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Abstract:

Gender diversity on the Boards of Directors hasobera relevant topic in the field of
corporate governance. According to this study, dB1% of the directors in the top
1085 Spanish companies are women. Distinct typesligdrimination could have
different economic implications, which is why it mg@cessary to identify the causes of

this low female representation.

In this study, discrete variable models are useektonate the proportion of women on
the Boards of Directors. In those cases with mastipns available this proportion is
even greater, which suggests the exclusion of wofren the pool of candidates for
both executive and independent positions. Furthesmaompanies where the
homogeneity of the board prevails, consider womeram unwanted element in the
success of reaching agreements. Therefore, thatd be companies that systematically
underestimate the abilities of women for these tpos, a situation that tends to

disappear when the companies already have femaletaiis.
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1. Introduction

In this study, we analyze the inequality in thefessional promotion of men and
women, specifically the inequality of gender innterof participation on the Boards of
Directors of the largest Spanish companies. Evidesttows that although women’s
participation in the labour market has increaseadity in Spain from the end of the
1970°’s until the present day, this same increasenos observed in women’s
participation in director positions and, especially the Board of Directors that is the

highest decision-making body of any company.

According to the 2002 report d@orporate Women Directors Internation@CWDI)
only 4.6% of the direct members of the Boards afeCliors of the top 300 Spanish
companies are women. In accordance with the datangby the study oEthical
Investment Research ServiiERIS) in 2004, only 3.8% of the Boards of Direrst
positions of the 24 Spanish companies that forn gfathe FTSE All World Developed
Index are held by women. The Spanish partner of EIRI& (Ecological and
Development Foundation) expands this sample bwudhat the companies that together
form the Ibex-35, which shows 3.57% of female ggration on their boards. For its
part, theFundacion de Estudios Financier¢gsoundation of Financial Studies) in its
June 2005 report also found a low female repretent&.04%) among the Boards of
Directors of 119 Spanish companies that are listedhe stock market. This low
representation of women on the Boards of DirectarSpanish companies can be
considered as an indicator that in our labour ntaakseries of difficulties or obstacles
exist that make it difficult or hinder the developmbt or professional promotion of

women, obstacles that, on the contrary, are netfidy men to the same extent.

In this paper, distinct explanations are offeredtfos low representation that can be
grouped into three major areas (Wolfer, 2006).Hae first place, the profiteof the
candidates to held a position on the Board of Damscin few cases fit with that which

women possess. So, in accordance with the compateesiard criteria, women would

! Generally, candidates to become part of the BadrBirectors are demanded to have, among other
prerequisites, an elevated previous experience asitipns of responsibility in departments such as
production and finance, whereas the heads of attears like human resources or marketing, where ther
are a greater presence of women, are not consitietbd same degree as possible candidates toyacup
director position.



be excluded from the pool of potential candidatesidld these positions. The second
explanation is related to the well-knowhaste-Based discriminatiorin this sense, if
the company considers the admission of women t@asrd of Directors would be
harmful to its performance, the individuals thatide the composition of the board
would not give the same opportunities to women §migr the fact of being a woman
(Becker, 1957). And thirdly, it is possible that mwen’s capability to hold these
positions is systematically underestimated, orthreowords, there could beMistake-

Based Discriminatiornn respect to women skills.

In fact, it is a key question to identify the typé reasons that are causing this low
representation of women on the Boards of DireabdrSpanish companies, because the
type of existing discrimination would provide difémt conclusions about how to obtain
a greater presence of women on the boards and,abert if it is actually desirable to

increase their presence.

Therefore, the objective of this paper is to findicators of the possible existence of
discrimination against woménon the Boards of Directors of the largest Spanish
companies, as well as identifying observable fiattdrs related to their presence on the
boards. We also offer an analysis of their possidationship with the above

mentioned types of discrimination previously praddy the literature.

In this study we analyze the composition, in teohgender, of the Boards of Directors
of the top 1000 Spanish companies that have thbkebkigoperating revenues. The
number of available observations, as well as teerdie nature of the variable object of
this study, allows the use of discrete outcome nspdeom which it is possible to
estimate the probability that a director positioiti ve held by a woman, according to
the characteristics of the companyhe obtained results identify significant indimat

2 According to Heckman (1998), we can define disaration against women like any situation in which
a woman is treated in a different manner than a,nrarterms of her salary, her promotion or her
accessibility to Boards of Directors as an excleisisnsequence of her sex, without any objectiveesu
that determine that the sex of an individual implany type of direct effect on his or her capapiid
fulfil his or her functions inside the company.

% The sample used in this study extends former aisaty types that had been previously excludeds&@he
studies were primarily focused on listed compardeson a smaller sample of the largest Spanish
companies. Furthermore, the size of our sampl@ ikne to those used in other countries to monitor
board’s diversity as a sign of good corporate gaaece, as mentioned later in the paper, which allsw
to compare Spanish companies with our surroundbogptcies.



of discrimination, The highest proportions of femalirectors it is found in family-
owned firms, cooperatives, and in general, thosepamies in which the shareholders
have great power in choosing directors. In allhafse cases the proportion of dominical
directors tends to be higher than in other commameéicating that the majority of
women that hold positions on Spanish Boards of dams are dominical directors,
being practically excluded from the pool of candesafor executive and independent
director positions, because their profile doesfitatith the standard criteria to occupy

these positions on the boards.

Other characteristics such as the board size,ghefthe company, or the level of risk
of the company could indicate a taste-based digtation in certain companies in
which the homogeneity of the board is consideredrasbjective, and so the presence
of women could be seen as a distorting elemertisfso-called goal. Furthermore, we
find that the barriers encountered by women inrthetess to the Board of Directors are
reduced if other females are already on the Boafd®irectors. This later result
highlights the benefits of eliminating stereotymeswomen’s lack of leadership skills
or on their lack of competitive impulse in compariswith men, and thus would
contribute to a better evaluation of the curricofdemale candidates in the process of
hiring directors.

The rest of the paper is organized as followsh&gecond section, the evidence of low
representation of women on the Boards of DirectdrSpanish companies is studied;
comparing it to Spain’s surrounding countries, ammtce this evidence of low-
representation is found, an analysis of the possilses of this low representation and
its economic implication is done. In section thréee, main factors driving, according to
the literature, the presence of women on the BoafdSirectors are revised. In the
fourth section, the sample and methodology of samgpis described, and the
independent variables latterly used are presefiteel.discrete outcome models used to
estimate the probability of a director being a wonaae presented in the fifth section,
while the sixth one presents the results and suithie effects that companies’ features
have on this probability, analyzing the implicasothat these results have in terms of
discrimination. Lastly, the seventh section conekithe paper.



2. Analysis and implications for the low representton of women on the Boards of

Directors of Spanish companies.

2.1. The infra-representation of women on the Spasin Boards of Directors.

In order to justify the low representation of womanthe highest executive positions
and on the Boards of Directors, numerous studiege Haund evidence of many
difficulties and obstacles to the professional digyment or promotion of women. This
phenomenon has been nanikd glass ceilingmeaning an impassable wall or barrier
made up of procedures, structures, power relatlmglgefs or habits, which complicate a
woman'’s access to high directive positions. Quedifivomen look through this glass
ceiling and see what they could be able to obtaun,invisible barriers do not let them
pass (Morrisonet al, 1987; Segerman-Peck, 1991; Powell and Butterfi@@o1;
Davidson and Cooper, 1992).

According to data from thénstituto de la Mujer(Women'’s Institute) for the fourth
quarter of 2006, women represent 50.57% of the iSpgmopulation, 42.26% of the
active population, 40.85% of the employed popuratmd 57.82% of the unemployed
population. In terms of their participation in tlaour market, the majority of women
holds administrative positions (64.69%), while theyso have a considerable

participation in scientific and intellectual pro$esns (52.9%).

The presence of women in executive positions of paomes and the public sector is
31.76%, according to data from thestituto de la Mujer(Women’s Institute) for the
same period, but vary depending on the type of @mypTherefore, while the major
presence of executive women is found in companidswt wage-earners (45.06%), or
companies with less than 10 employees (27.14%)lotest proportion correspond to
the women executives of companies with 10 or marpleyees (22.3%). Although the
proportion of women in executive positions is rathew (31.76% average), the
percentage of female on the Boards of Directorsidon the available reports (around
4%) is quite lower than that of female executiv@bat seems to point to their infra-
representation on the Boards of Directors. Furtleeemif corporate governance trends

signal to expanding the range of talents for tiBomards of Directors and increasing



their diversity (Tyson, 2003; Higgs, 2003), sci@atiand intellectual professions, in

which women are better-represented, could be a goorte of potential candidates.

As an example of the low representation of womernhencompanies’ major decision-
making organs, has recently appeared a seriesudiest (see table 1). In the case of
Spain, the scarce presence of women in its BoafdBimctors is clearer when
compared to other European countries. Spain hasver I[percentage of representation
on boards than in those countries that occupydpeositions in the international field,
and it does not progress at the pace of its closighbors.

[Table 1]

Thus, according to the 2002 report Gbrporate Women Directors Internatiofial
(CWDI), Spain has 4.6% female representation onBibards of Directors of the 300
most important Spanish companies, only ahead ofn]agvhich has of women
representation in all the companies listed in thaime stock exchanges. In the
international ranking, including those countrieseveh data on women directors was
available, the first place belongs to the Unitedt&d, with 12.4% of corporate boards
seats in the Fortune 500 companies being held byemo Australia follows with
10.7%, Canada with 9.1%, South Africa with 5.8%g &mited Kingdom with 5%.

