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Abstract 

 

In 1998, women comprised 46 percent of the labor force and 49 percent of managerial 

and professional positions. However, in 1998 women made up only 11.1 percent of directors of 

Fortune 500 companies. In 2005 this number increased to just 14.7 percent, which demonstrates 

the slow rate of progress. At this rate, it will take 70 years for to reach parity with men. This study 

seeks to provide a thorough illustration of the nature of female representation on US corporate 

boards and, in doing so, make some progress toward identifying factors which inhibit or promote 

the instance of women directors. Using data from IRRC Directors, I look at the effects of gender 

on attaining positions of power such as board chair and committee chair while correcting for 

various director and company attributes. I also examine the potential existence of a new girls’ 

network as a parallel to the old boys’ network that traditionally dominates the director selection 

process. My results show that women are up to 25 percent less likely to hold positions of power 

than their male counterparts. Women in female-led companies have a higher likelihood of being 

represented in these positions, which confirms the existence of a parallel network and illustrates 

the ability of women to promote other women. 
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I. Introduction 

The boards of directors of major corporations wield a significant amount of power in 

shaping the future of the corporations they lead. Their major responsibilities include selecting a 

Chief Executive Officer, overseeing the finances and operations of the company, designing 

executive pay packages, identifying target charities for earmarked profits, and nominating future 

board members. In addition, they are to represent the employees, consumers and shareholders 

who all have a vested interest in the company’s success. However, corporate boards have been 

and still remain predominantly a “good ol’ boys network.” (Nance-Nash 2005: 3) Specifically, 

female representation on the boards of US companies has remained disproportionately low 

compared to representation in the general labor force. In 1998, women comprised 46 percent of 

the labor force and 49 percent of managerial and professional positions. (Burke and Mattis 2000: 

6) However, in 1998 Catalyst found that women made up only 11.1 percent of directors of 

Fortune 500 companies. (Nance-Nash 2005: 3) In 2005 this number increased to just 14.7 

percent, which demonstrates the slow rate of progress. At this rate, it will take 70 years for male 

and female representation to be equal. (Catalyst 2005: 5)  

The low representation of females in corporate boards of directors has profound 

implications on the career advancement of women. Because directors are responsible for shaping 

corporate policy, they are in a position to impact the future composition of corporate executives 

and boards. In 2005, Bell found that female executives are present in larger numbers and receive 

higher compensation in firms where the CEO or Chair or when women are on the board. (Bell 

2005: 4) Thus female board representation is a significant and necessary element of today’s 

major corporations if females are to have access to the same career opportunities as their male 

counterparts.  

As such, this paper is dedicated to illustrating the key attributes of directors of public 

companies in the United States, including their executive rank, role on the board, affiliation with 

the company, and length of service, as well as the attributes of the companies they serve. Many 

firms that have women on their boards have just one woman. This suggests that firms only select 

women to the board in response to shareholder activism or to build their reputation, rather than 
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realizing the strategic value of women in the boardroom. (Bilimoria 2000: 26) In addition, many 

researchers say that women do not occupy significant roles on boards, as indicated by their low 

representation on core committees. This study seeks to provide a thorough illustration of the 

nature of female representation on corporate boards and, in doing so, make some progress 

toward identifying factors which inhibit or promote the instance of women directors.  

 

II. Previous Research 

 The organization that has done the most consistent monitoring of female representation 

in the corporate boardroom is Catalyst, a non-profit organization working toward the 

advancement of women to the executive and directorship ranks. In 1995 they instituted a biennial 

census on women directors of all Fortune 500 companies. Throughout their research and 

reporting, they present the constant theme of an abundance of qualified women who are 

consistently left out of corporate circles of power such as the executive suite and the boardroom. 

Women earned 32 percent of MBA degrees and made up 50.6 percent of the managerial 

workforce in 2004. Despite this, they still represent just 14.7 percent of directors. (Catalyst 2005: 

11) Moreover, this representation has changed only slightly over the past decade. In 1995, 

women comprised only 9.6 percent of board seats. (Catalyst 2003: 1) The limitations of Catalyst 

research can be found in the fact that they report only on Fortune 500 companies, and they do 

not explore in any depth the attributes of directors such as the industries in which they are most 

prevalent or their roles and responsibilities as directors. This study aims to shed light on these 

attributes.  

The most recent Catalyst study in 2005 reported for the first time on female 

representation as chairs of the core committees: nominating, audit, compensation, and 

governance. They found that women represented 11.2 percent of all chair positions. They 

represented 14.2 percent of nominating and governance chairs, but only 10.2 percent of audit 

chairs and 9 percent of compensation chairs. Although women represent 14.7 percent of 

directorships, they are underrepresented in chair positions. When examining the relationship 

between the number of women on the board and the likelihood of occupying a chair position they 
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found that as female board representation increased, so did the likelihood of a female committee 

chair. (Catalyst 2005: 20). Bilimoria also examines female committee representation, stating that 

women often serve on non-crucial committees such as public affairs. These are committees that 

are not directly involved with the finances or recruiting of the company. As such, women are 

excluded from important decision-making processes. She also finds that committees that have 

women are often larger than committees without women, suggesting that women are added as an 

additional member rather than as a replacement of a male member. (Bilimoria 2000: 26) This 

finding not only highlights the tokenism that accompanies the role of women directors, but also 

conveys that female representation is often diluted among a larger group of male peers.   

Other studies have looked at how far companies have come in promoting and 

representing women in the boardroom. In 1987, 42.6 percent of Fortune 500 boards had at least 

one woman. This proportion increased to 81.2 by 1996. However, most of these companies had 

only one woman director. (Daily, Certo and Dalton 2000: 15-16) In addition to being 

underrepresented in the boardroom, many women directors face the “burden of tokenism;” that is, 

being the only woman. In 1997, only 36 percent of Fortune 500 companies had two or more 

female directors. (Bilimoria 2000: 26) Tokenism is largely in response to shareholder activism or 

as part of a larger public relations campaign to increase a company’s public profile or improve 

their image. Perhaps a more difficult goal, aside from increasing the female presence in the 

boardroom, is to encourage companies to recognize the strategic value of women rather than 

appointing women in reaction to public criticism or for reputation-building purposes. Women 

directors serve as role models to other female employees and executives, they have the power to 

influence recruitment policies, compensation and corporate strategy, and they can act as mentors 

for other women seeking to hold directorships in the future. (Bilimoria 2000: 27) Empirical 

evidence supports the claim that women play a significant role in promoting other women. In 

examining the instance of women executives in female-led firms, women are overwhelmingly 

more likely to occupy higher positions in the corporate hierarchy in firms with a female CEO or 

Chair. The results are even more striking if the woman is also a board member. (Bell 2005: 4) 
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This has implications for both female board and executive representation as female leadership 

carries clout in bringing women below them to positions of power. 

Some researchers have analyzed the status of women in corporate boards, specifically 

whether they are employees of the company or whether they were appointed as outside directors. 

With the implementation of Sarbanes-Oxley, firms have been encouraged to appoint a larger 

proportion of outside directors to establish independent governance. The most frequent 

conclusion drawn is that women are more likely to be represented as outside directors than inside 

directors. The proportion of female inside directors actually declined from 1987 to 1996. (Daily, 

Certo and Dalton 2000: 16) Because service as an inside director is a common prerequisite for 

becoming a CEO, this finding does not suggest a positive outlook for the future of women seeking 

directorships or CEO positions. In 2005, only 3 percent of women directors were insiders, 

compared with 16 percent of male inside directors. (Catalyst 2005: 21) No concrete reasons have 

been established for this trend, though it is inextricably linked to the progress of women to the 

executive suite.  

