣ
(ΟΛΠΑ)

GAIOSE

HELLENIC CENTER OF GOLD SILVERSMITHS
TRADE

ATHENS WATER SUPPLY AND SEWERAGE
COMPANY

PIRAEUS PORT AUTHORITY SA

PATRA PORT AUTHORITY SA

ΔΗΜΟΣΙΑ ΕΠΙΧΕΙΡΗΣΗ ΗΛΕΚΤΡΙΣΜΟΥ ΑΕ

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΑ ΑΜΥΝΤΙΚΑ ΣΥΣΤΗΜΑΤΑ

ΗΛΕΚΤΡΟΚΙΝΗΤΑ ΛΕΩΦΟΡΕΙΑ ΠΕΡΙΟΧΗΣ
ΑΘΗΝΩΝ-ΠΕΙΡΑΙΩΣ (ΗΛΠΑΠ)

OLYMPIC CATERING

(ΕΑΣ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΡΑΦΗΝΑΣ
(ΟΛΡ)

PUBLIC POWER CORPORATION SA

HELLENIC DEFENSE SYSTEMS

TROLLEY BUS IN ATHENS-PIRAEUS AREA SA

ΔΙΕΘΝΗΣ ΕΚΘΕΣΗ ΘΕΣΣΑΛΟΝΙΚΗΣ (ΔΕΘ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟ ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΑΡΓΙΛΛΟΜΑΖΗΣ

ΗΛΕΚΤΡΙΚΟΙ ΣΙΔΗΡΟΔΡΟΜΟΙ ΑΘΗΝΩΝΠΕΙΡΑΙΩΣ (ΗΣΑΠ)

ΟΛΥΜΠΙΑΚΗ ΑΕΡΟΠΛΟΪΑ (ΟΑ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΣΙΔΗΡΟΔΡΟΜΩΝ ΕΛΛΑΔΟΣ
(ΟΣΕ)

THESSALONIKI INTERNAL FAIR

GREEK CENTER OF POTTERY

ATHENS – PIRAEUS ELECTRIC RAILWAYS S.A

OLYMPIC AVIATION

HELLENIC RAILWAYS

ΔΗΜΟΣΙΑ ΕΠΙΧΕΙΡΗΣΗ ΑΕΡΙΟΥ (ΔΕΠΑ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟ ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΔΕΡΜΑΤΟΣ (ΕΛΚΕΔΕ)

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΟΥΤΟ ΓΕΩΛΟΓΙΚΩΝ & ΜΕΤΑΛΛΕΥΤΙΚΩΝ
ΕΡΕΥΝΩΝ (ΙΓΜΕ)

ΟΛΥΜΠΙΑΚΗ. ΑΕΡΟΠΟΡΙΑ (ΟΑ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜOΣ ΣΧΟΛΙΚΩΝ ΚΤΙΡIΩΝ (ΟΣΚ)

PUBLIC GAS CORPORATION

HELLENIC LEATHER CENTRE

INSTITUTE OF GEOLOGY AND MINERAL
EXPLORATION

OLYMPIC AIRWAYS

SCHOOL BUILDING ORGANIZATION

ΔΗΜΟΣΙΑ ΕΠΙΧΕΙΡΗΣΗ ΑΝΕΓΕΡΣΗΣ
ΝΟΣΗΛΕΥΤΙΚΩΝ ΜΟΝΑΔΩΝ (ΔΕΠΑΝΟΜ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚA ΠΕΤΡEΛΑΙΑ

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΟΥΤΟ ΦΑΡΜΑΚΕΥΤΙΚΗΣ ΈΡΕΥΝΑΣ ΚΑΙ
ΤΕΧΝΟΛΟΓΙΑΣ (ΙΦΕΤ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΠΡΟΓΝΩΣΤΙΚΩΝ ΑΓΩΝΩΝ
ΠΟΔΟΣΦΑΙΡΟΥ (ΟΠΑΠ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜOΣ ΤΗΛΕΠΙΚΟΙΝΩΝΙΩΝ ΕΛΛAΔΟΣ
(ΟΤΕ)

PUBLIC HEALTH INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY

HELLENIC PETROLEUM

INSTITUTE OF PHARMACEUTICAL RESEARCH

GREEK ORGANIZATION OF FOOTBALL
PROGNOSTICS SA

HELLENIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ORGANIZATION SA

(ΑΛΥΚΕΣ)
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ΑΝΩΝΥΜΗ ΑΤΑΙΡΙΑ ΔΙΑΧΕΙΡΙΣΗΣ ΔΙΩΡΥΓΑΣ
ΚΟΡΙΝΘΟΥ (ΑΕΔΙΚ)

ΕΡΕΥΝΗΤΙΚΟ ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΒΙΟΛΟΓΙΚΩΝ ΥΛΙΚΩΝ
(ΕΚΕΒΥΛ)

ΕΘΝΙΚΟΣ ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΦΑΡΜΑΚΩΝ (ΕΟΦ)

KORINTH CANAL S.A.