A research conducted WBthical Investment'studyResearch Servie¢EIRIS) in 2004
showed that only 3.8% of board members of the 22h8Sp companies included in the
FTSE All World Developed Indexere women. Only lItalian, Portuguese and Japanese
companies had a lower percentage of women onlioeirds. This percentage was quite
lower than the European average of 7.1%. Nordicntas (Norway, Sweden and
Denmark) appeared as global leaders, followed s of Anglo-Saxon tradition
such as The United States, New Zealand, and Canada.

The Fundacién Ecologia y Desarrollgecological and Developmental Foundation)
(ECODES) in April 2004, expanded the sample by udtlg the companies that

4 CWDI is a non-profit international institution thavorks in the framework ofslobe Womenrand
promotes a worldwide movement to increase the @patiion of women on the Boards of Directors. They
act as a link for national and international netwoof women directors, promoting the development of
executive skills.

® EIRIS is a British agency specialized in the sssiof corporate social responsibility for institagl
investors.



together form the Ibex-35, finding that of the §&sitions of directors in the Ibex-35,
only 19 were held by women, which is a percentdg®.©/% of female participation,
less than the percentage found in the Spanish acuegpan theFTSE All World

Developed Index

The 2004European Professional Women’s Netwolkonitor, a report of more than

250 European companies, found a percentage of 8%eréle representation on
corporate boards in Europe. The report highlighiedbig differences among countries.
Spain was in the “Slow-going” group, with a femed@resentation of just 3%, which is
the same figure of Belgium, and only ahead of Itaith 2%. Norway, Sweden and
Finland are among the “Trail-Blazers” while the ‘dMie-of-the-Roaders” group

consisting on Germany, United Kingdom, SwitzerlaNgtherlands, Austria, France,
and Denmark. In a wider international comparisamoge with 8% is behind the USA
and Canada, with 13.6% and 10.6% respectively.nJepmuch further behind with an

extremely low figure of 0.4%.

The international consultant firnspencer Stuartelaborate periodically the Index
Spencer Stuart on the Boards of Directors of tipedmmpanies in the Spanish stock
market. Concretely, the Index in 2004 is compoge@0ocompanies In relation to the
female presence on the Board of Directors, the 200dx indicates that only 4% of the
total directors of these 90 companies are womes, rttajority being dominical

positions.

The bienniaHeidrick & Struggle& corporate-governance studies provide a unique and
comprehensive overview of boards of some 300 obpgis top companies. The 2005
report studies a sample of 294 companies from temntces (Belgium, France,
Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spamedn, Switzerland and the United
Kingdom) selected by market capitalization and ifigca percentage of 7.3% of women

in the boardroom. Once again, the worst counteganding gender diversity on boards

are (in this order): Portugal, Italy, Spain and gd&n. The study also remarks that

® EPWN is a Pan-European association of professismahen whose objective is to promote the
professional development of women and their presemccorporative leadership positions.

" Among all of them are in the Ibex-35 except ARCH.6ue to having its headquarters outside of Spain.
For details of the companies from tBpencer Stuarstudy (2004): “Spain2004. Spencer Stuart Index of
Boards of Directors,Spencer Stuart

8 Heidrick & Struggles is one of the major head-lenmonsultants in the world.



diversity has become a serious topic on board agemd Spanish companies yet:
Spanish boards have just 2.6% women on average69%dof companies have no
women on its board.were, in this order: Portugaly) Spain, and Belgium. The report
also highlighted the reduced number of Spanishpeddent directors with respect to
other countries.

Lastly, theFundacion de Estudios Financier¢Soundation of Financial Studies), in its
June 2005 report, also found a low female reprasentamong the Boards of Directors
of the 119 Spanish companies listed in the Spasimtk market. According to the data,
only 53 of the 1,211 directors of the sample weoenan, which represent just a 4.04%
female participation. The study also found that thajority of women that hold
positions on the boards of these companies wereethaas dominical directors, the

majority with family ties.

Although the above mentioned studies are numetbesmajority of them are focused

on companies listed in the stock market, or in #eqreduced sample of the largest
companies. Furthermore, those studies are limdea descriptive analysis, thus giving

up any effort to explain exactly what are the caubat origins that Spanish companies
do not reach the levels of developed countrieseims$ of gender diversity on the

Boards of Directors.

2.2 Causes of Discrimination

As mentioned above, three sets of reasons are tgroféered to explain the low
representation of women on Boards of Directors.ofding to the group of causes with
which we face up to, we find distinct analyses andnomic or business implications
about the reasons of the low representation of woimé&panish companies’ Boards of
Directors.

In the first group, among the factors that expthiat there are fewer “potential” women
than men to hold a seat on the board, there are stiservable explanations such as the
existing occupational segregation, which tends taceg men in financial or more
technical positions within the production proce®gher not directly observable factors
could be behind the small proportion of women wiie required experience, for

instance, familiar responsibilities that in manyses unlike men, interrupt the



development of the professional activity of the &enworker, or the anticipation by
many women of the glass ceiling which drives themsacrifice their professional
development in favour of their family life. Theredp according to data from the
Instituto de MujefWomen'’s Institute) in its fourth quarter of 20@8,the total number

of inactive persons that do not search for employnaeie to family reasons, 97.04%
are women, being women too those who request nigt@aternity leave in 98.35% of
the cases.

In this case, the limited presence of women on @&oaf Directors would not be due so
much to gender discrimination in the selection pescof the board members, as to the
existence of socio-cultural obstacles in the stalgesling up to the professional
promotion of women. Likewise, the concentrationcahdidates into a defined profile
wouldn’t implicate gender discrimination but rathtbe perpetuation of habits within

companies when it comes time to appoint candidatése board.

In the case of taste-based discrimination, if théy season for its appearance is the
existence of social clichés among those responibleaming board members, this will
imply a clear economic cost for the company, seé includes spurious hiring criteria
it would be renouncing to select those candidatest Iprepared for the position,
independently of their gender. Nevertheless, sontleoas suggest (Wolfers, 2006) that
the appearance of this type of discrimination cdudde, at least in certain cases, an
economic rationale in the sense that if there welestile environment for women,
employing a woman in certain positions could malaerdifficult for the company to
obtain contracts or cause problems among employedsr her management or even
among its clients and shareholders. Another typeebfavior that is occasionally found
on Boards of Directors (Pearce and Zahra, 1992)tlaatdcould be generating this type
of discrimination is the existence of a bias towgatde homogeneity of the group,
considering heterogeneity in the heart of boarda petential source of conflict and of
difficulties in decision making processes. In tlast case, there could be agency costs
derived from the CEO dominance over the main decisnaking organs in companies
(Hermalin and Weisbach, 1998).

Finally, in the third group we can also find otlecuses likeimplicit discrimination

(Bertrand et al., 2005) according to which thetadis or implicit or unconscious



feelings of the evaluators of different candidates include a discriminatory bias
against women although their explicit feelings tiitiedes could be just the opposite of
discrimination; andstatistic discriminationfrom Phelps (1972), according to which
discrimination will always appear when a personuidged according to the average
characteristics of the group to which he or shermgd and not on the basis of their own
personal characteristics as an individual. All ledde factors combined imply a biased
knowledge of the true capacity of women that vald to a smaller female presence on
Boards of Directors. This biased knowledge hasoitgs in stereotyped profiles of men
and women that have no real and objective basisteftre, if the low representation of
women on the board were caused by this type ofidigzation, the companies would
be inefficient in their resource allocation, whitas a clear cost for them.

Thus, eliminating discrimination against women inirg to Boards of Directors can also
have arguments in favor of efficiency. In this serthere are numerous arguments that
support economic efficiency and they have beendlbject of many studies, among
which, we will highlight the following.

Some studies concentrate on the fact that the &eprasence on Boards of Directors
contributes to improving the corporate governarfee. example, the studyof The
Conference Board of Canatfdor a sample of 141 Canadian companies from differ
sectors between 1995 and 2001, came to the coocltisat the companies with two or
more women on their boards in 1995 showed a grgatdrability of being leaders, in
terms of profit, of their industrial sector six yedater. Additionally, the companies
with greater female representation on the boardstdn be more active boards and
demonstrated better results in terms of cliens&attion, and risk or audit management.
Robinson and Dechant (1997) argue that corporatersity promotes a better
understanding of the environmental complexities, amshsequently, improve strategic
planning. Another argument for women's appointmenthat their presence on the
boards influences the decision making and leadersiyles of the organization

(Rosener, 1990). Thus, Brandeshaw et al. (199&)mathat the presence of women on

° Brown, D.A.H, Brown, D.L. and Anastasopoulus, 2002). “Women on Boards: Not Just the Right
Thing... But the ‘Bright’ Thing”,The Conference Board of Canadday.

19 canadian Association of high executives that idelunembers of executives of public and private
boards of renowned prestige such as IBM, Hewletik&al, and General Electric.



boards contributes to improve corporate governdnyceroviding, especially the non-

executive directors, a "power sharing” style, theducing CEO prevalence.

Other authors argue that female presence on baamticularly important for those
organizations where women represent an importaatrestof its consumers and
workforce. Chinchilla and Leon (2004) hold that wesmshould be on boards due to a
very practical reason which is that 50% of consudeaisions fall on them. In the same
way, Crain and Snyder (1998) add as an argumenstitomg female influence on

consumer purchases as well as on the labor market.

Some empirical studies find a positive relationdbgtween the presence of women on
corporate boards and firm value. Thus, Adler (20@lhis extensive 19-year study
(from 1980 to 1998) of 215 Fortune 500 companieswsld a strong correlation
between a strong record of promoting women into éxecutive suite and high
profitability. He demonstrated for that period thiad 25 Fortune 500 firms with the best
record of promoting women to high positions weréMeen 18 and 69 percent more
profitable than the median Fortune 500 firms insthéndustries. Although the study
warns that correlation does not imply causalitysignals the importance that the
executives have these results in mind when it coiings to promote talented staff to

top executive positions.