 An important attribute of women directors is their executive title, or more broadly, their 

career background. In 1998, only one-third of female directors held corporate positions while 

other women directors largely represented academia, entrepreneurial activity, and non-profit 

organizations. On the newest Fortune 500 companies the proportion of women directors with 

corporate backgrounds increased to nearly half. (Mattis 2000: 49) Despite the progress, this may 

still explain the tendency for women to be outside directors rather than inside directors as 

corporate experience is not as crucial for outside directorships. Although the proportion of women 

with corporate backgrounds has been increasing, the proportion of men with similar backgrounds 

has been declining, implying that corporate experience is a more important attribute for women 

seeking directorships. However, it also suggests that women should be more likely to be selected 

as inside directors because they have the necessary experience. (Daily, Certo and Dalton 2000: 

18)   

 The low proportion of female inside directors is a result of what is known as the “old boys’ 

network.” Inside directors are often appointed to the board because of a personal relationship 
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with the CEO or another board member. (Nance-Nash 2005: 3) Recruitment to boards is still 

dependent upon personal networks rather than a formal process. Although professional search 

firms and published lists of qualified candidates are available, many firms still rely upon the 

networks of their CEO in order to fill board seats. Because women have not had a presence in 

the corporate arena as long as their male counterparts, their visibility in these networks is greatly 

reduced. A related setback for women seeking positions in the boardroom is the fact that the 

majority of CEOs are men, and therefore their networks are composed mostly of men as well. 

(Burke 1997: 914) As such, while women may be qualified their networks are not as strong or 

developed, so men are more visible among CEOs and are invited to serve on boards with more 

frequency. A new girls’ network paralleling the old boys’ network has been suggested, implying 

that the effects of promoting executives of the same gender, as seen in traditional male networks, 

will also be evident among women. (McGregor 2000: 141) 

 When compared to other countries, female representation in the US exceeds that of most 

countries by more than two times in some cases. Australia, New Zealand, Canada and Britain all 

reported less than 5 percent of women directors for top companies in 1997. (Burgess and 

Tharenou 2000: 111; McGregor 2000: 131; Burke 1997: 909; Holton 2000: 145) By contrast, 

Catalyst reported in 1997 that women held 10.6 percent of Fortune 500 board seats. (Catalyst 

2005:6) International discussion of obstacles for women directors share some similarities with US 

findings, specifically in the attributes of women directors, the dominance of the old boys’ network, 

the fact that women are more likely to hold outside directorships, and the importance of 

interaction between women executives and directors.  

A survey conducted in 1996 for 951 of the Top 1000 Canadian companies revealed that 

women tend to be younger, have shorter tenure and have more varied background than their 

male counterparts. Further findings show that corporate backgrounds are becoming more 

common among women. (Burke 2000: 98-9) Canadian research also highlighted the importance 

of the selection process, the exclusive nature of the old boys’ networks and the need for 

increased visibility among qualified women seeking to become board members. (Burke 1997: 

912-3) 
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 A study on Australian directors revealed some key factors influencing the occurrence of 

women as outside directors, namely human capital investments in education and experience and 

visibility through serving in large organizations. (Burgess and Tharenou 2000: 126)   

 New Zealand and Israel offer two unique examples of affirmative action to increase 

female representation on boards. In both countries a government initiative was launched to 

address the disparity between men and women directors. In both cases however, the government 

could only influence the state sector while a system of patriarchal values still dominated the 

private sector. (McGregor 2000: 129) Moreover, any increase in female participation must be 

treated with caution as it could simply be tied to a political agenda without necessarily 

representing a shift in the attitudes of decision-makers. (McGregor 2000: 140) In order to 

implement the initiative in New Zealand, the government sponsored training seminars for female 

executives in order to increase their skill and experience levels and make them more qualified 

and visible candidates for board appointments. They also focused on recruitment and selection 

policies de-emphasizing the informal networking and selection processes. (McGregor 2000: 133) 

The Israeli initiative was implemented with a stronger government role, as companies were 

required to appoint directors from underrepresented groups to their boards. (Izraeli 2000: 75) In 

some cases the Supreme Court was brought in to resolve situations in which firms did not comply 

with the legislation. (Izraeli 2000: 90)  

Although the US appears to be a leader in female representation on corporate boards, 

there are some important lessons to be learned from the examples of other countries. Whether or 

not the US should consider an explicit policy initiative to promote women directors requires further 

scrutiny. However, it is evident that women are not equally represented in the boardroom and 

more attention must be paid not simply to publicizing this underrepresentation, but to revealing 

factors contributing to this and exploring how this issue can be addressed. 

 

III. Data 

 In order to carry out this study, I will be using the IRRC Directors panel data set produced 

by the Investor Responsibility Research Center and made available by Wharton Research Data 
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Services. This dataset contains information on the directors of S&P 500, S&P MidCap and S&P 

SmallCap firms from 1997 to 2004.1 IRRC Directors includes data on gender, age, tenure, 

executive title, affiliation with the company, and committee membership, among other 

characteristics. In addition to director attributes, the dataset provides information on the annual 

revenue, industry, and index and exchange listings of the companies. Given the low 

representation of women on corporate boards, the large number of observations still allows for a 

credible analysis. This dataset is unique in that it includes firms from multiple indices and enables 

me to capture trends over 9 years.  

There are 139,024 unique observations, 25,624 unique directors, and 4,852 unique 

companies represented by this dataset. 1,744, or 8.1 percent, of unique directors are women and 

these women hold roughly 9 percent of total board seats. The average annual revenue of the 

companies in this dataset is $2.2 billion, and each company has 9.6 directors on average. The 

top 25 percent of companies by annual revenue have 10.3 directors on average, while the bottom 

25 percent have 7.3 directors. The average length of service of a director is 9.9 years.2 As my 

analysis will show, many of these characteristics vary considerably over time which will help to 

ascertain future board opportunities or limitations for women. For example, as many firms place 

restrictions on board tenure and the number of boards on which a single director can serve, this 

may encourage firms to seek directors from a wider network or shift toward more professional 

selection process, allowing women to ascend to directorships more frequently and rapidly. (Burke 

and Mattis 2000: 8) 

 This study would be strengthened by an additional dataset on the top ranking executives 

of these same companies. This would allow for a comparison between the proportion of female 

directors who hold executive titles and the proportion of executive women who hold directorships. 

I would also be able to look at the attributes of both groups to identify any major differences. This 

in turn, could suggest possible factors contributing to low female board representation. However, 

the IRRC Directors dataset provides abundant information on the attributes of corporate directors 

                                                 
1 Although the data set covers the period from 1996 to 2004, much of the information for 1996 is missing so my analysis 
begins in 1997. 
2 See Appendix Table 1. 
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and the companies in which they serve in order to illustrate trends over the indicated time period 

and suggest reasons behind the underrepresentation of women. 

 

IV. The Situation for Women Directors from 1997 to 2004 

Means and Trends 

 I will now describe the attributes of female and male directors. The attributes I will look at 

include age, executive title, female representation by sector, affiliation, whether or not the director 

is paid for service, and gender representation and composition on the core committees: 

compensation, corporate governance, audit, and nominating. I will detail trends over time and 

make comparisons between women and men to determine underrepresentation. 