THE RESEARCH CENTER FOR BIOMATERIALS

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR MEDICINES

ΜΟΝΑΔΑ ΟΙΚΟΝΟΜΙΚΗΣ ΔΙΑΧΕΙΡΙΣΗΣ (ΜΟΔ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΔΙΑΧΕΙΡΙΣΗΣ ΔΗΜΟΣΙΟΥ ΥΛΙΚΟΥ
(ΟΔΔΥ)

THE MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION UNIT OF
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES

■ORGANISATION FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF
PUBLIC EQUIPMENT

ΔΗΜΟΣΙΑ ΕΠΙΧΕΙΡΗΣΗ ΠΟΛΕΟΔΟΜΙΑΣ &
ΣΤΕΓΑΣΗΣ (ΔΕΠΟΣ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚOΣ ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜOΣ ΤΥΠΟΠΟIΗΣΗΣ
(ΕΛΟΤ)

ΚΕΝΤΡΙΚH ΑΓΟΡA ΘΕΣΣΑΛΟΝIΚΗΣ
(ΚΑΘ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΕΞΩΤΕΡΙΚΟΥ ΕΜΠΟΡΙΟΥ
(ΟΠΕ)

ΤΑΜΕIΟ ΕΘΝΙΚHΣ ΟΔΟΠΟΙΪΑΣ
(ΤΕΟ)

PUBLIC CORPORATION OF URBAN PLANNING

HELLENIC ORGANISATION OF
STANDARDIZATION

CENTRAL MARKET OF THESSALONIKI SA

HELLENIC FOREIGN TRADE BOARD

NATIONAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION FUND

DIAXON ABEE

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΑ ΤΑΧΥΔΡΟΜΕΙΑ
(ΕΛΤΑ)

ΚΤΗΜΑΤΙΚΗ ΕΤΑΙΡΕΙΑ ΤΟΥ ΔΗΜΟΣΙΟΥ
(ΚΕΔ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΒΑΜΒΑΚΟΣ

ΤΡΑΜ ΑΕ

DIAXON SA

HELLENIC POST SA

HELLENIC PUBLIC REAL ESTATE CORPORATION

HELLENIC COTTON BOARD

TRAM SA

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΗ ΑΕΡΟΠΟΡΙΚΗ ΒΙΟΜΗΧΑΝΙΑ
(ΕΑΒ)

ΕΜΠΟΡΕΥΜΑΤΙΚΑ ΚΕΝΤΡΑ
(ΕΜΠΚΕΝΤΡ)

ΚΕΝΤΡΟ ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΗΣ ΓΟΥΝΑΣ
(ΚΕΕΓ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥΠΟΛΗΣ
(ΟΛΑ)

ΤΡΑΙΝΟΣΕ ΑΕ

HELLENIC AEROSPACE INDUSTRY SA

SHOPPING CENTERS

HELLENIC FUR CENTRE

ALEXANDROUPOLIS PORT AUTHORITY SA

TRAINOSE SA

ΕΘΝΙΚΟΣ ΔΙΑΧΕΙΡΙΣΤΗΣ ΣΙΔΗΡΟΔΡΟΜΙΚΗΣ
ΥΠΟΔΟΜΗΣ (ΕΔΥΣΙ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟΣ ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΜΙΚΡ.
ΕΠΙΧΕΙΡΗΣΕΩΝ & ΧΕΙΡΟΤΕΧΝΙΑΣ (ΕΟΜΜΕΧ)

ΜΕΤΑΛΛΟΥΡΓΙΚΗ ΒΙΟΜΗΧΑΝΙΑ ΗΠΕΙΡΟΥ
(ΜΕΒΗ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΒΟΛΟΥ
(ΟΛΒ)

