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Abstract  

 
Background: The underrepresentation of women in corporate boardrooms has been a central 

corporate governance issue for decades; still, improvement is made at a slow pace and varies 

by industry sector. On average, the Swedish financial industry displays high levels of female 

board representation compared to other industry sectors; however, there are large differences 

between the companies. Therefore, investigating whether certain organizational and/or board 

characteristics have an impact on female board representation in this industry may provide 

valuable insights as to whether some factors enhance gender diversity on these boards and, 

consequently, could serve as tools for further growth of female board representation. 

  

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to evaluate the development of female board 

representation in Swedish publicly listed financial firms and to investigate whether certain 

organizational and/or board characteristics have an impact on female board representation. As 

such, the study answers call for research regarding women on boards in the finance industry, 

while also contributing to the limited amount of research examining whether certain 

organizational factors may act as predictors of female board representation.  

 

Method: The study is of quantitative nature with a deductive approach and longitudinal design. 

Data is collected from annual reports and corporate governance reports of Swedish public 

financial firms listed on Nasdaq Stockholm and NGM Equity between 2011 and 2017. The 

initial sample contains all 60 listed firms, while the final sample consists of 37 firms. The 

dependent variable is female board representation and the independent variables are firm size, 

female employment base, board size, outside directors, multiple directorships, older directors, 

and female chairman. Control variables for market capitalization segments and year-fixed 

effects are included. Data is analysed using multiple linear regression, which is in line with 

prior research.  

 

Conclusion: The results of the study show that there is a significant negative relationship 

between female board representation and board size, while there are significant positive 

relationships between female board representation and the variables outside directors and 

female employment base. Significant positive relationships are also found between female 

board representation and effects related to time and market capitalization segment. The results 

are both in line with and contradictory to prior research, indicating the need for further research 

to clarify the relationship – if any – between certain factors and female board representation. 

Moreover, the results provide indications for policymaking, especially concerning the large 

inequalities found regarding the position as chairman as well as the relationship between the 

female employment base and female board representation.   
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Definitions  

 
EU   European Union  

 

The Code   Swedish Corporate Governance Code  

 

Large Cap   Companies with a market value over 1 billion EUR 

 

Mid Cap  Companies with a market value between 150 million EUR and 1 

billion EUR 

 

Small Cap  Companies with a market value below 150 million EUR 

 

STEM&F Industries Science, Technology, Engineering, Mathematics and Finance 

Industries   
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Background  

Corporate boards affect both policies and practices of the global marketplace, as well as 

the lives of millions of employees and consumers; therefore, failures in the governance 

of corporate boards can result in significant costs (Rhode & Packel, 2014). Consequently, 

the issue of who gets access to these boards becomes a subject of great societal importance 

(Rhode & Packel, 2014). What has attracted significant scholarly interest and public 

debate regarding the election of board members is that the resulting composition of boards 

has in most cases resulted in a majority of men (Kirsch, 2018). Interestingly, this type of 

composition continues to exist even though the underrepresentation of women on 

corporate boards has been a worrying subject in both debates and corporate governance 

research since the mid-2000s (Gregorič, Oxelheim, Randøy & Thomsen, 2015). 

However, when investigating female appointment onto Nordic boards, Gregorič et al. 

(2015) find that women have started to fill up a few more chairs in the corporate 

boardroom as a result of increasing societal pressure put on companies to include more 

female directors. Nevertheless, improvement appears to be at a slow pace as the European 

Commission’s latest gender-equality statistics show that only a few countries manage to 

improve; women only account for a quarter - 25.3% - of the board seats of the largest 

publicly listed companies in the European Union Member States (European Commission, 

2018). As a result of the insufficient level of female board representation, board gender 

diversity has become a frequently discussed topic among policymakers (Adams, 2016). 

For example, in 2012, the European Union released a proposal for a Directive with the 

aim of having 40% female non-executive directors on corporate boards of publicly listed 

firms (European Commission, 2012). Nevertheless, due to diverse opinions in the 

Member States, the Directive has not yet come into force; among others, the national 

parliaments of Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands submitted reasoned opinions 

regarding the Commission’s proposal, claiming that it did not comply with the principle 

of subsidiarity (Council of the European Union, 2017). The principle of subsidiarity 

means that issues should be resolved at the most immediate level if possible (European 

Parliament, 2018); that is, these countries believe that the underrepresentation of women 

on corporate boards can be better dealt with at a lower level than the EU level. Further, 

several delegations continue to prefer national measures, or at least non-binding measures 
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at the EU level, while others support EU-wide legislation (Council of the European 

Union, 2017). However, the number of countries implementing gender quotas has 

increased over time (European Commission, 2018).  