 Table 2 illustrates the average age of both female and male directors and shows that 

female directors are younger on average than their male counterparts. In 1997, the average 

female director was 54.7 years of age, compared to 59.4 for the average male director. These 

averages remained fairly consistent over time, as women were 55.3 years of age in 2004, 

compared to 59.4 years for men. This trend suggests that although women are underrepresented 

in the boardroom, the path of those women who do ascend to directorships is approximately 5 

years shorter than that of men. This finding is consistent with a 2004 study which found that 

women reached the executive suite faster than their male counterparts. (Cappelli and Hamori 

2004: 1)  

 Table 3 compares the average number of board seats held by female and male directors 

and shows that women occupy more board seats on average than their male counterparts. The 

number of board seats and the trend are consistent for the period from 1998 to 2004. Though not 

overwhelmingly, this finding supports previous research noting that women occupy a higher 

number of board seats on average than their male counterparts because decision-makers rely on 

“name-brand” female directors to reduce the uncertainty of their selection. (Daily, Certo and 

Dalton 2000: 19) In other words, women who already served on other corporate boards are 

guaranteed to have the necessary experience and qualifications required by the role of director.  
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 Table 4 shows the distribution of directors by executive title. In order to accurately 

interpret these results it is necessary to understand that the director is not necessarily an 

employee of the company on whose board they serve. This is the case for all outside (affiliated 

and independent) directors. Therefore, their executive title pertains to the company at which they 

are currently employed at the time of data collection. From these findings it is clear that women 

are underrepresented in the higher executive ranks and hold a larger proportion of the lower titles 

than their male counterparts. For example, only 7.1 percent of female directors are chairwomen in 

while 22.9 percent of male directors are chairmen. Moreover, the gap increased from 1997 to 

1998 and fell only slightly from 1998 to 2004. Similarly, 14.2 percent of women in a given year are 

CEOs compared to 24.9 percent of men and this gap also increased over time. The 

underrepresentation is consistent for titles of COO and President as well. The lower ranks of 

Senior Vice President (SVP), Executive Vice President (EVP), Vice President (VP), and 

Treasurer reflect the opposite trend, with a larger proportion of women directors occupying those 

titles. In a given year, females were 2.6 times more likely to be VP, 2.5 times more likely to hold 

the title of SVP, 1.6 times more likely to be Treasurer, and 1.3 times more likely to be EVP. The 

gender gap for Treasurer narrowed dramatically over time, while the gap for EVP actually 

increased over time. In 1997, the proportion of female directors holding this title was less than the 

proportion of men, but by 2004 women directors were more likely to hold this title. Previous 

research supports the result that women are more likely to occupy lower positions in the 

corporate hierarchy. The 1998 Catalyst census found that Fortune 500 women occupy only 3.8 

percent of clout titles.3 Additionally, 73% of Fortune 500 women are represented at the bottom of 

the executive pecking order as EVPs. (Mattis 2000: 50) Although my findings show that women 

occupy a higher proportion of SVP and EVP positions, they are severely underrepresented in the 

higher ranks. This is a possible explanation for their underrepresentation in the boardroom as 

higher ranking executives generally have more visibility among other corporate executives thus 

increasing their likelihood of being offered a directorship.  

                                                 
3 Clout titles are defined by Mattis as Chair, CEO, Vice Chair, President, COO, SVP and EVP. 
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 Table 5 demonstrates female representation by sector over the period. Because gender 

data for all sectors is not available for the full time period, I will only evaluate sectors for which 

data is complete from 1997 to 2004. Manufacturing represents the sector with the highest female 

representation, while transportation4 displays the lowest proportion of women directors. This trend 

remains consistent over the period. Women directors in the manufacturing sector jumped from 

2001 to 2002 while the proportion increased steadily in the transportation sector.  

 Another interesting attribute is whether directors are paid for their service. This 

information is displayed in Table 6. I will examine this attribute over time and draw comparisons 

between female and male directors. I will perform this comparison from two perspectives: (1) from 

the total pool of director observations, I will examine what proportion of females are paid, and for 

comparison, what proportion of males are paid, and (2) from the pool of directors who are paid, I 

will observe the gender composition. First, from the pool of total directors, it is apparent that men 

are more likely to be paid for their service than women, although the overall proportion of 

directors who are paid has steadily declined. In 1997 men were over 2 times more likely to be 

paid. Through 2004 the likelihood remained nearly constant. On average, 3.4 percent of women 

and 6.4 percent of men are paid.  The gender composition of the pool of paid directors more or 

less reflects the overall gender composition of directors in the data set. The proportion of women 

is steadily increasing while the proportion of males is falling. 5.1 percent of paid directors are 

women, compared to 94.9 percent of men. This shows that even if more women were to obtain 

directorships, it will not necessarily follow that they will be paid with the same likelihood as their 

male counterparts.  

 Table 7 compares the director’s affiliation with the company by gender. Broadly, these 

results show that women are far more likely to represent independent directors rather than inside 

or affiliated directors.5 On average, women represent 6.3 percent of employee directors, 

compared with 22.1 percent for men. Similarly, 8.8 percent of women are affiliated directors, 

whereas 15.9 percent of men are affiliated. By contrast, 84.8 percent of women directors are 

                                                 
4 The transportation sector includes Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas & Sanitary Services 
5 An affiliated director is defined as a customer, supplier, receiver of charitable funds, interlocking director, or family 
member.  
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independent, compared to 62 percent of men. Overall, the proportion of independent directors 

increased due to the more stringent corporate governance requirements and specific rules and 

regulations pertaining to director affiliation. In accordance with the rise independent directors, the 

proportion of employee and affiliated directors also declined over the period. The fact that women 

are more likely to be independent directors supports the trend in past research.  

 In order to measure representation in positions of power, I examine the chair position of 

the various core committees within the board. Data on chairs is only available for the 

compensation, audit and nominating committees and is displayed in Tables 8, 9 and 10. Table 8, 

Panel A shows that over the period from 1999 to 2004 men are consistently two times more likely 

than their female counterparts to occupy the position of compensation committee chair. When 

looking at the pool of compensation committee chairs in Panel B women are clearly 

underrepresented, though this is partly attributed to their low representation overall as directors. 

Females comprise approximately 9 percent of the directors in the dataset, though they comprise 

only 4 percent of the compensation committee chairs suggesting that other inhibiting factors exist. 

Table 9, Panel A shows that in 1999 women appear to be just as likely as men to be chair of the 

audit committee. However, by 2004 the gender gap has widened significantly and men are more 

than 1.5 times more likely to serve as audit chair. Panel B considers the pool of audit chairs, 

where women have narrowed the gap. By 2004 their representation as audit committee chairs 

exceeds their overall representation as directors by more than 2 percent. Data for the nominating 

committee chair is only available for the period from 1999 to 2001, but Table 10 illustrates trends 

that are similar to those of audit chair. In Panel A, women are just as likely if not more likely than 

their male counterparts to serve as chair of the nominating committee. Furthermore, their 

representation among the pool of chairs, as seen in Panel B, also exceeds their overall 

representation by 1 percent. Women comprise 10.1 percent of nominating committee chairs 

compared to 9 percent of directors overall.  

Participation on core committees has been paid increasing attention in recent years. 

Using Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14 I will analyze the gender composition of these committees from 

two perspectives, similar to the approach I used in the examination of committee chair positions. 
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First I will look at the total pool of directors to determine the proportion of total females on each 

committee, as compared to the proportion of men. I will then restrict the pool of directors to only 

those who are on each committee, and look at the gender composition of each committee.  

Table 11, Panel A illustrates that men and women directors are equally likely to serve on 

compensation committee. 37.8 percent of women serve on the committee compared to 37.1 

percent of men. By 2004, women actually become slightly more likely to serve than their male 

counterparts. Panel B considers the pool of directors serving on a compensation committee and 

very closely reflects the gender composition of the entire data set. Women make up 9.5 percent 

of those on the committee, while men represent 90.5 percent. When considering all directors in 

the data set women make up 9.2 percent. These comparative results suggest that the lack of 

female representation is due to their underrepresentation as directors. This stands in contrast to 

previous literature stating that women were underrepresented and less likely to serve on core 

committees, citing compensation as the main example. 

My findings are even stronger when examining the audit committee in Table 12. Panel A 

shows that 47.6 percent of women serve on audit committee, compared to just 37.8 percent of 

men. However, the gap has been narrowing over the period in contrast to the situation for 

compensation committee. In 1998, the gap was 13 percent in favor of women, but by 2004 the 

gap was reduced to just over 4 percent. In Panel B, the gender composition of directors serving 

on audit committee presents favorable results for women as their participation is greater than 

their representation overall. Women comprise 11.4 percent of the audit committee, while men 

88.6 percent. Women have also increased their participation from 1998 to 2004. 