Carter et al. (2003) also suggest a positive mlabietween board diversity and firm
value. In their study they explored the economi@lications of board diversity
(defined as the percentage of women or minoritrethe board of directors) for Fortune
1000 firms. The authors found a significant positielationship between the fraction of
women or minorities on the board and firm value dswed by Tobin’s Q), after
controlling for size, industry, and other corporgtevernment measures. On the other
hand, Erhardt et al. (2003) find evidence of apasrelation between the percentage of
women and minorities on Boards of Directors andrrebn assets (ROA) and return on
investment (ROI). Similarly, a report by Cataly@004) analyzes the connection
between corporate performance and gender diveirsitpp management teams. The
study analyzes 353 Fortune 500 companies form 1@2®00. The report documents
that the 88 companies with the highest represemtatf women on their top

management teams experienced significantly higeemrms on equity (ROI) and total



returns to shareholders (TRS) when compared to8theompanies with the lowest
women'’s representation.. However, the study walnas its objective is to find a link

between diversity and financial performance andioatemonstrate causality.

Finally, Cox and Blake (1991) argue that substaibtats exist for companies that do a
poor job integrating their diverse workforce. Thessts are related to turnover and the
absenteeism of women and minorities who feel dsfsad with their careers and
prospects for advancement. So, gender diversithpaards and in top executive suite
can be considered as a way of attracting and retpialent no matter where it comes
from. In this sense, the presence of women on lsozad also be perceived as the best
way to provide role models, guides, and mentorshighly qualified women with the
potential to access to board positions as welbasdnitor the application of policies
that favor equality in the selection process andhm assignment of future positions
(Burke and McKeen, 1993). Farrell and Hersch (208ggest that the existence of
women board members can have influence on atttgpctiher women to the board,
either by the nomination of professional colleagwesy applying pressure so that the
company maintains its demand for female board mesnbe addition, women
candidates can feel more attracted by companid¢shthae already achieved a certain

degree of diversity in their governing organs.

All of these results demonstrate an obvious needntadyze the possible existence of

efficiency failures in regards to female representaon the Boards of Directors.



3. Explanatory factors of women’s presence on thedards of Directors.

Our objective is to find indications of the possilpresence of gender discrimination on
the Boards of Directors of the largest Spanish comgs. In order to do that, we will

attempt to identify those factors related to theiv representation on boards. With this
purpose, we begin this section by revising theadeis used to study the presence of

women on boards in the related economic literature.

As possible explanations of the role of gender @ity on corporate boards we find the
possibility of a positive relationship between lbdiversity and firm value, as well as
the external pressures for greater diversity orbtheerd.

Some empirical studies, as aforementioned, suggpssitive relationship between the
presence of women in governing organs and firm evgludler, 2001; Carter et al.,
2003; Erhardt et al., 2003; Catalyst, 2004). A trexatly used argument to support this
evidence is that women add new perspectives tdotlaed, which is value-enhanced
after their integration. Another possible interptetn of this positive relationship is
offered by Farrell and Hersch (2005) who argue thqtialified women to hold a seat
on the board constitute a scarce resdirteey may have the opportunity to select the
better performing firms or it could be that betparforming firms are able to focus

more on diversit}f.

Other studies argue that a greater presence of wameBoards of Directors can be a
response to an external pressure for greater diyerather than the result of a direct
positive relationship with firm performance. Follog this reasoning, previous
researches (Gillan and Starks, 2000) documentnfheence of shareholder activism in
the objectives of diversity on the Boards of Dicgstof the companies. Carleton et al.
(1998) found that firms that had received pressincen institutional investors

demanding greater diversity on boards from 19931986 placed new women or

1 Companies still tend to configure the structurethefir boards from top executives positions, where
women are also under-represented.

2 |n order to empirically contrast this argument #nethors analyze the response of the market to
announce the addition of a female to the Board®ioéctors, they document insignificant abnormal
returns on the announcement or a woman added tootn@ even if the company had a board composed
entirety by men.

13 TIAA-CREF is the major pension foundation of theitdd States.



minorities on their board by 1997. These resultgyest that firms have an incentive to
avoid pressure or activism from shareholder grdupachieving some level of gender
diversity on the board, and that a greater deperedehshareholders on the companies

could affect the number of women on their boards.

Moreover, there are studies showing a relationbbigveen firm specific characteristics
and the representation of women on corporate bodrags, Agrawal and Knoeber
(2001) suggest that the representation of wometheroards of leading companies is
larger, in part, due to a greater demand for dityedérected at these companies through
public opinion. Carter et al. (2003), in their stush the relationship between diversity
on boards and firm value, also find a significawsigive relationship between the
presence of women on boards and the size of tiipaoy measured by total assets. It
has also been tested (Carter et al., 2003; AgrawdlKnoeber, 2001) that there is a

positive relationship between the board size argtlksence of women on that board.

On the other hand, Adams and Ferreira (2004), dirstrong negative relation between
the variability in stock returns and the proportimnwomen on boards, they also find
that companies with a larger proportion of womentlogir boards provide directors
greater pay-performance incentives. The authoespret these results as an empirical
confirmation of Kanter’'s hypothesig€1997) according to which when uncertainty is
high, explicit pay-for-performance contracts areo t@ostly and therefore the
organization trusts more in the homogeneity of ¢fieup as a way to assure the
attainment of its objectives. This means that itigenpay and group homogeneity are
substitutes, and therefore, the variability in ktoeturns (or the uncertainty as a proxy
for the cost of providing formal incentive schemasyl the diversity within the board
have a negative relationship, while the relatiopshetween diversity and incentive
based pay is positive. Another possible explanatidhe negative relationship between
risk and the number of women on a board is sedesiein. There is solid evidence to
argue that women are more risk-adverse than manakioplos and Bernasek, 1998).
Therefore, one could argue that women are lesggilb work for companies that offer

a salary too exposed to risk.

To further account for firm level heterogeneitystmaularly the cultural aspects of the

firm than pertain to women, Farrell and Hersch &@0@clude cultural aspects of the



company as an explanatory variable that can hgvesdive effect on the presence of
women on Boards of Directors. In their study, thwhars find that among the firms
appeared in th&Vorking Mothers ranking the likelihood of adding women to the
board is greater than among those not includeds,Tiase organizations that promote
and apply family friendly policies can have a geeatumber of women board members
as a result of a greater demand for women direetodsalso a comparative advantage in

their recruitment.

Some empirical evidence also suggests that industrgignificant in explaining
women’s representation on boards (Fryxell and Lrert@89; Harrigan, 1981). Harrigan
(1981), for example, finds that women directors rmu@e prevalent in labor-intensive

industries than in manufacturing sectors

Some differences have also been found in the fenepleesentation in companies that
are listed in the stock market versus those thatat. In accordance with the report
CWDI (2002), within the group of 300 companies gnatl that were listed on the stock
exchange (45), the percentage of women was onBp,3véhile in the remaining 255
companies that were not listed, the percentagetmde9%. The report suggested that
the larger percentage of female representatiomerboards of companies not listed on
the stock exchange could be related to the existefidamily ties, highlighting the
difficulties faced by women when acquiring posigsonithout the help of family ties.
However, the study is limited to suggest the hypsith without performing any type of
empirical test.

“Ranking of the 100 Best Companies for Working Meshby the north-AmericaWorking Mother
magazine that attempts to measure a culture infithee that values family friendly policies by the
consideration of five categories: childcare, fleiis leaves for new mothers, advancement of women
and work/life benefits.

'3 Bertrand and Hallock (2000) find that women ar@arlikely to be managing companies that specialize
in social services, health, and in trade, while wandirectors are scarcely found in agriculture,
construction, mining, and in heavy manufacturindistries.



4. Data selection and descriptive statistics
The following section describes the methodologgath selection used to carry out the
guantification of women’s presence on the BoardBioéctors in 1085 largest Spanish

companies, as well as the associated descripaviststs.
4.1 Methodology of data selection and source of data.

The present study is focused on the Spanish compamhose operating revenues
exceeded 100 million euros in year 2003 accordinthé data base SABI We have
chosen to analyze the largest companies giverthkegtconstitute a clear business and
social reference. Additionally, this criterion ocesponds with those used in other
countries that usually monitor the diversity on flisaas an indicator of good corporate
governance, already mentioned in previous sectwhgh facilitate a comparison with
surrounding countries. Also, this is the critermieconomic literature when validating
empirical hypotheses related to diversity on boaFis example, Carter, et al. (2003)
useFortune 1000 companies as their sample, while Farell aas¢h (2005) base their

study onFortune500 lists, as do Adams and Ferreira (2004).

The search showed a total of 1,148 companies dmeeclbsed down on&swere
eliminated. The list does not include insurance ganies or intermediary monetary
institutions (Banks and Savings Banks) given thaBISdoes not include them. The
information on board members of companies was alstained from the SABI
database, updated in June 2tf0%evertheless, in some cases it was necessary to

complete that data with information obtained frafesf from the Mercantile Registry,

18 SABI (Analysis System of Iberian Balances) is aadhase that contains general and financial
information about more than 800,000 Spanish congganlhe information is obtained from distinct
official sources, Mercantile Registries, BORME, spapers, etc. and is updated periodically. SABI is
distributed in Spain binforma y Bureau Van Dijkhttp://www.bvdep.com/SABI.html
http://www.informa.es/infornet/Main/idioma/01/scré8ShowPage/pagina/sabe.html

171ZAR was also eliminated for being in a liquidatiprocess and so was EMYTEC Coop. Valenciana,
since, according to the annual accounts ofRkegistro de Cooperativas de la Comunidad Valenciana
(Community of Valencia Cooperative Registry), theperating revenues in 2003 did not exceed 100
million euros.