 

Sweden – the country of primary interest in this study – regulates gender diversity on 

corporate boards in its corporate governance code by recommending nomination 

committees to consider “gender balance” when appointing board members (Swedish 

Corporate Governance Board, 2016). Despite the absence of a gender quota, Sweden is 

one of the countries in Europe displaying the highest proportion of women on corporate 

boards of the largest listed companies; in October 2017, the proportion of women was 

35.9% (European Commission, 2018). However, to further increase the pace at which 

female representation on corporate boards is developing, an amendment of the Swedish 

Companies Act was up for discussion in 2016 that would require a minimum of 40% 

female presence on boards (Ds 2016:32). Nevertheless, the amendment was never 

incorporated in the Companies Act since the issue was considered to be better regulated 

through non-mandatory legislation (Sveriges Riksdag, 2017). However, Swedish 

investors often take an active ownership role in the companies in which they invest and 

have recently come to consider issues such as sustainability, diversity and gender equality 

as conditions for commercial success of their companies (Swedish Corporate Governance 

Board, 2016). This indicates that female representation on corporate boards in Sweden 

may increase without involuntary pressure from the government. 

  

The underrepresentation of women on corporate boards can be seen from both an ethical 

and a financial point of view (Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008). Starting with the ethical 

aspect; it is considered immoral to exclude women from corporate boards based on their 

gender (Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008). Also, one of the European Union’s core 

values is for women and men to have equal opportunities to reach leadership positions 

(European Commission, 2018), which highlights the importance of including both 

genders on corporate boards. Furthermore, directorship is one of the highest leadership 

positions in the corporate world (Adams, 2016). Women’s presence – or absence – on 

these positions gives a picture of our society today (Adams, 2016); positions with high 

rank should not only go to men. Regarding the financial aspect, empirical evidence is 

mixed; however, some studies find that there is a positive relationship between a 
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company’s financial performance and the inclusion of more women in the corporate 

boardroom (e.g., Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008; Thorburn, 2014). Consequently, low 

female representation on the corporate board could potentially mean that the company 

fails to capture certain benefits. For example, a more gender diverse board would match 

the diversity of the company’s customers, which would improve the board’s ability to 

understand its customers (Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008). Also, problem-solving may 

be improved as more perspectives and alternatives would be evaluated (Campbell & 

Mínguez-Vera, 2008). Nevertheless, even though it appears to exist a positive association 

between female directors and firm performance, companies should not conclude that 

simply adding more women to the board will automatically improve profitability (Adams 

& Ferreira, 2009; Thorburn, 2014). 

  

Another branch of research within the field have focused on investigating potential 

explanatory factors for female underrepresentation on boards – such as organizational and 

board characteristics – which could in turn function as tools for mitigating the problem if 

explored and managed correctly (Ahmed, Higgs, Ng, & Delaney, 2018; Geiger & Marlin, 

2012; Hillman, Shropshire & Cannella, 2007). Examples of organizational- and board 

characteristics investigated in prior studies are the presence of a woman as chairman 

(Ahmed et al., 2018), board size (Geiger & Marlin, 2012) and industry female 

employment base (Hillman et al., 2007). However, research within this area is scarce 

(Ahmed et al., 2018) and further research concerning organizational characteristics’ 

impact on female representation on corporate boards is therefore not only needed to 

extend and/or validate prior findings (Geiger & Marlin, 2012), but also to clarify what 

type of conditions may favor improved gender diversity (Hillman et al., 2007). 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

In order for policymakers to succeed with their aim of improving gender diversity on 

corporate boards, it is important to recognize that female underrepresentation on boards 

varies by industry sector (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016). An industry in which this is 

especially evident is the finance industry; in fact, women are less represented on corporate 

boards in finance sectors compared to other industry sectors (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016; 

von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa & McFarlane, 2015). A possible reason for why this 

underrepresentation is especially worrying in the finance industry could be related to the 
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discussion regarding male and female characteristics; some studies provide evidence that 

women are more risk-averse than men (Byrnes, Miller & Schafer, 1999; Croson & 

Gneezy, 2009), indicating that improved board diversity may lead to less risky corporate 

outcomes (Adams, 2016). In fact, this argument is used to justify the addition of targets 

for the underrepresented gender in the management body in the European Commission’s 

Capital Requirement Directives for financial institutions (Adams, 2016). Nevertheless, it 

is important to recognize that evidence regarding this issue is mixed – there is not 

consistent evidence that women are more risk-averse than men (e.g., Adams & Funk, 

2012; Berger, Kick & Schaeck, 2014). 

  

Moreover, when investigating STEM&F industries, Wiley and Monllor-Tormos (2018) 

find that board gender diversity has a positive impact on firm performance of companies 

within these industries; however, these positive effects only occur after reaching a critical 

mass of 30% women on the corporate board. This suggests that potential advantageous 

effects of female representation on corporate boards in the finance industry may not be 

received if the number of women on the corporate board do not surpass a certain level. 

Additionally, Adams and Kirchmaier (2016) argue that firms within the STEM&F 

industries will face greater difficulties in achieving the European Commission’s objective 

of 40% female representation on boards; in light of Wiley and Monllor-Tormor’s (2018) 

findings, this demonstrates the importance of exploring factors that possibly hinder the 

growth of female representation on corporate boards within the finance sector.  