ΠΑΡΑΤΗΡΗΤΗΡΙΟ ΑΠΑΣΧΟΛΗΣΗΣ –
ΕΡΕΥΝΗΤΙΚΗ ΠΛΗΡΟΦΟΡΙΚΗ Α.Ε. (ΠΑΕΠ)

NATIONAL MANAGER OF RAILWAY
INFRASTRUCTURE

HELLENIC ORGANIZATION OF SMALL AND
MEDIUM SIZED ENTERPRISES AND
HANDICRAFT

IPIROS METALWORKS INDUSTRY

VOLOS PORT AUTHORITY SA

EMPLOYMENT OBSERVATORY – RESEARCH
INFORMATICS S.A.

ΕΤΑΙΡΕΙΑ ΘΕΡΜΙΚΩΝ ΛΕΩΦΟΡΕΙΩΝ (ΕΘΕΛ)

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟΣ ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΤΟΥΡΙΣΜΟΥ (ΕΟΤ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΑΣΤΙΚΩΝ ΣΥΓΚΟΙΝΩΝΙΩΝ
ΑΘΗΝΩΝ (ΟΑΣΑ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΕΛΕΥΣΙΝΑΣ (ΟΛΕ)

ΠΡΟΑΣΤΙΑΚΟΣ Α.Ε.

THERMAL BUS COMPANY

GREEK NATIONAL TOURISM ORGANISATION

ATHENS URBAN TRANSPORT ORGANIZATION

ELEFSINA PORT AUTHORITY SA

NATIONAL SUBURBAN S.A.

ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΟ ΦΕΣΤΙΒΑΛ (ΦΕΣΤΙΒΑΛ)

ΟΡΓΑΝΙΣΜΟΣ ΛΙΜΕΝΟΣ ΗΓΟΥΜΕΝΙΤΣΑΣ
(ΟΛΗΓ)

GREEK FESTIVAL

IGOUMENITSA PORT AUTHORITY SA

AND HOUSING

Table 1: Greek State Owned enterprises for the period 2002-2009
Note: SOE’s in bold and italic are used in the analysis
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35%

Percent of SOEs

30%
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20.3%
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6.8%
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5.1%

5%

1.7%

1.7%

3.4%

0%
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Number of Female Directorships

Diagram 3: Female Directorships for the period 2002-2009

Males comprised the vast majority in SOEs’ Boards. For the period of 2002-2009, 983
(89.3%) out of 1,101 directorships held by men with an average of 16.64; whereas
914 (89.3%) out of the 1,023 directors were men.
In the following table (Table 2), descriptive statistics for the Total directorships
served are illustrated, revealing a striking discrepancy in the board composition
between male and female directors.

MEAN
STD. DEV
MIN
MAX

TOTAL DIRECTORSHIPS

MALE DIRECTORSHIPS

FEMALE DIRECTORSHIPS

18.66
10.15
3
38

16.66
9.33
3
35

2
2.06
0
8

SUM
1,101
983
118
Table 2: Total Memberships, Men and Women Served in Boards (n=59)

3.2 Average Tenure of Directors
The average tenure of all directors on a board was 25.22 months with a standard
deviation of 8.19. In the majority of the SOEs (48 or 81.3%), the directors served from
one to three years. However, there were 5 SOEs (8.5%) in which the directors hold
their position in the board for up to 12 months and 6 companies (10.2%) that their
members stayed at the board for more than 36 months (Diagram 4). Based on our
findings the minimum time that a board member had served was 9 months, while the
maximum 43.3 months.
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8.5%
10.2%
42.3%

39%

up to 12 months

more than 12 and less than 24 months

more than 24 months and up to 36 months

more than 36 months

Diagram 4: Average Tenure of the Directors in Month Intervals (n=59)

3.3 Average Tenure of Directors (excluding Chairpersons and CEOs)
The average tenure of all Directors (excluding Chairman and CEO) was 25.83 months
with a standard deviation of 9.42. It can be noticed that after the exclusion of the
Chairpersons and the CEOs of the Board for each SOE, the average tenure of the
Board was slightly higher - from 25.2 to 25.8 months.
3.4 Number of Chairpersonships and Chairpersons
The total number of Chairpersonships was 164, with an average of 2.77 and a
standard deviation of 1.61 for each company. However, the exact number of
Chairpersons was 144 due to cross directorships in SOEs.
In 16 SOEs (27.1%) there was no change of Chairperson throughout the years 20022009, while in 14 (23.7%) the Chairperson changed only once.
Additionally, 29 companies (49.2%) have changed their Chairperson at least twice
(Diagram 5).
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30%