Table 13, Panel A shows that higher proportions of women than men serve on the 

corporate governance committee and this trend has remained throughout the period. In 1998 16.6 

percent of women served on the governance committee while just 9.9 percent of men served. By 

2004, the proportion of women directors increased to 44.7 percent and the proportion of men 

increased to 35.8 percent. The proportions of both women and men have been increasing, 

implying the increasing size and significance of the corporate governance committee. The gender 
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composition of the governance committee has remained fairly static over the period as women 

and men make up 13.5 percent and 86.5 percent, respectively. 

Lastly, I examine is the nominating committee. These results are very similar to the other 

committees. Table 14, Panel A illustrates that a larger proportion of women are members of 

nominating committee. On average, 36 percent of women are members and 28.6 percent of men 

are members. As seen in the corporate governance committee, both proportions have been rising 

over time, also suggesting the increased importance of the committee’s function. The gender 

composition is similar to that of the audit committee as women comprise 11.6 percent of 

members while men comprise 88.54 percent. Again, this is more positive than female 

representation overall.  

Although past research indicates that women are more likely to serve on non-crucial 

committees rather than committees directly related to compensation or nomination, my findings 

provide evidence to the contrary. Women are just as likely, and in some cases more likely than 

men to be represented on these committees. However, when looking at the restricted pool, 

female representation is similar to their overall representation in the dataset. This indicates that 

the main reason for their underrepresentation on core committees stems from the fact that they 

hold a disproportionate number of directorships compared to men. Once they obtain directorships, 

the results show that there is no gender gap in the likelihood that they will be represented on 

committees. By contrast, when looking at the proportion of women paid for their service, there 

seem to be other factors contributing to their disparity with men. On each committees the 

underrepresentation of women is mainly due to their underrepresentation overall as directors, 

while their likelihood of being selected to core committees is equal to, if not greater than, that of 

men. The greater disparity is seen in the gender representation and composition of committee 

chair positions and this will be examined in greater detail in the next section. 

 

V. Explanations for Female Underrepresentation on Boards and Committees 

Regression Analysis 
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 As I have outlined above, women are underrepresented not only on corporate boards, but 

also on the core board committees. The most comprehensive studies on women directors have 

been presented by Catalyst. However, they simply provide a snapshot and do not attempt to 

explain the causes of the disproportionate number of female directors. Although the means reveal 

the areas where women are underrepresented, a simple bivariate analysis of female 

representation is not sufficient in explaining the reasons for the gender gap. To supplement the 

discussion on means and trends in the boardroom, I will now conduct multivariate probit analysis 

in an attempt to explain the gender gap in board positions of power. Specifically, I will look at the 

effects of gender on attaining positions of power such as board chair and committee chair while 

correcting for various director and company attributes. 

 Table 15 illustrates the factors which affect the probability of being an inside director. In 

this instance, inside director is defined as an employee of the company on whose board the 

director serves. In column 1, without any controls, it appears that females are 15.9 percent less 

likely to be inside directors. Column 2 includes the effect of serving in a female-led company6 and 

shows that these women are 11.1 percent more likely to be inside directors. Column 3 controls for 

age, which actually increases the gender gap to 17.7 percent, whereas tenure (column 4) 

reduces the gap to 16.9 percent. Assessing the influence of age and tenure independently, it 

appears that younger directors and those with longer tenure are more likely to be insiders. 

Column 5 includes the effects of whether the director is paid and also the number of board seats 

they hold. If a director is paid for service they are 18.6 percent less likely to be an insider. As such, 

since we saw earlier that the proportion of women paid for their service was significantly less than 

that of men, it follows that the gender gap is narrowed when correcting for this attribute. 

Conversely, for every additional board seat held by a director they are 5.2 percent less likely to be 

an insider. The combined effect of being paid and holding multiple board seats reduces the 

gender gap to 15.2 percent. When controlling for the executive rank in column 6, this gap is 

narrowed once again as females are only 10.8 percent less likely to be insiders. This finding is 

consistent with earlier discussion of the fact that women tend to occupy the lowest executive 

                                                 
6 A female-led company is defined as a company with a female CEO or Chair. 



 17

ranks, which appears to have implications for their representation in the boardroom. Yet women 

in female-led companies are now 20.2 percent more likely to be insiders than their counterparts in 

male-led companies. The model also predicts that Vice Chairs, EVPs, and COOs are most likely 

to hold insider board seats while the CFOs are least likely. Finally, controlling for company 

attributes (column 7) such as sector, exchange, and size and time (column 8) has no visible 

impact on the likelihood of women inside directors. After accounting for various director and 

company characteristics very little explanation can be found for the low representation of women 

inside directors as only 5 percent of the gender gap is explained by these characteristics. This 

finding supports the dominance of the old boys’ network. CEOs commonly appoint directors from 

within their personal networks and the fact that women are less likely to be inside directors 

suggests that they are less visible than their male counterparts within these networks. The 

increased likelihood for women in female-led companies also points to the existence of parallel 

networks for women. The idea of a “new girls network” was presented in earlier literature as an 

area of future research (McGregor 2000: 141) and it appears to carry validity in this study. In 

other words, males and females alike tend to promote homogeneity in gender. The ability of 

women in positions of power to promote their own gender is reflected in the strong effect of 

female-led companies. Women appear to have considerable influence in appointing other women 

to the board as the gender gap shifts in favor of women when including this characteristic. 

 Table 16 considers the broader definition of inside director to include both employees of 

the company as well as affiliated directors. Here, the results are less favorable for women. 

Column 1 shows that women are 23.2 percent less likely to be insiders than their male 

counterparts, but women in female-led companies (column 2) are only 6.3 percent less likely to 

be insiders. Using the stricter definition of insider, results showed that women in female-led 

companies are more likely to be insiders. This contrast indicates that the influence of women 

CEOs and Chairs is limited to those women who work within the company and they have less 

control in appointing women from broader networks. Column 3 controls for age and shows that 

older directors are less likely to be affiliated, which increases the gender gap as women are 

younger on average. Directors with longer tenure (column 4) are slightly more likely to be insiders. 
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Column 5 shows the effects of holding multiple board seats, which reduces the likelihood of being 

an affiliated director, but leaves the effect of gender unchanged. After correcting for executive title 

in column 6, the gender gap is reduced to 24.5 percent and COOs, Vice Chairs, and EVPs are 

most likely to be insiders while Presidents are less likely to be insiders. Controlling for company 

characteristics and time in column 7 has no effect on the gender gap. The likelihood of affiliated 

women directors in female-led companies falls slightly to 7 percent. In this model, the effect of 

female-led companies is weaker as women in power appear to have less control over promoting 

women that are not within their immediate company network. Following this, the gender gap is 

much wider when considering the broader definition of inside director. 

A gender gap also exists when examining the position of board chair (Table 17). Without 

controlling for any director or company attributes in column 1 women are 15.9 percent less likely 

than their male counterparts to be board chair. However, when including the effect of a female 

CEO or Chair in column 2 women in female-led companies are only 3.6 percent less likely to be 

board chair, again implying the existence of homogenous networks. Column 5 corrects for 

whether directors are paid and the number of board seats they hold. Directors who are paid for 

their service are 11.2 percent less likely to be chair and, for every additional board seat held the 

director is 4.6 percent more likely to be chair. The inclusion of these two factors actually 

increases the gender gap, making women 17.6 percent less likely to be chairs. Controlling for 

executive title in column 6 reduces the gap dramatically to 11.2 percent. CEOs are most likely to 

be chairs whereas directors holding all other titles are less likely to be chairs. The final effect of 

gender, after controlling for company characteristics and time in column 7, remains qualitatively 

unchanged by these controls. Additionally, the effect of a female-led company is no longer 

significant, leaving 11.5 percent of the gender gap unexplained by director and company fixed 

effects. 