  

Interestingly, however, according to a survey of 150 large global firms in the financial 

services sector, Sweden displays a higher percentage of female board members in the 

financial services sector compared to other industry sectors in the country (Daisley & 

Studer, 2014). Nevertheless, the situation is still less than ideal; higher leadership 

positions are still occupied predominantly by men (Daisley & Studer, 2014). 

Additionally, gender diversity on corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden is not 

evenly distributed between firms; while some firms could be viewed as role models, other 

firms have very low presence of female directors in the corporate boardroom (Emdén, 

2015). Therefore, investigating what type of characteristics that are present within 

corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden may provide valuable insights as to whether 

certain factors may act as tools for improving gender diversity on corporate boards, while 
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others may hinder the growth of female board representation. Consequently, 

distinguishing such factors could give an indication of how female board representation 

can be improved within the financial companies displaying lower levels of female board 

representation.   

1.3 Purpose and Research Question 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the development of female board representation 

in publicly listed financial firms in Sweden between 2011 and 2017. Emphasis is on 

whether the factors firm size, female employment base, board size, outside board 

membership, multiple directorships, the age of board members and the presence of a 

woman as chairman affect female representation on corporate boards of financial firms 

in Sweden; these variables have been used in previous research by Hillman et al. (2007), 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018) and will be described in detail in 2.2. 

The following research question will be examined: 

 

Do organizational and/or board characteristics affect female board representation in 

publicly listed financial firms? 

  

By examining this research question, the study answers a call for further research 

concerning women on boards in the finance industry (Elsevier, 2019). Moreover, it is 

argued that policymakers have become too focused on the numeric underrepresentation 

of women on corporate boards and that a discussion regarding what factors that may cause 

it is missing from the debate (Adams, 2016); thus, by examining the potential impact of 

different organizational- and board characteristics on female representation on corporate 

boards, this study contributes to expanding the debate as well as highlighting the 

importance of finding factors that may hinder or enhance female board representation. 

Additionally, focusing on such characteristics enable a systematic exploration of the 

conditions under which firms are more likely to include women on their boards (Hillman 

et al., 2007), an area in which research is relatively scarce (Ahmed et al., 2018). In fact, 

to the best of our knowledge, only three other articles have investigated what drives 

companies to implement gender diversity on their boards – namely Ahmed et al. (2018), 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Hillman et al. (2007); however, none of them with an 

explicit focus on the financial industry. Lastly, since Sweden regulates board diversity in 
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its Corporate Governance Code – using the comply-or-explain approach as a regulatory 

mechanism (Swedish Corporate Governance Board, 2016) – the study responds to the 

suggestion of examining the impact of softer efforts for gender equality than gender 

quotas (Adams, Haan, Terjesen & Ees, 2015). Resource dependence theory and 

institutional theory will be used as theoretical lenses to identify organizational- and board 

characteristics that may affect female appointment to corporate boards; these theories are 

described in section 2.1.3. The remainder of this study will be organized as follows. Next, 

prior research within the field will be discussed, along with the theoretical lenses applied 

and a derivation of the variables to be used. The third section outlines the method, while 

the fourth section presents the empirical results and analysis. Also, the results are 

interpreted in light of prior research and the current debate concerning female 

underrepresentation on corporate boards; as such, sections four to six contribute to the 

limited amount of research regarding what may drive companies to implement gender 

diversity on their boards, while also contributing to the ongoing debate regarding what 

the proper objective of policies should be. 
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2. Literature Review  

2.1 Prior Research  

2.1.1 Women on Corporate Boards  

The composition of corporate boards has long been a central issue in corporate 

governance research and during the last two decades, the gender of directors has received 

a lot of attention in academic literature (Kirsch, 2018). However, despite the 

comprehensive body of research within the field, Kirsch (2018) argues that literature still 

does not provide sufficient answers as to how female representation on corporate boards 

can be improved, or what type of effects can be expected from more gender diverse 

boards. This study will examine whether certain characteristics are present in corporate 

boards of listed financial firms in Sweden that may hinder or enhance female 

representation on corporate boards; by performing such an investigation, factors that may 

be beneficial for female board representation may be detected and could thereby give an 

indication of how female representation on corporate boards can be improved, thus, filling 

one of the gaps highlighted by Kirsch (2018). 

 

When systematically reviewing the literature on board gender composition, Kirsch 

identify four distinct streams of research: (1) whether female directors are different from 

male directors (2) what factors shape board gender composition, (3) how board gender 

composition affects organizational outcomes and (4) regulation on board gender 

composition (Kirsch, 2018). As for the third stream of research, a substantial amount of 

research has examined the consequences of having women on boards (Ahmed et al., 

2018). Despite this, evidence is inconclusive; as described in a review by Adams et al. 