'8 An alternative way to obtain data about the corjmosof Boards of Directors is the use of surveys.
However, survey data has low response rates whithdcdrastically reduce the base of analyzed
companies. Furthermore, as Carter et al. (2003)esig, survey data would likely be biased towaod¢h
firms wishing to “showcase” their diverse boards.




the database e-Informa which is made from thess,fdnnual reports, and companies’

web sited’.

To determine the gender composition of the boané, first names of the board
members’ were examined. When inferring gender fitbmn first names, institutional
board seats held by other corporations were exdlusiace they are represented by a
changing group of individuals whose identities agahder are unknown. That is, to
measure the number of women board members, oniyidiil direct members were
counted. Since, there are only 633 institutionbkyd board positions out of the 6,636
(9.54%) in the top 1,148 companies, the exclusioth@se seats from this study has a
relatively limited impact on the proportion of women the Boards of Directors in
these companié$ Thus, by focusing the study on the measuremettiepresence of
individual female board members among the indivVidireect members of the board, 63
companies were eliminated whose Boards of Direciwese entirely formed by
institutional board members, reducing the final gkento a total of 1,085 companies.

In addition, the functions of Commissioner (comisgr, Manager/Administrator,
General Manager and Secretary of the Board, wamingted form the Board of
Directors since these, by general rule, do notifyjuas board members when identified
by SABF2 The study holds as board members the function®resident, Vice-
President, Executive Director, Administrator, Joitiministrator (Member of the
Board), Sole Administrator and Other functidhdn reference to the board of those
companies in which a sole administrator represémes Board of Directors, in the
absence of a complete board, these companies anéedoas a board formed by a single

individual within the universe of board directoepresented in this study.

91n order to know the composition of the Board®akctors of the company C&A Modas, S.L., that did
was not included in SABI, we looked for it in tHRegistro Mercantil CentralCentral Mercantile
Registry) archives.

20 Additionally, under the hypothesis that the petaga of women among the total individual direct
members is, or should be, approximately the sameishfound among the total administrators, it $thou
not produce significant biases to exclude institul board seats in the calculated percentagenadilée
participation on boards. In this sense, anecdatigleace indicates that these institutional posgiaiso
are usually represented by men, which can be ewgdaby the fact that the percentage of female
representatives should not significantly differnfrahe percentage of women on Boards of Directors of
companies that are represented.

L Corresponding to a unique firm: Autopistas debaAtico, S.A.

22 pccording to the information given Bgforma

% Such as the treasurer and those on the GoverroagdB of three cooperative companies: COFARES,
COREM, and ANCOOP.



With regard to the characteristics of the Boardotctors (table 2), we conclude that
only 6.61% (397) of individual board directorshipsof the 6,003, in the top 1,085
Spanish companies are held by womemccording to data by June 2005. The average
number of direct members per board is 5.53 of wieicly 0.37 correspond to women,
thus the remaining 5.16 are held by men. As a sampbximum, one firm
(MERCADONA®) had six female individual members on its boartilevin the case of

men, the maximum is 4%

[Table 2]

4.2 Description of the variables used in analysis.

The most common specifications used in the econdit@iature for examining the
factors that influence female representation opa@te boards specify the dependent
variable as either the number of women on the boatlle percentage of females on the
board (Adams and Ferreira, 2004; Carter et al.3200

With regard to the explanatory variables used ie tinalysis, different firm
characteristics are identified as independent kbesa In our models it has been
included measures of the board size, if it is aiffgtvased firm, if the firm is listed on
the stock market, the degree of independence ofctmpany with regard to its
stockholders, firm size, firm age, firm profitabyli productivity by employee, firm risk,
gearing and proxy variables for cultural aspecthefcompany related to women. It has
been also included the association form of the @mmand industry controls. In the
case of financial variables (profitability, prodwdty, risk, gearing, as well as firm size),
they have been taken lagged a minimum of two yeareduce the risk of a possible
endogeneity between these variables and femalesepation. In this way, we can
casually speak about causality in Granger's senssuch a way that the financial
variables could cause the distinct proportion omega on Boards of Directors, and not

the other way around.

24 MERCADONA occupies the ninth place among the tompanies in terms of its operating revenues,
and it is a familiar company.

% Corresponding to Ecoembalajes Espafia, S.A. theahaexceptionally large Board of Directors with
50 individual members.



As previously noted, prior studies suggest indusrgignificant at the time to explain
the presence of women on corporate boards (FrgxellLerner, 1989; Harrigan, 1981).
In order to take into account these differences,dbmpanies of the sample have been
grouped into industry classes based on the sedassification by Spanish Stock
Markets (Bolsas y Mercados Espaf&lg8ME)), and industry fixed effects based on
these classificatioA5have been included.

In order to consider firm heterogeneity within isthies, diverse firm variables were
included being firstly analyzed the board size fé&dnt studies (Carter et al., 2003 and
Agraway and Knoeber, 2001) document a positivetioglabetween board size and
women representation on the board. In order tothéstresult in the Spanish case, the
board size is measured taking into account the eambindividual direct members on
the board accounted by SABI. However, the lineagcHation is not considered
adequate, since it could imply the possibility thigve an equal board for a sufficiently
large size. To avoid this situation, and to consatber causes of exclusion, the squared

variable is also included.

The CWDI report (2002) considers the hypothesig tha familiar character of the
company can be playing a relevant role in explagriire differences in the number of
female members on the Boards of Directors of thepamies, thought, the study did not
have the information about which companies wereiligfinased firm so it could not
verify the above mentioned hypothesis. To staafiiicvalidate this argument, after
taking into account other related factors of theniféene presence on boards, the
dichotomy variable about the familiar characteth&f company that indicates if the firm
is family owned «1» or not «O» has been includedtha analysis. One of the
fundamental motives for which women appear morgueatly on the Boards of
Directors of family-owned companies is that the ifgnowners apply an effective
pressure in order that its family members, indepahdrom sex, are hamed to these

positions, which would benefit the women of thesenifies. This could be also

% This classification is done by the Spanish Stockét Society (Sociedades Rectoras de las Bolsas de
Valores).

2" These six sectors are the following: Oil and eperGommodities, Industry and construction;
Consumer goods; Consumer services; Financial svéxd Real Estate agencies, Technology and
telecommunications.



indicating that women could occupy dominical pasii on the Spanish Boards of

Directorg®,

Furthermore, different authors maintain that fanised firms offer women abundant
opportunities and advantages in their professiaaater. These advantages include
more flexible work schedules, access to positiangraditionally male dominated
industries like construction, greater job securiyd better professional challenges
(Barnett and Barnett, 1988; Nelton, 1986; Salgahid®90). In a study elaborated by
Jaffee (1990), from a survey to graduates of aearsity for women, the author comes
to the conclusion that the majority of women peredheir family business as a reserve
to develop brilliant careers. Thus, when a womerka/outside of the familiar field she
is aware that she may encounter the feared “glaging’ despite the talent that she
possesses. The main difference for Cole (1997) dextwamily-based companies and
non-family-based companies is that while the majoof companies make decisions
based solely on the profitability, family -basedmanies allow more freedom to make
work and personal issues compatible, which is @algfly important for women. All

of this shows that women find a secure place t@ldgva promising professional career
in family -based firms, although the majority ofrfdy and personal dutiéSwill fall

upon them.

In order to obtain this variable, the 1,085 comparare classified in family-based firms
or non-family-based firms. The dimensions of owhgrsand power have been used in
order to define a company as a family-based firnmé¢Gra, 1997; Gersik, 1997). Thus,
a company is considered a family-based firm whetoua members (at least two) of

the same family hold seats on the board of dirscésrd/or a significant part of the

8 Although it remains to be clarified to what extdamily members who become board directors of
family-owned corporation are active members ofttbard or their names are included for a company’s
reporting purposes (Leén and Chinchilla, 2004). Eeev, the objective of this study is not to corttthe
mentioned hypothesis.

% Nevertheless, family-based firms can also refleany gender stereotypes and discrimination that are
found in society.

% The argument that family-based firms can posseis dwn characteristics that favour the selectibn o
women (of the family owner or not) for directivegitons is less probable in this case, since exiagin
the shareholder’s file along with the members efltbard of these companies prove that in the ntgjori
of cases last names of female directors of thesgaaies coincide with that of the company’s owner.



shares of the company is possessed by the samé¥anwhen a company is a
subsidiary or forms part of a family grotipbut no member of the family is part of the
Board of Directors of the company, this said conypamot classified as family-based
firms if the family is not directly implied in itsnanagement. The verification of the
familiar character of these 1,085 companies ofaih@yzed sample has been counted,
furthermore, with consultancy from tHastituto de la Empresa Familit (Family
Business Institute), which has made a list of tbssfble errors or omissions that have
been committed. The final inventory offers a tatél244 family-based firms, which

represent 22.5% of the studied sample.

The dummy variable determining if the company $teld or not on a stock market is
justified by evidence found in previous reports (BMW2002) about the female presence
on boards of companies that are not listed on tibekgnarket, which is greater than in
those which are listed on the stock market. Thidccbe a consequence of the distinct
composition of the boards of the listed companieg tisually have fewer dominical
positions, and more executives and independents beren than those non-listed

companies.

The control of the shareholders is included as>aiaeatory variable of the possible
existence of external pressure coming from theedfwdders in demand of a greater
presence of women on the boards (Gillan and St&680Q; Carleton, et al., 1998).