 Tables 18, 19 and 20 examine the gender gap for committee chairs using the same 

director and company controls. Table 18 illustrates the factors that affect women occupying the 

position of compensation committee chair. Column 1 shows that women are 3.9 percent less 

likely than their male counterparts to be chair of compensation committee. Column 2 shows that 
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the gender gap in female-led companies is equivalent to that in male-led companies. When 

controlling for age in column 3 the gender gap is reduced to 2.3 percent due to the fact that older 

directors are slightly more likely to be compensation chair and women are younger than men as 

shown by the means. Column 4 controls for tenure but does not influence the likelihood of 

becoming compensation chair and the gender gap remains qualitatively unchanged. Column 5 

controls for whether the director is paid and the number of seats they hold but has no combined 

effect on the gender gap. Paid directors are 2.4 percent less likely to be compensation chair. For 

each additional board seat held, they are 1.2 percent more likely to be chair. Column 6 includes 

occupational title controls but does not influence the gender gap. The impact of CFO and COO 

are strongest while Chair has almost no impact. Column 7 controls for company fixed effects and 

time but leaves the gender gap qualitatively unchanged. The gender gap is relatively small 

without any controls, but much of the gap is unexplained and no distinctions can be made for 

female-led companies. 

 Table 19 performs the same analysis for the position of audit committee chair. Column 1 

shows that women are 2 percent less likely to be chair of audit committee. Column 2 adds the 

distinction of women directors in female-led companies which indicates that women in female led-

companies are 6 percent less likely to be audit chair whereas the gender gap in male-led 

companies is only 1.8 percent. Column 3 controls for age and reduces the gap to just 0.7 percent. 

When controlling for whether the director is paid as well as the number of board seats the director 

holds in column 4, the gender gap is unaffected. When including occupational title controls the 

gender gap actually increases to 1.5 percent, while the gap in female-led companies is 5.3 

percent. CFO is the only title which increases the likelihood of becoming audit chair, while COO 

has the strongest negative effect. Finally, after controlling for time the gender gap remains 

unchanged.  

 Table 20 presents the gender gap with respect to becoming chair of the nominating 

committee, correcting for the same director and company attributes. Column 1 actually reports a 

slightly positive effect (0.8%) of being female on the likelihood of becoming nominating chair. 

Column 2 indicates a slightly less positive effect of gender, but women in female-led companies 
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are overwhelmingly more likely (6.8%) than their counterparts in male-led companies to become 

nominating chair. When including age in column 3, the gender gap widens in favor of women to 

1.6 percent and the gap between female and male-led companies also widens to 8 percent in 

favor of female-led companies. The inclusion of tenure, payment for service, number of board 

seats held, and occupational title has no effect on the gender gap. However, after correcting for 

company attributes and time in column 7 the gender gap is reduced to 0.9 percent. Unlike the 

other committee chair positions the gender gap for the nominating committee is virtually 

nonexistent. Although the controls when taken together do not explain the gap, women appear to 

have parity with men in their likelihood of becoming nominating chair.   

 Table 21 looks at the gender gap in compensation for service as director. Without any 

controls, column 1 shows that women are 3.1 percent less likely than males to be paid for service. 

No distinction can be made between female and male-led companies (column 2). When including 

age in column 3 the gender gap narrows to 2.6 percent. Tenure (column 4) and the number of 

board seats held (column 5) do not impact the gender gap. The inclusion of title controls in 

column 6 does not affect the gender gap, but COOs and EVPs have the strongest negative 

effects while Treasurer has the smallest negative effect. After controlling for company attributes 

and time the results remain qualitatively unchanged and the gender gap remains at 2.6 percent. 

As seen in the previous results, very little of this gap is explained by controlling for various 

director and company attributes.  

 

VI. Conclusions 

After examining the various director and company attributes, it is clear that there are 

gender differences in the boardroom. Even more interesting is the significant role of gender in 

obtaining positions of power within the board. Those women that do hold directorships have 

ascended to the boardroom faster than men. However, a greater proportion of women than men 

occupy the lowest positions in the executive hierarchy, suggesting that the disparity at the 

executive level is a factor inhibiting the ascension of women to directorships. Another 
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discouraging trend emerges when examining the proportion of women and men who are paid for 

the service as the gender gap shows no signs of subsiding over time.  

Women are also overwhelmingly more likely to be independent than their male 

counterparts, which is related to past research indicating that women are more likely to hold 

outside directorships. More importantly, this points to the continued dominance of the old boys’ 

network and is linked to the gender disparity in the executive suite. Because men represent an 

overwhelming majority of CEOs their networks are comprised mostly, if not entirely, of men. If 

more women are able to become CEOs their personal networks could promote female 

representation in the boardroom. This potentiality is supported by the effect of a female-led 

company. We saw that women in female-led companies have a much greater likelihood of being 

an insider, which stresses the influence and importance of relationships between women. 

However, the effect of these relationships only plays a role in promoting women from within the 

company and has little influence outside the company. 

 When looking at committee chair positions, the gender gap is quite small, but 

unexplained even after controlling for director and company fixed effects. However, once women 

are in the boardroom there are no visible obstacles to their representation as chairs of core 

committees. Although women are underrepresented in positions of power such as committee 

chair or board chair, participation on core committees represents some progress for future 

women directors. The underrepresentation stems primarily from the underrepresentation of 

women overall in the boardroom, as the likelihood of committee membership is equal if not 

greater than that of men.  

After examining the reasons behind these disparities in greater depth, it is evident that 

very little explanation can be found for the gender gap in holding positions of power on the board 

of directors. However, the impact of same gender relationships and women in power cannot be 

underestimated. If more women are able to ascend to the boardroom they will play a large role in 

promoting other women and making progress toward gender parity. The necessary next step is to 

identify additional factors that can explain the existing gender gap. As we saw, the director and 

company characteristics examined in this study explained a small portion of the disparity. A factor 
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to consider in further research is whether executives and directors have or have had mentoring 

relationships with other executives or directors of the same gender. Information on company 

policies towards women may also be useful. A related study must focus on the factors which 

affect the rise of female CEOs because, as we have seen, their role is instrumental in closing the 

gender gap. 
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Table 1. Data Summary7 
 
Panel A. Unique Observations 

 

Unique Observations Unique Directors Unique Companies 

139,024 25,624 4,852 

 
 

Panel B. Mean Characteristics of Directors and Companies 
 

Age Tenure 
Female  Male  Average  Female  Male Average

Percent 
Female Annual Revenue Directors per 

Company 

54.75 
(.076) 

59.30 
(.027) 

58.92 
(.759) 

7.73 
(.090) 

10.08 
(.038)

9.87 
(.036) 

9.04 
(.001) 

$2,166,233,000 
(201.928) 9.56 

 
 

Panel C. Distribution of Females by Company Size Measured in Annual Revenue 
 

Less than $198,600,000 Between $198,000 and 
$1,425,400,000 Greater than $1,425,400,000 

4.50% 7.01% 10.66% 

 
 
Panel D. Number of Board Seats Held 

 
Number of Board Seats 

Female  Male  Average  

2.05 
(.015) 

1.86 
(.004) 

1.88 
(.004) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
   

                                                 
7 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 2. Average Age of Directors, 1997-20048 
 
 

Year Female Male 

1997 54.70 
(.247) 

59.37 
(.074) 

1998 54.43 
(.239) 

59.03 
(.072) 

1999 54.58 
(.218) 

59.04 
(.072) 

2000 54.52 
(.212) 

58.88 
(.075) 

2001 54.58 
(.207) 

58.78 
(.076) 

2002 54.87 
(.206) 

59.65 
(.079) 

2003 55.02 
(.198) 

59.91 
(.077) 

2004 55.26 
(.194) 

60.12 
(.076) 

Average 54.77 
(.076) 

59.31 
(.027) 

 

                                                 
8 Source: IRRC Directors Data  



 5

Table 3. Average Number of Board Seats Held by Directors, 1998-20049 
 
 

Year Female Male 

1998 2.19 
(.048) 

1.88 
(.011) 

1999 2.06 
(.041) 

1.93 
(.011) 

2000 2.03 
(.039) 

1.87 
(.010) 

2001 2.02 
(.046) 