(2015), some studies find positive accounting and market performance effects (e.g., 

Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008; Dezsö & Ross, 2012), others find evidence indicating 

negative effects (e.g., Adams & Ferreira, 2009), no relationship at all (e.g., Chapple & 

Humphrey, 2014), or both positive and negative effects (e.g., Adams & Ferreira, 2009; 

Matsa & Miller, 2013). As for the second stream of research, it has been shown that 

female presence on corporate boards varies between different types of boards, firms, and 

industries, and that institutional factors may impact female board representation (Kirsch, 

2018). For example, a high general level of gender equality in employment as well as 

legislation that allows women to balance work and family commitments are institutional 
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factors shown to increase female board representation (Kirsch, 2018). Moreover, this is 

the stream of research in which this study is categorized. Although many articles explore 

the potential link between board gender composition and different industry-, firm- and 

board characteristics (Kirsch, 2018), it is stated by Ahmed et al. (2018) that the only 

studies – apart from their own – that has examined what drives companies to implement 

gender diversity on their boards is Hillman et al. (2007) and Geiger and Marlin (2012). 

Since this study builds on these three articles, the studies’ approach and main findings are 

described in more detail in 2.1.2.  

 

As for research concerning women on corporate boards in Sweden – the country of 

primary interest in this study – literature is scarce (Kirsch, 2018). In the comprehensive 

literature review by Kirsch (2018), it is shown that a majority of the studies concerning 

gender composition of boards are performed in the United States and the United 

Kingdom; only one article out of the 261 articles using a single country as geographical 

scope focuses on Sweden (Kirsch, 2018). Interestingly – and in relation to the first stream 

of research – this study suggests that while there are gender differences in relation to the 

values held by Swedish directors, these differences are not necessarily the same as those 

found in the population (Adams & Funk, 2012). The study also shows that Swedish 

female directors are less risk-averse than their male counterparts; hence, having women 

on corporate boards may not lead to more risk-averse decision making (Adams & Funk, 

2012). This contradicts findings by Byrnes et al. (1999) and Croson and Gneezy (2009), 

as mentioned in 1.2. To increase the complexity further, it is argued by Adams (2016) 

that knowledge concerning how preferences aggregate in teams – and thereby the risk-

aversion of a board – is almost non-existent. When considering the addition of targets in 

the Capital Requirement Directives mentioned in 1.2 – which the European Union based 

on the argument that women are more risk averse than men (Adams, 2016) – the findings 

by Adams and Funk (2012) and the argument by Adams (2016) concerning the aggregate 

risk-aversion of a board become important to have in mind; if women are in fact less risk 

averse than men, the addition of targets may have unintended consequences, while the 

lacking knowledge of aggregate risk-aversion may result in unexpected outcomes.  

 

As for the fourth stream of research, there are several papers investigating the effects of 

quotas on firm performance, of which many of them find negative effects (Adams et al., 
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2015). However, as discussed by Adams (2016), a finding from the implementation of a 

gender quota in Norway is that board independence increased to a great extent; that is, 

female directors are more often independent than male directors. Also, independence is 

often considered as a prerequisite for an effective board (Adams, 2016). Other studies 

have tried to explain why regulation is introduced in some countries and not in others, 

suggesting that national institutional factors may have an impact (Kirsch, 2018). For 

example, when studying institutional factors that may drive the implementation of gender 

quotas for boards of directors, Terjesen, Aguilera and Lorenz (2014) found that some of 

the characteristics of countries having gender quota legislation are greater female 

employment participation in the labor market, gendered welfare policies and left-leaning 

government coalitions. Other studies have found evidence indicating that gender quotas 

alone are not sufficient to increase the number of women on corporate boards (Iannotta, 

Gatti & Huse, 2016). However, as mentioned in 1.3, there are suggestions for research 

regarding softer policy efforts than gender quotas to complement current literature 

(Adams et al., 2015).  

 

Regarding women on corporate boards in finance – the industry receiving explicit focus 

in this study – prior research suggests that women are less represented on corporate boards 

in the finance industry compared to other industry sectors (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016; 

von Hippel et al., 2015). The study performed by Adams and Kirchmaier (2016) focuses 

on finance and STEM industries, using data from Europe, the Commonwealth and the 

United States; their results suggest that the underrepresentation of women on corporate 

boards in STEM&F industries may be a result of the persistent underrepresentation of 

women in STEM&F fields (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016). Consequently – as mentioned 

in 1.2 – Adams and Kirchmaier (2016) argue that it may be more difficult for firms within 

these industries to reach the proposed target of 40% women on corporate boards presented 

by the European Union. However, board diversity targets may be an insufficient tool for 

solving the underrepresentation of women on corporate boards; policymakers must also 

consider how to prevent women from leaving the industry (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016). 

Furthermore, although not only related to the finance industry, it is argued by Adams 

(2016) that in countries in which women have difficulties with working full-time, there 

may simply not be enough women with sufficient qualities to become directors since they 

leave the labor force early and start to work part-time. This may also be a factor that could 
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complicate the potential implementation of a gender quota, since it would require the 

women already serving as directors to take on additional directorships if there is an 

insufficient number of qualified directors in the director pool.  

