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The Roles and Tasks of Institutional Investor
for Corporate Governance Improvement
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78)

In today's capital market of Korea, institutional investors have been expected 
to assume a greater role than other investors, especially in controlling the 
misconduct of the management. Despite their advantages arising from some 
cost-saving factors, institutional investors have been passive to control the conflict 
of interests by exercising the shareholder’s rights. It is attribute to the fact that 
institutional investors does not have much incentive to exercise the rights as well 
as previous legal restraints.

Since sub-prime mortgage crisis in 2008 spreads over the world, investment 
environment has been changed to ask institutional investors to exercise their rights 
more positively. Based on the change of circumstances, this paper focused on the 
constraints and new possibilities of institutional investors.
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