1.85 
(.010) 

2002 2.03 
(.039) 

1.83 
(.011) 

2003 2.03 
(.038) 

1.80 
(.011) 

2004 2.00 
(.034) 

1.81 
(.010) 

Average 2.05 
(.015) 

1.86 
(.004) 

                                                 
9 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 4. Distribution of Directors by Title and Gender, 1997-200410 
 
 

 Chairperson CEO COO President 
Executive 

Vice 
President 

Vice 
President 

Year F M F M F M F M F M F M 

1997 .88 10.49 1.12 10.68 0.56 2.93 1.12 9.50 0.64 2.77 0.96 1.11 

1998 8.61 26.97 15.02 27.89 1.90 4.27 27.88 26.98 5.13 4.09 5.69 1.89 

1999 8.65 26.38 17.03 26.67 2.03 3.81 28.75 26.69 4.88 3.79 5.49 1.71 

2000 9.20 26.52 17.41 27.68 2.39 3.56 28.36 25.50 5.66 3.84 4.50 1.70 

2001 9.37 26.22 17.91 27.69 2.79 2.95 28.17 25.25 4.65 3.69 4.85 1.56 

2002 7.11 24.11 16.00 26.95 2.30 2.91 18.07 20.95 4.52 3.12 3.11 1.15 

2003 6.13 21.71 14.21 25.31 1.74 2.52 13.51 18.37 3.83 2.99 2.72 1.16 

2004 6.56 21.11 14.75 24.89 1.90 2.50 13.70 18.34 4.46 2.64 2.36 0.98 

Average 7.08 22.94 14.18 24.85 1.95 3.18 19.95 21.45 4.42 3.37 3.71 1.41 

 

                                                 
10 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 5. Female Board Representation by Sector, 1997-200411 
 

 
Sector 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Average 

Mining 7.59 6.78 7.73 7.86 8.96 10.86 10.7 8.45 

Manufacturing 8.99 8.47 10.06 10.55 10.88 12.34 12.69 10.43 
Transportation, 

Communications, 
Electric, Gas & 

Sanitary Services 

 
4.95 

 
4.94 5.12 5.14 5.07 5.58 5.76 5.21 

Wholesale 8.05 7.76 8.13 8.40 8.62 9.18 10.11 8.54 

Retail       7.01 7.01 

Finance, Insurance 
& Real Estate 5.48 5.02 5.86 6.81 6.96 8.85 9.34 7.00 

Services 6.98 5.94 6.66 6.42 6.56 6.70 7.27 6.63 
Public 

Administration 5.68 5.89 6.53 8.17 6.56 13.20  7.01 

 

                                                 
11 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 6. Compensation for Service as a Director, 1997-200412 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors Paid for Service 
 

Year F M 

1997 3.44 7.33 

1998 3.95 7.48 

1999 3.53 6.65 

2000 4.02 6.76 

2001 3.92 6.76 

2002 3.41 6.44 

2003 2.92 5.23 

2004 2.30 4.83 

Average 3.44 6.44 
 
 
 

Panel B. Gender Composition of Paid Directors 
 

Year F M 

1997 3.92 96.08 

1998 4.06 95.94 

1999 4.67 95.33 

2000 5.43 94.57 

2001 5.54 94.56 

2002 5.56 94.44 

2003 6.10 93.90 

2004 5.56 94.44 

Average 5.09 94.91 
 

                                                 
12 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 7. Board Affiliation by Gender, 1997-200413 
 
 

 Employee Linked Independent 

Year F M F M F M 

1997 6.00 23.83 9.21 17.29 84.79 58.88 

1998 5.85 23.57 10.43 17.97 83.73 58.46 

1999 6.58 23.28 10.18 17.97 83.24 58.75 

2000 6.88 23.19 9.75 17.33 83.37 59.48 

2001 7.51 22.68 9.10 16.30 83.39 61.02 

2002 7.04 21.14 7.78 14.57 85.19 64.29 

2003 5.99 19.80 7.38 13.46 86.63 66.74 

2004 4.85 19.28 6.75 12.34 88.39 68.38 

Average 6.34 22.10 8.82 15.90 84.84 62.00 
 

                                                 
13 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 8. Female Representation as Compensation Committee Chairs, 1999-200414 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors that are Compensation Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 3.46 7.62 

2000 3.89 7.31 

2001 3.85 7.93 

2002 4.37 8.26 

2003 5.36 8.92 

2004 6.16 9.65 

Average 4.52 8.21 
 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Compensation Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 4.03 95.97 

2000 4.88 95.12 

2001 4.60 95.40 

2002 5.56 94.44 

2003 6.53 93.47 

2004 7.34 92.66 

Average 5.49 94.51 
 

                                                 
14 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 9. Female Representation as Audit Committee Chairs, 1999-200415 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors that are Audit Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 6.03 6.15 

2000 5.86 6.17 

2001 5.91 8.11 

2002 6.07 8.62 

2003 6.06 9.51 

2004 6.03 10.16 

Average 5.99 7.96 
 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Audit Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 8.32 91.68 

2000 8.39 91.61 

2001 6.75 93.25 

2002 7.26 92.74 

2003 6.89 93.11 

2004 11.48 88.52 

Average 7.35 92.65 
 

                                                 
15 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 10. Female Representation as Nominating Committee Chairs, 1999-200116 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors that are Nominating Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 4.88 4.37 

2000 4.98 4.21 

2001 5.32 4.35 

Average 5.06 4.31 

 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Nominating Committee Chairs 
 

Year F M 

1999 9.36 90.94 

2000 10.24 89.76 

2001 10.83 89.71 

Average 10.13 89.87 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 11. Female Representation on Compensation Committee, 1998-200417 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors on Compensation Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 35.23 36.70 

1999 35.93 36.66 

2000 36.74 36.49 

2001 37.14 36.97 

2002 38.30 37.60 

2003 40.25 37.31 

2004 40.79 37.60 

Average 37.77 37.05 
 
 

 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Compensation Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 7.15 92.85 

1999 8.31 91.69 

2000 8.85 91.15 

2001 9.07 90.93 

2002 10.17 89.83 

2003 11.14 88.86 

2004 11.86 88.14 

Average 9.51 90.49 
 

                                                 
17 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 12. Female Representation on Audit Committee, 1998-200418 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors on Audit Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 49.76 36.76 

1999 49.15 36.41 

2000 48.74 36.55 

2001 47.84 37.69 

2002 47.78 38.82 

2003 46.03 39.26 

2004 43.74 39.29 

Average 47.58 37.83 
 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Audit Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 9.80 90.20 

1999 11.10 88.90 

2000 11.40 88.60 

2001 11.19 88.81 

2002 12.03 87.97 

2003 11.9 88.01 

2004 12.13 87.87 

Average 11.38 88.62 
 

                                                 
18 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 13. Female Representation on Corporate Governance Committee, 1998-200419 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors on Corporate Governance Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 16.60 9.88 

1999 17.69 10.73 

2000 19.22 12.11 

2001 21.66 12.90 

2002 26.89 17.57 

2003 40.18 29.48 

2004 44.72 35.79 

Average 26.71 18.35 
 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Corporate Governance Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 11.88 88.12 

1999 13.24 86.76 

2000 13.28 86.72 

2001 14.29 85.71 

2002 14.54 85.46 

2003 13.67 86.33 

2004 13.42 86.58 

Average 13.47 86.53 
 

                                                 
19 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 14. Female Representation on Nominating Committee, 1998-200420 
 
 
Panel A. Proportion of Directors on Nominating Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 31.75 24.67 

1999 30.98 24.47 

2000 31.08 24.44 

2001 31.96 24.65 

2002 36.44 29.61 

2003 44.01 34.56 

2004 45.70 37.62 

Average 35.99 28.57 
 
 
 