 

To conclude, prior research concerning the gender composition of boards has mainly been 

conducted in the United States and the United Kingdom (Kirsch, 2018), indicating that 

research investigating other national and legislative environments – such as Sweden – is 

needed in order to expand the perspective from which female underrepresentation on 

corporate boards is viewed. Also, since Sweden uses the comply-or-explain approach as 

enforcing mechanism for gender balance on corporate boards (Swedish Corporate 

Governance Board, 2016), the study constitutes a complement to the many studies 

performed that focus on countries using gender quotas as a legislative tool. Lastly, since 

prior studies indicate that women are less represented on boards of financial firms 

compared to corporate boards in other industry sectors (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016; von 

Hippel et al., 2015), investigating the gender composition of boards in the financial sector 

in Sweden – which displays a high level of female representation on average (Daisley & 

Studer, 2014) – may provide valuable knowledge regarding what factors may enhance 

female presence in corporate boardrooms. 

2.1.2 Organizational and Board Characteristics’ Impact on Female Board 

Representation  

As previously mentioned, only Hillman et al. (2007), Geiger and Marlin (2012) and 

Ahmed et al. (2018) have investigated what drives companies to implement gender 

diversity on their boards. However, the studies differ somewhat in their approach, 

coverage and findings (Table 1). 
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Table  1 Overview of prior studies regarding determinats of female board representation 

Article Title  Authors & Year 
Dependent 

Variable 
Independent Variables Main Findings 

Organizational 
Predictors of Women on 

Corporate Boards 

Hillman, A., 
Shropshire, C., 
& Canella, A. 

(2007) 

Female board 
representation 

(FBR) 
(Dichotomous 
Perspective) 

(1) Organizational size, 
(2) Industry labor force, 

(3) Diversification 
strategy, (4) Network 

effects 

Positive relationship 
between FBR and variable 
1, 2 and 4. No support for 

a positive relationship 
between FBR and variable 

3.  

The Relationship 
Between 

Organizational/Board 
Characteristics and the 

Extent of Female 
Representation on 
Corporate Boards 

Geiger, S., & 
Marlin, D. 

(2012)  

Female board 
representation 

(FBR) 
(Percentage) 

(1) Organizational size, 
(2) Outside board 

representation, (3) Board 
size, (4) Board member 
representation on other 
boards, (5) Older board 

representation 

Positive relationship 
between FBR and variable 

2, 3 and 4. Negative 
relationship between FBR 
and variable 5. No support 
for a positive relationship 
between FBR and variable 

1.  

Determinants of 
Women Representation 

on Corporate Boards: 
Evidence from Australia 

Ahmed, A., 
Higgs, H., Ng, 
C., & Delaney, 

D. (2018)  

Female board 
representation 

(FBR) 
(Percentage) 

(1) Firm size, (2) Women 
as chair, (3) Corporate 
Governance Index, (4) 

Global Reporting 
Initiative signatory, (5) 

Firm leverage, (6) Board 
age, (7) CEO tenure, (8) 

Shareholder 
concentration, (9) Big 4 

auditors, (10) Board 
member's external 

directorships 

Positive relationship 
between FBR and variable 
1, 2, 3, 4, and 9. Negative 
relationship between FBR 
and variable 6, 7 and 8. No 

support for a positive 
relationship between FBR 

and variable 5 or 10.  

 

As pioneers in the field, Hillman et al. (2007) recognize that research concerning female 

representation on corporate boards has primarily considered female representation as 

something exogenous or has been focused on the individual-level advancement, thereby 

not examining whether organizational characteristics could serve as predictors of gender 

diversity (Hillman et al., 2007). Through their study and approach, Hillman et al. (2007) 

argue that they make two important contributions. First, they explore the applicability of 

resource dependence theory – which will be described in detail in 2.1.3 – to director 

gender; previous resource dependence research has focused on occupational and 

functional differences of directors, focusing on gender is therefore a unique complement 

(Hillman et al., 2007). Second, their study is one of the first that aims to explain whether 

certain characteristics may serve as predictors of female representation on corporate 

boards (Hillman et al., 2007).  By using resource dependence theory as a theoretical lens, 

Hillman et al. (2007) identify conditions under which the benefits from female presence 

on corporate boards may be of greatest value; they find these conditions to be related to 

organizational size, industry nature, diversification strategy and network effects (Hillman 

et al., 2007) and they are used as independent variables in their study (see Table 1). 

Hillman et al. (2007) use a population-averaged logistic regression model to analyze their 

data from 950 public firms in the United States and find support for three of their four 
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hypotheses; larger organizations, industries with larger female employment bases and 

firms which are linked to other firms with female directors, are found to have greater 

female representation on their boards of directors (Hillman et al., 2007). However, no 

support is found for the hypothesis that a firm's diversification strategy – e.g. if a firm 

operates in a single business environment or a multiple product-market environment – is 

positively related to female presence on corporate boards (Hillman et al., 2007). 