Another possible explanation of the positive effeftthis variable could be the

tendency, mentioned above, that women held seatseomoards as dominical members
in this case of representation of major sharehsldefhe shareholders” control in the
company is measured by thedependence Indicatasf Bureau van Dijk Through its

Data Base of Ownership, an indicator is used tosoreathe degree of independence of

%1 For those companies with a sole administratocait be considered as a family-based firm when the
family (at least two members) possesses a signifipart of the shares of the company, and when the
function of Sole Administrator is hold by one membgéthe family.

%2 A company forms part of a familiar group when gn#ficant part of its shares are controlled by the
same family or by another company of the family.

% http://www.iefamiliar.com/

3% Given that in Spain the presence of activism wota of diversity on the Boards of Directors by
institutional shareholders has not been detedteliri the TIAA-CREF case in the United Stategs ihot
probable that a positive sign in the coefficiersp@nds to the pressure of this type, but because th
female proportion among significant shareholdegrésater.




the society in relation to its sharehold@rsThe Independence Indicator of B¥Ds

designated as A, B, C, and U. In order to include vtariable in the model it has been
categorized with values 1 to 6, where 1 indicabteslowest grade of independence (C)
and 6 the highest (A+). A greater independencehef company in respect to its
shareholder could negatively affect the number ofnen on the board. This negative
effect could have as explanation, the tendency amen women on the board as
dominical members, that is to say, on behalf ofraimalders that have the ability to

influence the company.

The analysis of the firm size is difficult to impent because of the need to
numerically quantify it and also for the multipleays to define it. The most utilized
quantitative criteria can be arranged in the follayvorder (Osteryoung and Newman,
1993): number of employees, annual sales, totatssgovernmental and organizational
structure, power in the sector, etc. In the bibkpdy (Camisén, 2001; McMahon,
2001) the dominance of the quantitafiveriteria over the qualitative can be seen, and it
is desire to establish only one quantitative vadeiathat's why in the most recent studies
there is a combination of the most used quantgatiariables and from them a new
definition in the form of a single variable is ce@& The great advantage of this
definition is its simplicity, since the size shoud@ an infallible concept comparable
between companies and studies. In this study we bawesen a hybrid definition based
on the analysis of the three most commonly usebigs (number of employees, total
assets, and operating revenues). In order to ahaidthe especially unusual results in
one year distorts the obtained measurement, weihaekgled in this analysis the values
observed in 2002 and 2003. The concrete resultseofactorial analyses done can be

found in table 3, where we have extracted two factdhe main factor can be

% The collectively designated shareholders are texgid in a way so that they are not able to vote.
Consequently, these types of shareholders aredeatlin the indicator of independence.

% The indicator is built as follows: the A indicatdenotes the maximum independence degree and is
assigned when there are no shareholders registétiedlirect or complete ownership equal to or highe
than the 25% of the capital. It is also dividedidt+, A, or A- based on the criteria that the higtiee
number of shareholders the more difficult will lwe dontrol a company. The B indicator is applied to
companies in which none of the registered sharehslgossess 50% or more (direct or total) of the
company’s equity, again this is classified as B+,dB B- depending on the identified number of
shareholders; the C indicator is applied to a campsith a registered shareholder that has a peagent
of more than 49.99% (direct or total), and alsa ffource indicates that there is a final ownerdhtly,

the indicator U indicates an unknown degree of jiethelence. For details about these distinct indisato
see INFORMA (2003): Base de datos sobre VinculasoRinancieras. Bureau van Dijk Electronic
Publishing.

37 Specifically, from the sales and number of empésye



interpreted as a measurement of the firm size Isecdus a linear combination of the

six variables used in the factorial analy&is

[Table 3]

In order to contrast the possible existence ofstpe relationship between the female
representation on the board and the company’s peafoce found by previous studies
(Adler, 2001; Carteet al, 2003; Erhardet al. 2003; Catalyst, 2004), two ratios have
been selected in the case of Spain. These rat@sharmean of the return on assets
(ROA) in percentages for the years 2001, 2002, 20@B, computed as a net income
divided by total assets and the mean of the prodtycby employee as the dividend of

the operating revenues in thousands of euros arti@ngumber of employees for these

years. The log of the productivity is preferredtorect the lack of normality.

On the other hand, given that previous studies #sdland Ferreira, 2004) found a
negative relationship between the risk and thegmes of women on the boards, we
have chosen two alternatives that can involve ffecteof the risk that is assumed by
different companies considered on the presenceonfiem on the boards. The first of
these variables is the of the company’s gearin@@frl, 2002, and 2003, measured as
the long term debts of the company divided by slwa@tal plus reserves. So, it is
considered that companies with greater debts assuone risk while those companies
that have lower debts and use its own funds asia fimancial source have less risk.
The second alternative considered in the risk nreasent is the volatility of the
profitability obtained by the company. The companigth less risk should obtain a
stable return, while those companies with unstabtarns from one year to another
have more risk. To measure the volatility of regithe standard deviation of the annual
ROA has been computed in the period between 19912&03. In order to avoid

problems of a lack of normality, it has been transied by its logarithm.

Another variable that can be used to characteiifterent attitudes toward the presence

of women on Boards of Directors is the firm age, ®@se companies that are more

% The second extracted factor is directly correlaiedperating revenues and assets, and negatively
correlated to the number of employees. This coeléib approximation of the productivity, and in fact
the correlation between this factor and the vaeatfl productivity that we have used in this study i
higher than 90%.



recently created could stimulate a more agile d&tisaking to survive in the market,
so they might tend to look for more homogeneitytbair boards. The firm age is
introduced in the model in logarithms in order ¢orect the lack of normality.

In order to include the -cultural aspects of themfirthat pertain to women

(implementation and strengthening of measures tmuia equality opportunities,

implementation of family-friendly policies, and vkoand life balance) as a determining
factor, two quantitative factors have been defirtbd: participation of the company in
the Programa Optima del Instituto de la Muj¢Optimum Program of the Women'’s
Institute) and if the company is ranked in tMonitor Espafiol de Reputaciéon
Corporativa(MERCO) ( Spanish Monitor Corporative Reputatioddx).

In Spain there is not a ranking of the top compaiie working womer? as the one
used by Farrell and Hersch (2005) in their study so the list of the companies which
are participating in th@rograma Optim&’ (Optimum Program) has been used in this
study to construct a variable which takes value iklke company is recognized as a
“Collaborative Organization in Equal Opportunitiestween Men and Women,” and
«0» in the opposite case. The Optimum Program isndrmative of the Women’s
Institute (Ministerio de Trabajo y Asuntos Socialés promote the equal opportunity
between men and women in companies. To be recaynize a “Collaborative
Organization in Equal Opportunities between Men oimen” inside the Optimum
Program, a company has to guarantee equality pslifr women, and promote the
acquisition, permanence and promotion of womerdesne company. Currently there
are 40 companies recognized by the Women'’s Instand another 30 participating in

different phases to become recognized.

It is important to note that this list, the samelesWorking Mother Ranking, is not free
from drawbacks. Firstly, not to be included in thist, it does not imply that the
company does not promote equal opportunities andiplement policies that help the

work and family life balance. On the other hand;auld be possible that this list does

%9 0n 21 November 2005, thindacién+Familig a social organization created in April 2003 torpote
the protection of the family in the work environmieswarded to the urgent transport network (MRVE) th
first Certificado de Empresa Familiarmente ResponsibleEERR) (Responsible Family Business
Certificate), created to distinguish companies taadr the work and family balance. Currently itnshe
process of certifying half a dozen companies.

“0 http://www.tt. mtas.es/optima/contenido/empresad.htm




not reflect the value the company places on womiagttdrs or what attracts them to a

firm.

Also, a second alternative has been consideredpaexg variable of cultural factors,
taken from the ranking d¥lonitor Espafiol de Reputacién Corporatfvan 2005. The
corporative reputation is a recognition that tteksholders’ of a company make of
their corporative behaviour, depending on the l@f@ccomplishments of compromises
with their clients, employees, and stockholdersyvaf as the community in general.
MERCOQO'’s evaluation is based on six variables: eaunoresults, product-quality,
corporate culture and work life, business ethicgl eorporative responsibility, global

dimension and international presence, and innowatio

Lastly, to show possible differences of female espntation on the boards of different
types of companies, a dummy variable that indicété®e company is a cooperatiVe
«1» or not «0» is included. The expected positiedue in the coefficient of this
variable could be explained by the practice of éhesmpanies to represent its partners
on the board. Furthermore, in the organizationaratteristics and the philosophy
behind these types of companies, different autfiodsfewer obstacles for women to be
promoted to its governing organs. According to Ribad Sajardo (2005) cooperatives
present a series of fundamentally distinct valwesther companies such as equality,

equity, and solidarity which are more likely to ate equal work opportunities.

The cooperatives not only involve a context thatreases the work participation of
women or facilitates the acquisition of the parseondition for the women, but also
the democratic participation in the decision makprgcess on behalf of the partners
(each member has a vote), offers women (Chavef)M8ys to gain experience which
helps them to develop their directive skills anarpoting upward the hierarchic

structure. And so, being the major power in thénmas’ hands, and being the members

“1 From year to year, MERCO establishes a rankingrgénizations and business leaders with the best
corporative reputation, and evaluates companies dirgttors in each sector. MERCO could be an
approximation to the lists th&ortuneor Financial Timesmake abroad.

“2 Stakeholders are composed of suppliers, distibpteorkers, shareholders and clients.