Panel B. Gender Composition of Nominating Committee 
 

Year F M 

1998 9.36 90.64 

1999 1049 89.51 

2000 10.93 89.07 

2001 11.40 88.60 

2002 12.03 87.97 

2003 12.89 87.11 

2004 13.10 86.90 

Average 11.46 88.54 
 

                                                 
20 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
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Table 15. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming an Inside Director21 
Dependent Variable: Insider (Employee only)22 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Female -.159* 
(.003) 

-.163* 
(.003) 

-.177* 
(.002) 

-.169* 
(.003) 

-.152* 
(.003) 

-.108* 
(.003) 

-.108* 
(.003) 

-.108* 
(.003) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 -.050* 

(.009) 
-.031* 
(.009) 

-.007 
(.022) 

-.009 
(.022) 

-.023 
(.016) 

-.027*** 
(.016) 

-.027*** 
(.015) 

Interaction Term – 
Female in 

Company with 
Female CEO or 

Chair 

 .274* 
(.035) 

.253* 
(.036) 

.259* 
(.073) 

.259* 
(.074) 

.311* 
(.089) 

.310* 
(.087) 

.310* 
(.087) 

Age   -.012* 
(.000) 

-.016* 
(.002) 

-.014* 
(.000) 

-.008* 
(.000) 

-.008* 
(.000) 

-.008* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .011* 
(.000) 

.010* 
(.000) 

.009* 
(.000) 

.009* 
(.000) 

.009* 
(.000) 

Paid for Service 
as Director     -.186* 

(.002) 
-.132* 
(.002) 

-.131* 
(.002) 

-.131* 
(.002) 

Number of Board 
Seats Held     -.052* 

(.002) 
-.058* 
(.002) 

-.059* 
(.002) 

-.059* 
(.002) 

Chair      .168* 
(.006) 

.169* 
(.006) 

.169* 
(.006) 

Vice Chair      .526* 
(.014) 

.524* 
(.014) 

.524* 
(.014) 

CEO      .170* 
(.006) 

.170* 
(.006) 

.170* 
(.006) 

CFO      .093* 
(.014) 

.094* 
(.014) 

.094* 
(.014) 

COO      .468* 
(.014) 

.463* 
(.015) 

.463* 
(.015) 

President      .077* 
(.005) 

.082* 
(.005) 

.082* 
(.005) 

Treasurer      .208* 
(.030) 

.205* 
(.030) 

.205* 
(.030) 

Executive VP      .507* 
(.013) 

.508* 
(.013) 

.508* 
(.013) 

Senior VP      .377* 
(.018) 

.379* 
(.018) 

.379* 
(.018) 

VP      .333* 
(.018) 

.334* 
(.018) 

.334* 
(.018) 

Sector Controls23       Yes Yes 

Exchange 
Controls24       Yes Yes 

Log Annual 
Revenue       Yes Yes 

Year        Yes 

Log Likelihood -62,529.7 -62,491.524 -58,203.921 -23,170.257 -21,791.76 -17,308.667 -17,162.858 -17,162.855 

N 124,181 124,181 124,179 50,543 50,472 50,472 50,357 50,357 

                                                 
21 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
22 The dependent variable is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the director is an employee and 0 if they are affiliated or linked. 
23 Used sector dummy variables (mining, manufacturing, transport, wholesale, finance, services, public administration)  
24 Used exchange dummy variables (amex, nyse) 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 16. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming an Inside or Affiliated 
Director25 
Dependent Variable: Insider (Employee or Affiliated)26 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Female -.232* 
(.004) 

-.236* 
(.004) 

-.268* 
(.003) 

-.267* 
(.006) 

-.263* 
(.005) 

-.245* 
(.006) 

-.245* 
(.006) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 -.056* 

(.011) 
-.039* 
(.012) 

-.037 
(.026) 

-.029 
(.027) 

-.061** 
(.026) 

-.068* 
(.026) 

Interaction 
Term – Female 

in Company 
with Female 

CEO or Chair 

 .173* 
(.032) 

.160* 
(.033) 

.150* 
(.069) 

.162** 
(.069) 

.177* 
(.073) 

.175** 
(.074) 

Age   -.011* 
(.000) 

-.018* 
(.000) 

-.017* 
(.000) 

-.013* 
(.000) 

-.013* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .017* 
(.000) 

.016* 
(.000) 

.017* 
(.000) 

.017* 
(.000) 

Number of 
Board Seats 

Held 
    -.051* 

(.002) 
-.055* 
(.002) 

-.056* 
(.002) 

Chair      .089* 
(.017) 

.092* 
(.007) 

Vice Chair      .341* 
(.013) 

.342* 
(.013) 

CEO      .153* 
(.007) 

.155* 
(.007) 

CFO      .111* 
(.019) 

.110* 
(.019) 

COO      .376* 
(.012) 

.374* 
(.013) 

President      -.002 
(.006) 

.004 
(.006) 

Treasurer      .191* 
(.032) 

.184* 
(.033) 

Executive VP      .329* 
(.012) 

.332* 
(.012) 

Senior VP      .231* 
(.017) 

.230* 
(.017) 

VP      .182* 
(.018) 

.183* 
(.018) 

Company 
Controls27       Yes 

Year       Yes 

Log Likelihood -79,972.423 -79,953.41 -77,416.771 -30,302.347 -29,858.433 -28,253.67 -27,990.769 

N 124,167 124,167 124,165 50,531 50,640 50,640 50,345 

 

                                                 
25 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
26 The dependent variable is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the director is an employee or affiliated and 0 if they are independent. 
27 Includes sector controls, exchange controls, and log annual revenue 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 17. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming Board Chair28 
Dependent Variable: Chair29 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Female -.159* 
(.003) 

-.162* 
(.003) 

-.163* 
(.003) 

-.168* 
(.005) 

-.176* 
(.005) 

-.112* 
(.004) 

-.115* 
(.004) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 .010 

(.010) 
.011 

(.010) 
.078* 
(.025) 

.072* 
(.025) 

.033*** 
(.022) 

.026 
(.021) 

Interaction 
Term – Female 

in Company 
with Female 

CEO or Chair 

 .126* 
(.033) 

.125* 
(.033) 

-.016 
(.058) 

-.025 
(.057) 

.001 
(.054) 

.061 
(.055) 

Age   -.001* 
(.000) 

-.001* 
(.000) 

-.002* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .004* 
(.000) 

.005* 
(.000) 

.004* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Paid for Service 
as Director     -.112* 

(.006) 
-.064* 
(.005) 

-.063* 
(.005) 

Number of 
Board Seats 

Held 
    .046* 

(.001) 
.025* 
(.001) 

.023 
(.001) 

Vice Chair      -.173* 
(.003) 

-.173* 
(.003) 

CEO      .583* 
(.007) 

.581* 
(.007) 

CFO      -.127* 
(.014) 

-.126* 
(.015) 

COO      -.074* 
(.013) 

-.076* 
(.013) 

President      -.183* 
(.004) 

-.182* 
(.004) 

Treasurer      -.067** 
(.038) 

-077** 
(.039) 

Executive VP      -.161* 
(.004) 

-.161* 
(.004) 

Senior VP      -.156* 
(.004) 

-.156* 
(.004) 

VP      -.140* 
(.006) 

-.140* 
(.006) 

Company 
Controls       Yes 

Year       Yes 

Log Likelihood -64,004.629 -63,992.443 -63,978.955 -27,826.734 -27,154.371 -19,141.212 -19,044.316 

N 124,180 124,180 124,178 50,543 50,472 50,472 50,357 

 

                                                 
28 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
29 The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the director is a board chair and 0 otherwise. 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 18. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming Compensation Chair30 
Dependent Variable: Compensation Chair31 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Female -.039* 
(.002) 

-.037* 
(.002) 

-.023* 
(.003) 

-.027* 
(.004) 

-.029* 
(.003) 

-.030* 
(.003) 

-.030* 
(.003) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 .012*** 

(.008) 
.006 

(.007) 
-.001 
(.013) 

-.004 
(.012) 

-.002 
(.012) 

-.003 
(.012) 