  

Hillman et al. (2007) measure female board representation through a dichotomous 

perspective; that is, the variable female board representation receives a value of 1 if there 

is at least one woman present at a company’s board of directors and 0 otherwise (Hillman 

et al., 2007). Building on the work of Hillman et al. (2007), Geiger and Marlin (2012) 

investigate the relationship between organizational- and board characteristics and the 

level of female board representation; thus, while Hillman et al. (2007) measure the 

dependent variable as the presence of one or more women on the board, Geiger and 

Marlin (2012) measure female board representation as the percentage of female board 

members on a given board, thereby extending prior research by not only accounting for 

whether a woman is present on the board, but to consider the level of female board 

representation (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). By using resource dependence theory and 

institutional theory as overarching theoretical lenses – which are both described in 2.1.3 

– Geiger and Marlin (2012) derive five different variables that are hypothesized to affect 

female representation on corporate boards (see Table 1). By using multiple linear 

regression to analyze their data from 3 108 publicly traded firms in the United States, 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) find support for four of their five hypotheses (see Table 1). 

Their results indicate that the level of outside board membership, the size of the board, 

and the number of directors serving on multiple boards are positively associated with 

female board representation, while the level of older board members is negatively 

associated with female board representation (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). However, they do 

not find support for the hypothesis that firm size – measured as the firm’s market 

capitalization value – is positively associated with female board representation (Geiger & 

Marlin, 2012). This result contradicts the evidence found by Hillman et al. (2007), who 

find a positive relationship between female board representation and firm size when using 

total sales as a proxy for firm size (Hillman et al., 2007).  
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The third and – to date – last study investigating determinants of female representation 

on corporate boards builds on the work of both Hillman et al. (2007) and Geiger and 

Marlin (2012); however, Ahmed et al. (2018) use a more comprehensive set of variables 

and a different statistical method for analyzing the data. Ahmed et al. (2018) recognize 

that prior research concerning gender diversity has primarily focused on the potential 

effects of including more women on corporate boards; therefore, they contribute to 

existing literature by examining what organizational characteristics may act as 

determinants of female representation in corporate boardrooms (Ahmed et al., 2018). In 

line with Hillman et al. (2007), Ahmed et al. (2018) use resource dependence theory as a 

theoretical base and derive ten different variables that are hypothesized to function as 

determinants of female representation on corporate boards (see Table 1). To analyze their 

data from 404 listed Australian firms, Ahmed et al. (2018) use the two-limit Tobit model 

and find support for all explanatory variables but two. More specifically, they find 

empirical evidence supporting a positive relationship between female board 

representation and firm size, women as chair of the board, corporate governance index, 

Global Reporting Initiative signatory, and the use of Big 4 auditors (Ahmed et al., 2018). 

In contrast, board age, CEO tenure and shareholder concentration are found to be 

negatively associated with female board representation (Ahmed et al., 2018). 

Nevertheless, Ahmed et al. (2018) find no support for a positive relationship between 

female board representation and firm leverage or board members’ external directorships. 

The latter contradicts Geiger and Marlin´s (2012) findings, since they find support for a 

positive relationship between board diversity and external directorships. Moreover, 

although Hillman et al. (2007) investigated network effects in the form of the number 

links between a firm and other firms with females on their boards, the underlying rationale 

is the same; interlocking directorates can communicate the value of certain practices – 

such as gender diversity on corporate boards – between firms and thereby increase female 

board representation (Hillman et al., 2007). This means that the lack of support for a 

positive relationship between female board representation and external directorships 

found by Ahmed et al. (2018) also contradicts the evidence related to network effects 

found by Hillman et al. (2007). However, the positive relationship found between firm 

size – in this case measured as total assets (Ahmed et al., 2018) – and female board 

representation is in line with Hillman et al. (2007), while contradicting Geiger and 

Marlin’s (2012) findings.  
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To conclude, prior research regarding factors that may drive the appointment of women 

to corporate boards has circled around the same idea – certain organizational factors may 

hinder the growth of female representation on corporate boards, while others may enhance 

it; gaining knowledge regarding these factors or conditions is important to understand 

why some firms or industries include more women than others on their corporate boards. 

However, evidence from prior research is not consistent – e.g. regarding the relationship 

between female representation on boards and external directorships – indicating that 

further research is needed to clarify and/or validate previous findings. Also, to the best of 

our knowledge, no prior study has investigated factors that may drive the appointment of 

women to corporate boards in Sweden, indicating that this study fills a gap in existing 

research.  

2.1.3 Resource Dependence Theory and Institutional Theory – Benefits of Female 

Representation on Boards  

A common thread through the three studies investigating what type of characteristics that 

may affect female representation on corporate boards – that is, Hillman et al. (2007), 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018) – is the adoption of resource 

dependence theory as an overarching theoretical lens. While Hillman et al. (2007) and 

Ahmed et al. (2018) acknowledge the similarities between resource dependence theory 

and institutional theory regarding certain aspects, Geiger and Marlin (2012) utilize both 

theories as a theoretical base for their research. Although agency theory is the most 

commonly used theory when investigating board of directors (Hillman, Withers & 

Collins, 2009) – e.g., an argument based on agency theory related to gender diversity 

would be that women enhance the monitoring function of the board (Kirsch, 2018) – 

research concerning corporate boards is the area in which resource dependence theory has 

its greatest influence; in fact, empirical evidence indicates that resource dependence 

theory is more useful for understanding boards than agency theory (Hillman et al., 2009). 

Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003) highlights the fact that 

organizations depend on their external environment for survival. Organizations need 

resources in order to survive; however, these resources are often controlled by other 

entities or organizations within the firm’s external environment, indicating that to acquire 

those resources, the firm must often interact with others who are in control of the 

resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). In a sense, an organization’s survival can be 
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partially explained by how well the organization manages to handle environmental 

uncertainties and its ability to ensure a continued access to needed resources (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003). To reduce uncertainty and stabilize an organization’s exchanges with its 

external environment, it is proposed by Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) that organizations 

can form linkages with the external entities upon which they depend; a company’s board 

of directors can serve as such a link (Hillman et al., 2007; Hillman et al., 2009; Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003). The rationale behind the idea that directors can serve as linkage 

mechanisms between a firm and its external environment is that having directors that 

possess important skills, have valuable networks or other characteristics of interest to the 

firm may reduce the firm’s dependency since the director can create links to external 

sources of dependency, thereby providing the firm with valuable resources (Hillman et 

al., 2007). Moreover, as shown by Hillman, Cannella and Paetzold (2000), firms often 

alter their board composition as a response to changes in the external environment; that 

is, if the firm’s external environment changes, the need for specific types of directors or, 

in other words, specific linkages to that environment, is also likely to change (Hillman et 

al., 2000).  

 

In their role as linkage mechanisms, Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) proposed that directors 

of the board can provide the company with three specific benefits: advice and counsel, 

legitimacy, and channels for communicating information and obtaining support from 

elements outside the firm (Ahmed et al., 2018; Geiger & Marlin, 2012; Hillman et al., 

2007). Regarding the first benefit, research concerning group performance and diversity 

have found that heterogeneous groups may outperform homogenous groups (Jehn, 

Northcraft & Neale, 1999). Similarly, according to Hillman (2015), research concerning 

diverse groups have found that diversity improves decision making; groups that are 

diverse are also likely to include a broader set of perspectives, which create better 

solutions since more alternatives are considered (Hillman, 2015). However, diversity 

comes at a cost; some studies have found that homogenous groups are better at avoiding 

inefficiencies related to poor communication and increased conflict than heterogenous 

groups are (Jehn et al., 1999). Hence, gender diversity creates both advantageous and 

disadvantageous effects for decision making and other processes associated with the 

advice and counsel function of the board of directors (Hillman et al., 2007). Nevertheless, 

due to certain features significant for the role of corporate boards – such as non-routine 
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problem solving and infrequent meetings – Hillman et al. (2007) argue that the benefits 

arising from creativity and consideration of diverse perspectives outweighs the costs 

associated with board diversity; that is, gender diverse boards may provide better advice 

and counsel (Hillman et al., 2007). 

 

The second benefit is related to the process of attaining legitimacy; in this aspect, resource 

dependence theory mirrors institutional theory in that conforming to expectations held by 

society and being regarded as legitimate constitute crucial components of an entity’s 

survival (Ahmed et al., 2018; Hillman et al., 2007). In fact, legitimacy may in itself be 

considered as a resource (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990). Moreover, legitimacy can be 

described as a social judgement (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990) and is assigned to an 

organization when it is perceived as performing its activities in line with societal norms 

and expectations (Ahsforth & Gibbs, 1990; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). These norms and 

expectations regarding organizational diversity have put increasing pressure on 

companies to include more women on their corporate boards (Gregorič et al., 2015). 

Moreover, when investigating board structures in relation to influencing investors in an 

initial public offering, Certo (2003) argues that a company’s board structure represents 

important non-financial information and that its characteristics may influence 

organizational legitimacy. Thus, having a gender diverse board may add legitimacy to 

organizations (Ahmed et al., 2018).  

 

The last benefit involves securing channels of communication, as well as receiving 

support and commitment from the external dependencies on which the company relies 

(Ahmed et al., 2018). Since women may have different sets of beliefs, perspectives and 

experiences than men, Hillman et al. (2007) argue that women may also have the ability 

to connect organizations to other parties or entities than men. That is, as argued by Geiger 

and Marlin (2012), women may create linkages of communication between the firm and 

its external environment that may not arise if there are no women in the corporate 

boardroom. This is related to the findings by Campbell and Mínguez-Vera (2008) 

mentioned in 1.1, since they argue that a gender diverse board may improve the board’s 

ability to understand its customers. Moreover, having women on corporate boards can 

also have a significant symbolic meaning, signaling to both internal and external parties 

that there exist opportunities for career growth for women (Milliken & Martins, 1996). 