27.1%
23.7%

25%

18.7%

20%

15.2%
15%
10%

6.8%

6.8%

5%
1.7%
0%
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Diagram 5: Chairpersonships in SOEs for the period 2002-2009 (n=59)

3.5 Number of CEO positions and CEO persons
The total number of CEO positions that existed in the boards was 131, with an
average of 2.2 and a standard deviation of 1.56.
Nevertheless, the exact number of CEO persons served was 119 due to cross
directorships. There were 16 SOEs (37.3%) that didn’t change their CEO, 13 (22%)
that had changed the CEO only once and 16 (27.1%) that had replaced their CEO
twice. Finally, 8 companies (13.6%) had changed their CEO at least three times
(Diagram 6). It should be mentioned that for 6 SOEs (10.2%) we didn’t trace any CEO
position, based on our methodology.

1.7%

Number of CEOs posotions

7

3.4%

6

1.7%

5

6.8%

4

27.1%

3
22%

2

27.1%

1
10.2%

0
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Diagram 6: Number of CEOs positions in SOEs for the period 2002-2009 (n=59)
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3.6 Average Tenure of the Chairpersons
The Chairpersons’ average tenure was 23.77 months with a standard deviation of
10.52 months. More specifically, 8 (13.6%) SOEs had Chairpersons that served for up
to 12 months, while in almost half of the SOEs (30 or 50.8%) there were Chairpersons
that stayed for more than 12 and up to 24 months. Moreover, in 14 (23.7%) SOEs the
Chairperson had been leading the board for 24 to 36 months. It is noteworthy, that
there were only 7 (11.9%) SOEs, where a Chairperson led the Board for over 3 years
(Diagram 7).

13.6%
11,9%

50.8%
23.7%

up to 12 months

more than 12 and up to 24 months

more than 24 and up to 36 months

more than 36 months

Diagram 7: Average Tenure of Chairpersons (n=59)

3.7 Average Tenure of the CEOs
The average tenure of CEOs was 23.43 months, with a standard deviation of 10.8
months. In 6 (11.3%) SOEs the CEO served the company for up to 12 months. There
were also 30 SOEs (56.6%) in which the CEOs served the board for more than 12 and
up to 24 months.

9.4%

11.3%

22.7%

56.6%

up to 12 months

more than 12 and up to 24 months

more than 24 and up to 36 months

more than 36 months

Diagram 8: Average Tenure of CEOs (n=53)
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Finally, for 12 companies (22.7%), the CEO remained in its position from more than
24 months and up to 36 months. It is worth mentioning that in only 5 (9.4%) SOEs the
CEO served for more than 3 years (Diagram 8).
3.8 Gender issues of Chairpersons and CEOs
It is noteworthy that during the period 2002 – 2009 only 4 (2.5%) women served as
Chairpersons (in different SOEs) while 160 (97.5%) were men. Similarly, there were
only 4 (3%) women CEOs while 127 (97%) were men. Hence women are
underrepresented in the two upmost roles of the Greek SOEs Boards.
3.9 Board size

BOARD SIZE

2002
(31 DEC.)

2003
(31 DEC.)

2004
(31 DEC.)

2005
(31 DEC.)

2006
(31 DEC.)

2007
(31 DEC.)

2008
(31 DEC.)

2009
(31 DEC.)

N

27

25

26

25

38

38

48

48

MEAN

8.6

8.4

8.2

8.8

8.5

8.7

8

8.7

ST. DEV.

3.3

3.2

3.2

3.3

2

3

1.9

1.8

MIN

3

3

3

3

4

3

3

3

MAX

The average of the board size as of December of each year for the 59 SOEs is
between 8 and 9 members (Table 3), which is relatively similar to the average of the
Board Size of the Greek listed companies, which is 7.8 for 2006 and 7.9 for both 2007
and 2008 (see HOCG 2007; 2008; 2009).
The average board size for each year is compliant with the new law about SOEs
(3429/2005), which clearly states that the number of board members in SOEs should
not exceed 9. However, we notice that after the enactment of the Law the average
board size is slightly lower.

