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1. In what ways did Stewart’s control of shareholder voting rights disrupt the functioning of the board? How did her control of the board interfere with directors’ carrying out their fiduciary duties? 

When Stewart's advice of 'Taking Control' from Mr Koppelman encouraged her to reshuffle the board, she added Susan Lyne and Koppelman to the board. She used her Stake of Ownership that gave her 94% of the company's voting shares to control the board and, indeed, the MSO Company. She exercised the authority that she had with the shareholder voting rights, which affected the efficiency of the board's operation. Two of the currently serving board members stepped down in her amazement. 
Stewart's right to control the board voting made it unstable and didn't favour the serving ones. Besides, the idea seemed to suit her need for compensation as the newly elected board members tuned the team into an agreement to compensate Stewart's initially withheld payment contract despite her five months’ prison sentence by the Minimum Security Federal Prison Camp. The newly constituted team seemed to be much geared on Stewart's appreciation apprentice more than the company's growth fight. More ideological tension became evident between Stewart and Patrick, which bred ultimate losses to the company.
Her indulgence into the board was considerable disruption to the directors, pressing their freedom to role-play. In 2008, she allegedly pushed the board to give her a 'whole payment plan that would recover her 2005 salary reduction. Though being the ‘founder’ of the Martha Stewart Living Omnimedia, Stewart exhibited a mark of greed and self-regard, which affected to a greater extent the board of directors, making three of them resign. In 2009, she was offered the new pay package she had pushed, upon troubling the directors so hardly. The following in resignation was Lyne about their tension with Stewart. Stewart had become a full wrestle opponent to the directors; thus, their service delivery to the MSO Company declined badly, attracting a considerable measure of losses.

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of having one person serve as both a company’s dominant brand and its controlling shareholder?
Advantages 
A branding apprentice who is too the controlling shareholder in a company yields a double development portion. The name and brand of the company will be built under their image and the company's shareholder scope of operation. The controlling shareholder who brands the company can appoint a board that shoots the company to higher levels of merchandise and technological advancement, in line with the company's needs. Stewart branded MSO company and appointed directors who yielded the company accountable profits, e.g. Lyne, Koppelman and Gersh.
If a branding dominant has the shareholder control, he/she can quickly identify a flaw or a loophole in the company's shares and curb it by replacing or reshuffling the board. Stewart did this, and to some point, it worked.
Disadvantages 
This double role-play in a company can corrupt an elected board of directors' operation, destroy their efficiency, and cause instability in their responsibility. This happened to the board of MSO directors, leading to the resignation of many of them.
Mismanagement can be highly evidenced in a company where the dominant branding apprentice is the critical controlling shareholder, like in Stewart's case. When the directors and the other officials feel pressed by the authoritarian way of the 'branding shareholder', they opt to resign; hence the management of the company will severely be affected, as it happened with the case of the MSO Company.
Risk of losses. A company that the branding 'founder' still controls the shareholders' voting is at high risk of making losses since this person may elect directors regarding his/her interests. Stewart realized that the serving board did not want to compensate her salary and opted to elect members to activate the idea. 
High risk of insolvency. Someone can die of an accident or be imprisoned, yet he/she brands the company and controls its shareholder rights. Such a company is at a considerable risk of insolvency upon losing its 'god'. Its sales, brand and shares might reduce, and losses shoot, rendering the company bankrupt and make it insolvent. It was nearly happening with MSO in 2004 Stewart’s imprisonment.
3. Make three recommendations to improve corporate governance at MSO.
Changing the scope of branding. MSO laid its reliance more on Stewart's home and image as the scope of its branding, making her a 'god' to it. Although she was the founder, the company had opened its gates to diversity by engaging in diverse production. This could be more effective upon changing the company's brand into a diverse scope outside Stewart's image. Followers and consumers are diverse and beyond a one person’s brand dominance.
Equal rights to shareholders. It would help to drop the percentage of Stewart's shareholder voting right to the level of her fellow shareholders. That equality will bring a sense of trust and zeal in operation. This, too, reduces favouritism and improves commitment.
Halt in self-regard. Let every official avoid greed for money and focus on the company’s profit elevation. Many of the losses made by MSO were triggered by Stewart’s claim for high payments and recover compensation.
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