Interaction 
Term – Female 

in Company 
with Female 

CEO or Chair 

 -.004 
(.018) 

-.000 
(.018) 

.040 
(.045) 

.036 
(.044) 

.031 
(.042) 

.029 
(.042) 

Age   .003* 
(.000) 

.003* 
(.000) 

.003* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .000* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Paid for Service 
as Director     -.024* 

(.004) 
-.027* 
(.003) 

-.028* 
(.003) 

Number of 
Board Seats 

Held 
    .012* 

(.001) 
.011* 
(.001) 

.012* 
(.001) 

Chairman      -.002 
(.003) 

-.002 
(.003) 

Vice Chair      -.025* 
(.005) 

-.024* 
(.005) 

CEO      -.016* 
(.003) 

-.016* 
(.003) 

CFO      -.045* 
(.006) 

-.044* 
(.006) 

COO      -.035* 
(.005) 

-.035* 
(.005) 

President      -.014* 
(.003) 

-.014* 
(.003) 

Treasurer      -.005 
(.016) 

-.005 
(.016) 

Executive VP      -.030* 
(.005) 

-.030* 
(.005) 

Senior VP      -.020** 
(.007) 

-.020** 
(.007) 

VP      -.032* 
(.006) 

-.032* 
(.006) 

Company 
Controls       Yes 

Year       Yes 

Log Likelihood -25,150.262 -25,148.821 -24,614.132 -12,805.96 -12,650.35 -12,546.525 -12,489.085 

N 91,590 91,590 91,588 50,543 50,472 50,472 50,357 

 

                                                 
30 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
31 The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the director is chair of a compensation committee and 0 if they are not. 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 19. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming Audit Chair32 
Dependent Variable: Audit Chair33 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Female -.020* 
(.003) 

-.018* 
(.003) 

-.007* 
(.003) 

-.009* 
(.003) 

-.015* 
(.003) 

-.016* 
(.003) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 .018* 

(.008) 
.014** 
(.007) 

.014** 
(.007) 

.013*** 
(.017) 

.003 
(.007) 

Interaction Term – 
Female in Company 
with Female CEO or 

Chair 
 -.042* 

(.011) 
-.040* 
(.011) 

-.040* 
(.011) 

-.038* 
(.011) 

-.038* 
(.011) 

Age   .003* 
(.000) 

.003* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

Paid for Service as 
Director    -.035* 

(.003) 
-.038* 
(.002) 

-.037* 
(.003) 

Number of Board 
Seats Held    .004* 

(.001) 
.005* 
(.000) 

.005* 
(.001) 

Chairman     -.024* 
(.002) 

-.022* 
(.002) 

Vice Chair     -.037* 
(.004) 

-.035* 
(.004) 

CEO     -.024* 
(.002) 

-.026* 
(.002) 

CFO     .087* 
(.011) 

.083* 
(.011) 

COO     -.054* 
(.034) 

-.053* 
(.003) 

President     -.011 
(.002) 

-.008* 
(.003) 

Treasurer     -.024 
(.009) 

-.022** 
(.009) 

Executive VP     -.037* 
(.003) 

-.035* 
(.004) 

Senior VP     -.032* 
(.005) 

-.031* 
(.005) 

VP     -.038* 
(.005) 

-.036* 
(.005) 

Year      Yes 

Log Likelihood -25,037.54 -25,032.316 -24,710.059 -24623.854 -24,230.361 -24,158.864 

N 91,590 91,590 91,588 91,515 91,515 91,515 

                                                 
32 Source: IRRC Directors Data. Excluded tenure and company controls due to dropped observations that left no female audit chairs in 
remaining observations  
33 The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the director is an audit chair and 0 if they are not. 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 20. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Becoming Nominating Chair34 
Dependent Variable: Nominating Chair35 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Female .008** 
(.003) 

.006*** 
(.003) 

.016* 
(.004) 

.017* 
(.004) 

.014* 
(.004) 

.015* 
(.004) 

.009* 
(.003) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 .000 

(.011) 
-.004 
(.010) 

-.004 
(.010) 

-.005 
(.009) 

-.005 
(.009) 

-.009 
(.008) 

Interaction 
Term – Female 

in Company 
with Female 

CEO or Chair 

 .068** 
(.041) 

.080* 
(.044) 

.076* 
(.043) 

.075* 
(.042) 

.071* 
(.041) 

.073* 
(.041) 

Age   .002* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Paid for Service 
as Director     .000 

(.003) 
-.001 
(.003) 

.000 
(.003) 

Number of 
Board Seats 

Held 
    .008* 

(.001) 
.008* 
(.001) 

.006* 
(.001) 

Chairman      .003*** 
(.002) 

.003 
(.002) 

Vice Chair      -.015* 
(.014) 

-.015* 
(.014) 

CEO      -.005*** 
(.002) 

-.006** 
(.002) 

CFO      -.017** 
(.007) 

-.015*** 
(.006) 

COO      -.011*** 
(.005) 

-.011** 
(.005) 

President      -.003 
(.002) 

-.003 
(.002) 

Treasurer      -.016 
(.010) 

-.013 
(.010) 

Executive VP      -.018* 
(.004) 

-.018* 
(.004) 

Senior VP      -.013** 
(.006) 

-.013 
(.005) 

VP      -.025* 
(.004) 

-.024* 
(.004) 

Company 
Controls       Yes 

Year       Yes 

Log Likelihood -9,106.3539 -9,103.0277 -8,914.718 -8,842.3854 -8,733.7381 -8,698.3097 -8,567.8336 

N 50,687 50,687 50,687 50,543 50,472 50,472 50,357 

 

                                                 
34 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
35 The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the director is a nominating chair and 0 if they are not. 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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Table 21. Factors Influencing the Likelihood of Being Paid for Service as Director36 
Dependent Variable: Paid for Service37 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Female -.031* 
(.002) 

-.031* 
(.002) 

-.026* 
(.002) 

-.023* 
(.003) 

-.023* 
(.003) 

-.026* 
(.003) 

-.026* 
(.003) 

Company has 
Female CEO or 

Chair 
 .016* 

(.006) 
.014** 
(.006) 

.012 
(.014) 

.012 
(.014) 

.019 
(.014) 

.017 
(.013) 

Interaction 
Term – Female 

in Company 
with Female 

CEO or Chair 

 -.016 
(.013) 

-.015 
(.013) 

-.045 
(.017) 

-.045 
(.018) 

-.043*** 
(.013) 

-.042*** 
(.012) 

Age   .001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

-.000* 
(.000) 

-.000* 
(.000) 

Tenure    .002* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

.002* 
(.000) 

.001* 
(.000) 

Number of 
Board Seats 

Held 
    -.000 

(.001) 
.004* 
(.001) 

.001*** 
(.001) 

Chairman      -.026* 
(.002) 

-.025* 
(.002) 

Vice Chair      -.027* 
(.004) 

-.027* 
(.004) 

CEO      -.030* 
(.003) 

-.029* 
(.003) 

CFO      -.024* 
(.007) 

-.022* 
(.007) 

COO      -.039* 
(.004) 

-.039* 
(.004) 

President      -.034* 
(.002) 

-.034* 
(.002) 

Treasurer      -.013 
(.012) 

-.016 
(.012) 

Executive VP      -.041* 
(.003) 

-.040* 
(.003) 

Senior VP      -.029* 
(.004) 

-.029* 
(.004) 

VP      -.049* 
(.002) 

-.048* 
(.002) 

Company 
Controls       Yes 

Year       Yes 

Log Likelihood -28,885.809 -28,882.098 -28,745.348 -11,959.419 -11,937.496 -11,451.797 -11,333.313 

N 124,180 124,180 124,178 50,543 50,472 50,472 50,357 

 

                                                 
36 Source: IRRC Directors Data 
37 The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the director is paid for service and 0 if they are unpaid. 
* indicates significance at .01 level, ** indicates significance at .05 level, *** indicates significance at .10 level 
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