“3 The inclusion of the cooperative variable agathst remainder types of companies is due to the fact
that between the 1085 Spanish companies studiegpinesentation of women in the governing organs of
cooperative companies is greater than in any dipe of company (public limited companies, limited
liability companies, etc)



of the Board of Directors elected democraticallyoam the cooperative partnéts
independent of their sex, women have easier adcesBe board in these types of

companies.

4 According to article 34.2 of Law 27 on 16 July ZO@e directors could also be qualified persons and
experts that do not possesses partner status) buniber do not exceed a third of the total, aadlithno
other case will be named President or Vice Presiden



5. Modelling the Women'’s Presence

The gender of a Board of Directors member can Iosidered as a binary variable that
only can take the value «0» if the director is anraad «1» if the director is a woman.
In this sense, the number of women on the Boarigctors of a company could be
modelled as a binomial random variablen®f, wheren is the number of direct
members on the board apds the probability of a position being held by aman. The
results obtained in the descriptive phase (see tapl showed that this probability is

very low among the largest Spanish companies.

However, according to the hypothesis discussedhm previous section, thip
probability will vary from one company to anothespgénding on a series of factors or

independent variables of each compad ), so aGrouped Probitmodef* could be

specified, wherg; in each company will be given by the function,
p = (X, 8) (1)

WhereX, is the vector of independent variables referredht company that can be

influencing the said probabilityp is the vector of coefficients an@(-) is the inverse

of a normal distribution function (Greene, 2000)daherefore, will have values

between zero and one.

The Number of female directors of the Bodgg) could be considered as a dependent
variable in an alternative specification, which lcbbe adequate given the low

frequency of women on the Boards of Directors his tase, the observations would be
the whole board instead of individual members, gisheen count data models, such as

the Poissonregression mod&l

“ |t is possible to use a grouped data model itt#l independent variables are referred to the whole
company, and therefore, all of them are commorath @ne of the directors of each company.

“® Farrel and Hersh (2005) used this model for thgoapment of new directors. Adams and Ferreira
(2004), for their part, use Roissonregression to examine the relationship betweerstioéal interaction

of the company and the diversity on boards.



In the Poissonregression model each observation is a randonalariwith aPoisson

distribution of parameteA,

Py =y ]= %e @)

Parameter), can be interpreted as the expected number of degwile members of the
board (E[yi/Xi] = /) that will be linked to the independent variabtes In our case,

given that the size of the board changes from ampany to another, this variable

must be included as an exposition factg), @nd so in this way,
A =np =ne*’ 3)

Wherep, would be the proportion of female directors, eqiewt in our analysis to the

probability obtained from thgrouped probit model in equation (1). The estimation

results of these two models are presented in table
[Table 4]

Although these results are commented in detaileixt section, we can point out to the
significance of some variables such as family-badeths, cooperatives, the
independence indicator or industry that could banshg that one of the causes of the
low representation corresponds to a lower proportibfemale candidates. This gender
exclusion from the pool of potential candidateslddae due to the fact that companies
prefer directors with specific profiles that arefidult to find in women, making

difficult for them to reach a high representatinrthese organs.

However, this is not the only group of explanatia@idow female representation for
which evidence is showed. The significance of védeslsuch as the board size or the
risk of the company could indicate a preferencehimmogeneity on the board, which
could be an evidence dfaste-based discriminatioinother indicator of this type of

discrimination is the existence of not just a lovwpgortion of women on the boards, but



rather a higher proportion of companies without wanthat could be expected in a
binomial or aPoissondistribution such as the ones estimated (in fast, as indicated
in table 2, the variance of women in the boardéater than its average, 0.67 compared

to 0.37, while in &oissorregression both magnitudes must be approximatelsleq

The presence of more companies without women om B@ards of Directors than
those that could have been expected from the umoomal probabilities for théoisson
distribution can be incorporated into the modeltiy specification of &ero-Inflated
Poisson model. In these models we differentiate betweesesan which, with a
probability g, the possibility of appointing a woman to the Bbaif Directors is not
even considered Téste-based discriminatipnand those in which women are
considered. In the later case, other factors caalche into consideration and the
probability of appointing a woman could be deteredirby thePoissonmodel above
mentioned. This type of models, therefore, couldlyntpat there are a greater number
of companies without women than that described bsingple Poissonmodel. The
parametenq could be considered as an approximation of theaglility that a company

prefers not to have any women on its board.

A second alternative to explain the observed ovgreatsion of theNumber of direct
female members of the boavariable is theMistake-based discriminatiobased on
stereotypes about the ability of women to hold fp@ss on boards, implying a higher
rejection proportion of women during the selectpocess because their professional
skills are underestimated. If this were the casetwe could find is that once a woman
enters the board, tends to eliminate the tendemgydjudices in the evaluation of her
abilities so it is easier that those companies eppmore women to occupy other
positions. In this case, the gender of each menabethe council would not be
independent from other members, but insteadrdagiousfactor makes the presence of
women on the boards more possible if there areadyrevomen on it. This said

contagioudactor can be estimated vianagative binomial distributian

This negative binomial distribution can be consideas a gamma mixture &foisson
distributions, where thllumber of direct female members of the bdgids distributed

as aPoissonof parameter, A, ,



(Vi/]i )yi

e (4)

P'{YZYi]:

Wherey, is an unobserved parameter that is distributed gamma of parameters
anda ,
(5)

o)=L ="
a’r(y)

which is a distribution with mean one and a vargaofzr . In this negative binomial, the

average ofy; will be equal tol,, while the variance will bé (1+ cMi). The parameter

a allows us to quantify the grade of over-dispersibrihe variabley; (the greatem ,

the greater the variance will be with respect t® thean). In this way, ir =0, the
negative binomial becomesPaissondistribution (equal mean and variance). However,
if a #0 then there is a contagious effect, that is, ha@mpsitive case makes it more

probable to have other positive cases.

Lastly, in order to test which of these two effeqigevail, if the Taste-Based
discrimination (g, obstacle) orMistake-based discriminatior{(a , infection), we
estimate &ero-inflated negative binomiahodel that allows the specification of both
parametersq and a . If q is zero, the model is transformed into a negabiv®mial,
meanwhile ifa is equal to zero it will becomeZero-InflatedPoisson The results of

these three estimations are presented in table 5.
[Table 5]

Likelihood ratio tests confirm the existence of pdespersion of the number of women
on the Boards of Directors, and both #ero-InflatedPoissonmodel and the negative
binomial model are preferable to the simpleissonregression model. Finally, the
analysis of the Zero-inflated negative binomiaba# us to conclude that this model is

superior to theZero-Inflated Poissgnbut it is not better than the negative binomial



model (in fact, we obtain the probability of an t#ude,q, very close to 0), that is, the

contagious factor is able to explain sufficientlg observed over-dispersion.

) Zero - Inflated )
Negative , Zero - Inflated Poisson
) ) > Negative - ) - )
Binomial : ) Poisson Gruped Probit
Binomial

From the comparison of the estimated models, weccarclude saying that there are
signs of an underestimatioMistake-based discriminatigrof women’s skills when
considered to hold positions of responsibility dme tboards which implies that
companies would be inefficient in terms of util{the resources are used in an incorrect
manner). This implies that companies may be iniefficin appointing their directors,
since, actually, if the companies eliminate thoises they would appoint more women

to their Boards of Directors.



6. Analysis of the results

Estimations of the models by maximum likelihood presented in tables 4 and.5in

all of the models, two estimates have been predeiitee first of them includes all of
the independent variables considered, while thersk®nes have been obtained by
eliminating one-by-one all non-significant variable terms of individual likelihood
ratio test (Engle, 1984) until obtaining a modelkhwvonly those variables that are

statistically significant.

From the model tests, such as Wealdtest, or the Likelihood test, we can conclude that
the estimated models describe the behaviour otddpendent variable (proportion of

women in board of directors) even at a 1% signifazalevel.

In regard to the independent variables that arallfinfound significant, it can be
observed that they are always the same in all @egpanodels (except the listed
company variable that is replaced by the firm $aethe negative binomial models).,
All of them also have a very similar effect on tlependent variable as it will be
showed in the following sensitivity analy&swhich is a sign of the robustness of the
results in terms of the chosen functional spedificd’.

Thus, it can be observed that the number of membkithe Board of Directors is
effectively a significant variable, in which an rease in board size implies an increase
in the proportion of positions held by women. Thegative sign in the variable squared
board size means that the increase of the sizkisnptobability is reduced insofar as
those boards begin to be large enough; therefomea&mum of 16-17 members is
reached (see Figure 1). This behaviour can inditzdé in the companies that have
small Boards of Directors, as each director haatgrelividual power, the organization,

“’A robust variance-covariance matrix is used in ptdecorrectheterocedasticitgnd correlation among
directors of the same board.

“8 |n this analysis it is considered aseferencecompany of the sample; a non-family based firmm-no
cooperative company, with an indicator of indepengeBvD equal to C, non-listed in the stock market
(or the average sized company for a non-listed @myjin the case of the binomial negative model3), 2
years old, with a medium risk and not belongingit@ancial services and Real Estates agencies, nor
consumer goods and consumer services sectors, @hdawBoard of Directors formed by 5 direct
members.