17

18

18

18

13

20

12

12

Table 3: Board Size and descriptive statistics for the period 2002-2009

3.10 Average Board Size
The Average Board Size of the 59 SOEs is 8.3 with a standard deviation of 2.13. As it
can be seen in Diagram 9, the majority of SOEs - 39 (66.1%) - had a preference for
boards with up to 9 members, while 20 (33.9%) preferred Boards with more than 9
directors.
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8.5%

more than 11 members

25.4%

more than 9 and up to 11 members

30.5%

more than 7 and up to 9 members

28.8%

more than 5 and up to 7 members

6.8%

up to 5 members

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Diagram 9: Average Board Size for the period 2002 - 2009

3.11 CEO Duality
The CEO Duality was examined as of December of each year for the period 20022009. Diagram 10 illustrates the duality vs. separation between the roles of the
Chairperson and the CEO.
As it has been mentioned in the previous research of the Greek SOEs, the year 2005
was the ‘turning point’ on this issue with the establishment of Law 3429 which clearly
dealt not only with the separation of the CEO - Chairperson but also with the
professional qualifications of a CEO.
As it is showed in Diagram 10, when the law was passed, duality of the CEOs and
Chairpersons decreased among the SOEs; however, in 2009, it is evident that duality
increased from 2.1% to 14.6 %.
100%
80%
60%

75.9%

67.9%
89.3%

89.3%

10.7%
2004

85.4%

97.4%

94.7%

97.9%

10.7%

2.6%

5.3%

2.1%

2005

2006

2007

2008

40%
20%
24.1%

32.1%

0%
2002

2003

Duality

14.6%
2009

Separation

Diagram 10: Duality vs. Separation for the period 2002 - 2009
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3.12 Cross directorships
Out of the 1,101 directorships, 103 were held by 47 directors who possessed
simultaneously positions in two or more different SOEs’ Boards for the same period
during their tenure. These 47 (4.6%) directors- out of 1,023- served in 36 out of the
59 SOEs (61%). There were also 22 directors who served in different Boards
throughout the years.
More specifically, 42 (4.1%) directors (out of 1,023) held positions in 2 different
boards, two (0.2%) directors served in 3 SOEs, two (0.2%) directors served in 4 SOEs
and one (0.1%) director served in 5 SOEs (Diagram 11).
The elite (16) of these 42 directors was holding 12 (9.2%) CEO positions out of 131
and 20 (12.2%) out of 164 Chairperson positions.

4,1%

0.2%
0,2%
0.1%

Directors served in 2 boards

Directors served in 3 boards

Directors served in 4 boards

Directors served in 5 boards

Diagram 11: Cross Directorships in Greek SOEs for the period 2002 - 2009

4. Summary
The aim of this research was to revisit and shed light on issues of corporate
governance of the Greek SOEs. SOE management is monitored by a shifting coalition
of interest groups, consisting of politicians, bureaucrats, labour unions, and a
plethora of other stakeholders. Furthermore, the state-directed credit versus
financial deficits have created perverse incentives for managers of SOEs and
perpetuated budget constraints. Under these conditions, the question arises is how
to improve the SOEs’ monitoring performance. To this end, improved corporate
governance practices, intended to enhance transparency and accountability, need to
be carefully designed, implemented and monitored, while the adoption of
committees could enhance the auditing role of the Board in listed companies.
This study’s main aim was to present the status of the Greek SOEs’ board
characteristics, for the period 2002-2009. The results show that during these years
there was a significant turnover of board members (3-6 members on a yearly basis),
who on average held their board positions for more than 2 years, while the average
tenure of both Chairpersons and CEOs was approximately 2 years. On the other hand,
the presence of women was low through the whole period. The average board size of
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Greek SOEs hasn’t changed dramatically through the years, which is attributed to the
legal requirement (up to 9 members).
On further examination of the results, we found that the majority of SOEs (almost
60%) had a Board size ranging from five to nine members. Duality has dramatically
decreased (although an increase was noted in 2009) which has resulted from the
impasse of Law 3429/2005 that calls for the separation of the roles between the
Chairperson and CEO. Finally, cross- directorates were significant since 4.6% of the
directors served in 61% of the SOEs.
This study describes the current state of board characteristics and governance issues
of Greek State Owned Enterprises that play a significant role on the welfare of the
Greek economy as instruments for economic and social development.
Note: It is essential to clarify the terms of “directorship” and “director”. When we refer to a “director”
we mean the individual who serves the Board, while by using the word “directorship” we state the
position held by the director.
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