9 Nevertheless, and given that in the previous sedtave found that the binomial negative modehés t
better approach, the probabilities mentioned ingxéwill be referred to this model.



in order to secure the loyalty of the group, prefére homogeneity of the board, since
diversity in small groups could have a high costerms of reaching agreements, this
can signal an inclination towardaste-based discriminatiorHowever, if a company
has a larger board it can indicate that that omgdimn has less preference for a
homogeneous board, and this indifference is retefbrby the fact that the power of
each individual member is reduced. In this casis itnore likely that one of them,

individually considered, is a woman.
[Figure 1]

The results also show that thisk, measured as the standard deviation of the ROA
between 1991 and 2083 helps to explain the different proportion of wantdirectors.
Given the sign of the estimated coefficient, we a#firm that companies with greater
uncertainty in their results are those in whichsitless probable that a woman is a
director (see figure 2). This result is in accormmwith Adams and Ferreira (2086%)
When the risk is high, the explicit pay-for-perfante incentives are very expensive,
and therefore, the homogeneity of the group becama® valuable. In the context of
Boards of Directors, which are usually composednan, a high uncertainty could
cause the organization to recruit a higher proportof men than women. The
preference for homogeneity on the board in the cdssompanies with high risk can
also be interpreted as an indicatorta$te-based discriminatiorAnd therefore, the
majority of women find greater opportunities in ponis of a lower risk profile
(Kanter, 1977, p.54).

[Figure 2]

In line with this result, we find the greater femakpresentation in sectors intensive in
work-force and services (financial services and es@ate agencies, consumer goods
and consumer services), compared to industrial tactinological services (oil and
energy, basic materials, industry and constructioand technology and

telecommunications). This result is in line witle iendencies found by Harrigan (1981)

¥ However, significant effects have not been founrdtlie risk measured through the variabkbt Ratio
(2001-2003).

*1 Nevertheless, Adams and Ferreira (2004) usedadtatility of stock prices as an approximation oé th
uncertainty in the results.



and Bertrand and Hallock (2001) for other countitesvhich is easier to find women
directors in companies of more stable sectors asatommerce and services in general,

ahead of other sectors with greater risk such astoaction or manufacturing.

[Figure 3]

The obtained results for the risk variable, as waslindustry, can be also explained by
the higher proportion of women among the possildaedaates for the boards in
commerce and service companies. Jianokoplos anthBek (1998) found that women
have greater risk-aversion than men, while Farel &ersch (2005) stated that if
female candidates are a scarce resource, theypreier those companies that offer the

greatest security.

It is also observed that the firm age has a pasitelationship to the proportion of

women on the board. In fact, the youngest compdmaege greater uncertainty, so, the
preference for homogeneous board would play theimmh role. Oldest companies

also produce generational changes, in which sexiecutives promote and facilitate the
development of the professional career of theimgast relatives or colleagues despite
their gender.

[Figure 4]

Nevertheless, the variable that has the greateactngn the presence of women on the
Boards of Directors is the family-based firm (segife 5). For example, the probability
that a director is a woman can rise from 4.58%liermedian company to 14.02% in a
family-based firm. These results can be causedchbytdéndency to favour family ties,
independently of the gender, at the time of prongptilirectors, which implies that
women have less barriers to become a board menfiherhighlighted effect of this
variable points out that, being a woman, one ofrttaén ways to get on the boards is

through family ties.

[Figure 5]



Cooperatives are another exception to the scaesepce of women on the Boards of
Directors (see figure 6). The probability of a diex being a woman increases from
4.58% to 12.58% if the company were a cooperafihese results can be considered as
a consequence of the democratic voting procedurhexe companies (one member,
one vote) that allows the female partners to ettterboard easily, no matter their

gender.

[Figure 6]

Family-based firm and cooperative variables areateel, at least partially, to the
easiness of partners or shareholders of the compangppoint directors. When
shareholders have more control to appoint memkfettsedboard, women are obtaining
access to the board more easily. This is confirnbgd the influence that the
Independence Indicator possesses. Therefore, ibeabserved that the less power the
shareholders have in the company, the smallerdasptibability for the directors of
being women (see figure 7). This result confirme tforementioned tendency to

appoint women to dominical positions.

[Figure 7]

There is a negative relationship between the poeserdf women on the Boards of
Directors and the fact of being a listed comparge (gure 8). Nevertheless, in the
models based in the negative binomial distributilbis variable is substituted by the
firm size variable. Both variables are correlatgdce listing in a stock market is more
frequent in larger companies. The average propodfovomen on boards found in our
sample (6.61%), is higher than the one detectguior studies (in comparison to 4%),
where the sample of companies were reduced to dlesnmaimber of the largest
companies. Usually, these types of companies (lamg listed) include a smaller
proportion of dominical directors on their board$ie negative sign in this variable
could give additional evidence that women tend éodm the boards as dominical
directors being more difficult for them to becomedependent and/or executive
directors.

[Figure 8]



Thus, given the numerous variables that are reladethe dominical character of a
woman as a director (family-based firms, coopeeatiindependence indicator BvD,
listed company), it could be said that this is thain way for women to enter the
Boards of Directors, while the other two (as exeeuand independent directors) would
be practically closed, given the reduced probahdfta woman manager to be promoted
to the board, or women chosen as independent digecthis exclusion of women from
the pool of potential candidates (executives am@pendents), could be derived from
the preferences of the companies, which look foeadors with profiles that do not
easily match with those that women have. In fattene there is evidence that there are
more positions as dominical directors (i.e. fantibsed firms or cooperatives, strong
support from shareholders with control over therp¢he proportion of women on the

boards increases.

There are other variables, however, that do nothawsignificant influence over the
director gender. So, variables related to profitgb{ROA) and productivity (turnover
per employee) do not have an effect on the reptaien of women on the boards.
However, given that in the specification of the mlpdhe financial variables have a two
year lag; this result does not imply that the pneseof women on boards cannot have a
positive effect on firm profitability. To test thisypothesis, the model specification
should be the reverse, with the profitability as tiependent variable and the gender

composition of the board as a lagged independeighle’.

Lastly, with regard to the variables related withlteral aspects like th®ptima
Program and Corporative Reputation no significdietcés were showed on the presence
of women on the Boards of Directors. In order torectly interpret these results, it has
to be considered that, on one hand, @ptimaProgram has been recently created and
so some time should pass previously to consider shah a program produce a
correlation between this variable and the propaorttd women on the boards. On the
other hand, the Corporative Reputation variablenseéo be influenced by factors

related to the company size of the company orimnicial results rather than the ones

*2 This type of study about the correlation betwegdfigability and diversity, which is not the objéat
of this study, can be found in Adler (2001), Cagtal. (2003), Erhardt et al. (2003) or Catalg§t04).



that could help to increase the presence of wometh@ Boards such as the corporative

responsibility, the quality of work-life, or busis ethics.



7. Conclusions

In terms of the professional career developmentbdoappointed to the Board of
Directors of a company could be considered asaohr¢he peak of one’s career. So far,
the percentage of women found in every previouaabnal study show that very few

women actually get there.

Through this paper we have quantified the presesfc&vomen on the Boards of
Directors of the top 1000 Spanish companies. Ipassible to conclude that the
probability of an individual director being a womiginthe leading Spanish companies is
very low. In fact, only 6.61% of the positions bktboard held by direct members are

women.

This low representation of women would imply a ladkefficiency in the companies
depending on the causes that generates it. Instmse, the model, that adjusts the
number of female directors, allows to detectingpatagious factor, that is, the presence
of women on the Boards of Directors facilitates ith@rporation of more women to the
board. This contagious factor may be interpreted signal of the presence mwistake-
based discriminatiorwhere women'’s curricula would be systematicatigerestimated

in respect to those of men. This would imply aniobs inefficiency in the companies,

with sure economic repercussions.

Additionally, from the analysis of the possible ttas causing variations in the
proportion of women on the Boards of Directors, w&n deduce that there are
companies that have a preference for the homogeneitthe boards, which would
produce little gender diversity. These indicatdrsaste-based discriminatioare found

in the low presence of women in companies with brbakrds, recently created
companies, and in those that have a greater uitgrtan its results or that belong to
riskier sectors (manufacturing and technologicall).of these factors are related to the

incentives towards homogeneity on the Boards oé@ars.

Lastly, we have detected problems related to tlodusion of women from the pool of
potential candidates, especially for executivermiependent directors in the board. In

fact, we found a greater proportion of women insthcompanies where there are some



clues of a higher number of dominical directorsergfore, we have found a higher
percentage of female directors in family-based camgs, cooperatives, those
companies where shareholders have a greater povagpbint members to the board,
and those that are not listed in the stock markéawe smaller size. All these are clear
signs that when a woman is in a company’s Boarfdigctors it is more likely that she
is there representing a significant ownership pgdition (frequently with a family
character) than holding an executive or indepenpesition.

From all these results we can conclude that inrai@é@nprove the gender diversity on

the Boards of Directors of the leading Spanish camgs, there is no single way.

On one hand, the shortage of women with a desirefilgpcan only be resolved in the
medium-long term by improving theork and family life balancand an equal share on
family care between men and women. The later respiities are actually biased to
women, causing a slowdown in her professional cameking almost impossible for
them to reach a board position. Another way togate the problem is to expand the
selection criteria to include other talent sourcessially discarded (such as human
resources or costumer relationships managers, dapendent directors from liberal
professionals, universities, research centres, am-profit organizations in which

women are highly represented).

Taste-based discrimination produced by preferefarelsomogeneity on the boards can
be reduced by the incentives toward improvgupd corporate governance practices
that are usually promoted by regulating institusidhe. objectiveness and precision in
directors selection criteria, elaboration of tragprograms for directors of appointment
and incentive committees to select and evaluatdidates, promotion of independent

director figure).

Lastly, mistake-based discrimination can only beroeme by establishinguotasthat
would banish in the medium-term biased evaluationsthe curricula of female

candidates to form part of the Boards of Directors.
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Table 1: Previous research on women presence on tBeards of Directors of

Spanish companies

Boards
Women without
Research year sample participation women
Corporate Women Directors 2002 300 companies ranked by operating 4,6% 76%
International (CWDI) revenuesfFomento de la Produccion
2001)
Ethical Investment Research Servic004 FTSE All World Developed Ind¢24 3,8% _
(EIRIS), companies)
Fundacioén Ecologia y Desarrollo 2004 Ibex35 (35 companies) 3,57% 63%
(ECODES)
European Professional Women’s 2004 250 European companies by 3% 60%
Network(EPWN) operating revenues
SpencelStuart Index 2004 90 Spanish companies 4% 66%
Heidrick & Struggles 2005 Ibex35 (35 companies) 2,6% 69%
Fundacion de Estudios Financieros 2005 119 Spanish listed companies 4,04% 68,07%
Table 2: Boards of Directors. Descriptive statistis
Variable Sum Mean Std.Dev. VC Min. Max.
Number of board members 6525 6,01 4,59 0,76 1 57
Number of direct board members 6003 553 4,08 0,74 1 50
Number of female direct board members 397 0,37 0,82 2,22 0 6
Number of male direct board members 5606 5,16 3,89 0,75 0 a7
Boards without women 830 76,5 0,42 0,01 0 1
Boards with one woman 174 16,0 0,37 0,02 0 1
Boards with two women 44 4,1 0,20 0,05 0 1
Boards with more than two women 37 3,4 0,18 0,05 0 1
% of women among direct members 6,61 13,96 2,24 0 100

Table 3: Firm size via Factor Analysis. Total variace explained. Communalities,
factor matrix and factor loadings

Initial eigenvalues

extraction sum of squared loadings

Component

Total % of variance cumulative % Total % of variance cumulative %
1 3,848 64,130 64,130 3,848 64,130 64,130
2 1,177 19,620 83,750 1,177 19,620 83,750
3 ,645 10,753 94,503
4 ,190 3,159 97,662
5 ,080 1,339 99,001
6 ,060 ,999 100,000

Total Active th EUR 2002 (Log)

Total Active th EUR 2003 (Log)
Operating revenues th EUR 2002 (Log)
Operating revenues th EUR 2003 (Log)
number of employees 2002 (Log)
number of employees 2003 (Log)

Communalities
1 2

Component Matrix

1

0,805 0,864 -0,242 0,224
0,800 0,860 -0,245 0,224
0,724 0,818 -0,336 0,204
0,782 0,786 -0,325 0,213
0,958 0,737 0,643 0,192
0,957 0,729 0,653 0,189

Factor Loadings

2
-0,206
-0,208
-0,276
-0,286

0,547
0,554

Extraction method: Principal components analysis.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequad96,



Bartlett's test of Sphericity/(xfs): 6396 (Significance:0,000)

Table 4: Grouped Probit model on the probability ofa board position to be held by
a woman and Poisson model on the number of women ¢time board.

Grouped Probit Poisson
Model | Model Il Model Il Model IV
(only (only
(Al significant (Al significant
Variables variables) variables) variables) variables)
Constant -1.612 -1.994 -2.865 -3.652
Number of direct members of the board 0.025 * 0.022 * 0.041 * 0.041 *
Number of direct members of the board (squared) -0.001 ** -0.001 ** -0.001 * -0.001 **
Listed firm 0177 0211 * 0410 * -0.430 *
Family-based firm 0.541 ** 0.594 = 0.971 = 1.093 ***
Independence indicator BvD -0.068 *** -0.071 = 0119 = -0.131 =
Cooperative 0.705 ** 0471 = 1.159 == 0.827 **
Firm size -0.065 * 0116 *
Return on Assets (2001-2003) (%) 0.000 -0.001
Return on Assets (1991-2003). Standard deviation (Log) ~ -0.094 ** -0.104 ** 0.184 == -0.194
Indebtedness ratio (2001-2003) -0.111 -0.303
Productivity by employee (2001-2003) (Log) -0.042 -0.096 *
Optima Program -0.339 -0.702
Corporate reputation 0.705 *** 0.052
Firm age (Log) 0.095 ** 0.088 ** 0.170 * 0.158 **
Industry fix effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
LR test @ 1791 ** 1956 *** 164.1 = 179.32 **
Wald test @ 182.8 ** 1915 * 1452 ** 144,47 =
Goodness of fit (deviations) ® 7294 898.3
Goodness of fit (Pearson) @ 1052.5 *** 12443 **

For each variable a LR test has been performeddeet@ model with and without this variable.
Stars give the significant level of the null hypegfs rejection: 1% ***, 5% **, y 10% *.

@ The null hypothesis is that independent variahtesnot jointly significant.

® The null hypothesis is that independent variahtesiointly significant.



Table 5: Zero-inflated Poisson, Negative binomiaknd Zero-inflated negative
binomial models on the number of women on the board

Zero-inflated Poisson Negative binomial Zero-inflated negative binomial
Model V Model VI Model VI Model VIl Model IX Model X
(only (only (only
(Al significant (all significant (all significant
Variables variables) variables) variables) variables) variables) variables)
Constant -2.940 -3.444 -3.119 -3.831 -3.119 -3.831
Number of direct members of the board 0.045 ~ 0.040 * 0.055 * 0.049 * 0.055 * 0.049 *
Number of direct members of the board (squared) -0.001 ** -0.001 ** -0.001 * -0.001 * -0.001 * -0.001 *
Listed firm 0411 * -0.465 * -0.316 -0.316
Family-based firm 0.955 ** 1.061 *** 1.024 ** 1119 = 1.024 ** 1119 ™=
Independence indicator BvD 0126 * -0.130 ** 0124 = -0.156 *** 0124 = -0.156  ***
Cooperative 1.040 ** 0.778 ** 1.306 *** 1.011 = 1.306 *** 1.011 ™
Firm size -0.109 -0.163 * 0121 * -0.163 * 0121 *
Return on Assets (2001-2003) (%) -0.003 -0.001 -0.001
Return on Assets (1991-2003). Standard deviation (Log) ~ -0.163 ** 0477 -0.165 * -0.189 *** -0.165 * -0.189 *
Indebtedness ratio (2001-2003) -0.142 -0.147 -0.147
Productivity by employee (2001-2003) (Log) -0.072 -0.081 -0.081
Optima Program -0.563 -0.618 -0.618
Corporate reputation 0.005 0.011 0.011
Firm age (Log) 0219 * 0.189 * 0.194 * 0.191 = 0.194 * 0.191 =
Industry fix effect Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Probability of being zero the number of women 0211 = 0.237 ** 0.000 0.000
o (contagion factor) 0497 * 0.147 ™ 0497 > 0.567 ™
LR test @ 11211 = 1229 ** 11528 * 12532 = 113.98 * 124.39 **
Wald test @ 14545 ** 141.31 = 152.715 *** 156.2 *** 156.07 ** 157.719 ***
LR Test against a Poisson model 1137 ™ 1746 ** 2024 3068 ** 2024 3068 *
LR Test against a Zero-inflated Poisson model 887 ** 1322 *
LR Test against a Negative binomial model 0.00 0.00

For each variable a LR test has been performeddaet@ model with and without this variable.
Stars give the significant level of the null hypesis rejection: 1% ***, 5% ** 'y 10% *.
@ The null hypothesis is that independent variahtesnot jointly significant.



Figure 1: Probability for a board position to be héd by a woman. Board size
influence
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non familydbase, non-listed and not a cooperative, 23 yelarswith and

independence indicator equal to C, median risk andalonging to financial services and real estatgmcies, nor
consumer goods and consumer services industries.ofily difference is in the number of direct mensbef the

board.

Figure 2: Probability for a board position to be hed by a woman. Risk influence.
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non-familydbaise, non-listed, and not a cooperative, 23 yelakswith and
independence indicator equal to C, and not belontfininancial services and real estates agencmsconsumer
goods and consumer services industries and witliestdnembers of the board. The only differencenishe risk
variable.

Figure 3: Probability for a board position to be hdd by a woman. Industry
influence.
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non-familydbaise, non-listed, and not a cooperative, 23 yelalswith and
independence indicator equal to C, median risk aitid Svdirect members of the board. The only diffeeis in the
industry.

Figure 4: Probability for a board position to be hdéd by a woman. Firm age

influence
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non-familydbase, non-listed, and not a cooperative, with iaddpendence
indicator equal to C, median risk and not belondimdinancial services and Real Estates agenciescommsumer
goods and consumer services industries and witreBtdnembers of the board. The only differenca ithe firm age
variable.

Figure 5: Probability for a board position to be hdéd by a woman. Family-based
variable influence
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative

company has been considered not to be a coopemtidisted, 23 years old, with and independendéator equal

to C, median risk and not belonging to financialvems and Real Estates agencies, nor consumer goutls
consumer services industries and with 5 direct neembf the board. The only difference is if it i$aanily based

firm or not.

Figure 6: Probability for a board position to be héd by a woman. Cooperative
variable influence
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non-familydb@se, non-listed, 23 years old, with and indepandéndicator
equal to C, median risk and not belonging to finahservices and Real Estates agencies, nor congjonds and
consumer services industries and with 5 direct neembf the board. The only difference is if it is@operative or
not.

Figure 7: Probability for a board position to be héd by a woman. Independence
indicator BvD influence.
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
company has been considered to be a non-familydbase, non-listed, and not a cooperative, 23 yehfswith

median risk and not belonging to financial servieesl Real Estates agencies, nor consumer goodsoasdroer
services industries and with 5 direct members eflibard. The only difference is in the independend&ator
variable.

Figure 8: Probability for a board position to be héd by a woman. Listed firm
variable influence.
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Probabilities computed for models in table 4 andith only significant variables (pair models). Apresentative
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a representative non-listed one).