 

 

 

 

17 

Also, through mentor and role model effects, the career development of women at lower 

levels of an organization may be positively affected when the organization has women in 

top management positions (Smith, Smith & Verner, 2006). Thus, as argued by Hillman 

et al. (2007), board diversity may give a company access to a more comprehensive set of 

potential employees, while also signaling organizational commitment to diversity both 

internally and externally. Furthermore, Coffey and Fryxell (1991) found a positive 

relationship between the level of institutional ownership and female presence on 

corporate boards, indicating that there may be a link between female board members and 

suppliers (Geiger & Marlin, 2012; Hillman et al., 2007). A similar link between another 

type of suppliers may also exist, since female-owned businesses are becoming more and 

more common, and women may be better suited than men for creating a link to those 

businesses (Geiger & Marlin, 2012; Hillman et al., 2007). To summarize the benefits 

related to channels for communication of information, having women on corporate boards 

may connect firms to different customers, current and potential employees, as well as 

important suppliers, such as investors (Hillman et al., 2007). 

 

Resource dependence theory highlights several important resources that directors may 

add to the board, such as expertise, ties to other firms, different perspectives and 

legitimacy (Hillman, Cannella & Harris, 2002). Nevertheless, as highlighted by Hillman 

et al. (2007), resource dependence theory is limited by its focus on environmental 

dependencies, thereby excluding internal organizational factors that may also have an 

impact on female representation on corporate boards, such as leadership or organizational 

culture. Hillman et al. (2007) suggest that other theoretical frameworks than resource 

dependence theory would have fitted their evidence and may be appropriate when 

examining predictors of female representation on corporate boards, such as institutional 

theory. Institutional theory suggests that companies are driven to create and develop 

structural procedures that are in line with the expectations of organizational behavior 

prevailing in society, even though conforming to these institutional rules may not be the 

most efficient practices for the firm (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). By conforming to these 

expectations, organizations are perceived as legitimate and will thereby gain access to 

needed resources (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Moreover, Hillman et al. (2007) also 

suggested that the isomorphic norms from institutional theory could have been in line 

with their evidence regarding network effects. When studying similarities between 
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organizations, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argue that firms are becoming more and 

more similar to each other as a result of the development of institutional isomorphic 

structures and processes; these isomorphic processes can be coercive, mimetic or 

normative (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). A coercive force could be regulations that compel 

the same behavior among firms, a mimetic force could be that firms copy the behavior of 

other successful firms, while a normative force could be that all professionals in an 

industry receive similar training (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Institutional theory suggests 

that conforming to these forces – and thereby social and political norms – could be more 

important for the long-term success of firms than economic factors (Geiger & Marlin, 

2012). For example, if successful firms have females on their boards, other firms may 

include more women as a result of a mimetic force. 

2.2 Variables and Hypotheses  

As mentioned in 1.3, resource dependence theory and institutional theory will be used in 

this study as theoretical lenses to identify organizational- and board characteristics that 

may affect female appointment to corporate boards; this approach is in line with prior 

studies (Ahmed et al., 2018; Geiger & Marlin, 2012; Hillman et al., 2007). The rationale 

behind the two theories was outlined in 2.1.3 and will be used in this section to derive the 

independent variables to be used in the study. To answer the research question presented 

in 1.3, seven hypotheses will be developed in the following paragraphs that propose a 

relationship between female board representation and the following variables: firm size, 

female employment base, board size, outside board membership, multiple directorships, 

older directors and the presence of a woman as chairman. 

 

As for the variable firm size, Hillman et al. (2007) argue that since larger firms are more 

visible and face greater pressure to conform to societal norms than smaller firms (Meyer 

& Rowan, 1977) – and as societal norms prefer gender diversity to an increasing extent 

(Gregorič et al., 2015) – larger firms will face greater pressure to adjust to these norms 

and will thereby have greater female board representation (Hillman et al., 2007). 

Additionally, larger firms often have more diversity training than smaller firms, which 

may lead to a greater openness to women in business and, in turn, may increase female 

representation in corporate boardrooms (Hyland & Marcellino, 2002). Based on this, and 
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in line with research by Hillman et al. (2007), Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et 

al. (2018), the following relationship is hypothesized: 

  

H1: Firm size is positively associated with female board representation. 

  

When investigating female representation on corporate boards in several industries, 

Hillman et al. (2007) argue that the value of the benefits arising from female 

representation on corporate boards is affected by the nature of the industry in which the 

firm is operating. Having women on a firm’s board of directors can provide the company 

with valuable legitimacy in the eyes of current and potential employees (Hillman et al., 

2007). However, as the extent to which an industry depends on females in the labor pool 

varies, Hillman et al. (2007) argue that firms operating in an industry with a large female 

employment base should enjoy greater benefits of female representation on their boards 

of directors. For the purpose of this study, the rationale behind this argument is transferred 

to the company-level instead of the industry-level, since the purpose is to investigate 

female representation on corporate boards in the financial sector. Thus, using the same 

rationale as Hillman et al. (2007), financial firms with greater female employment bases 

are likely to receive greater benefits of female representation on their corporate boards, 

since such representation may provide the firm with legitimacy in the eyes of current and 

potential employees. Based on this reasoning, the following hypothesis is derived: 

  

H2: Firm female employment base is positively associated with female board 

representation.  

 

From a numbers perspective, it is reasonable to argue that larger boards are more likely 

to have greater female representation and members from different backgrounds (Geiger 

& Marlin, 2012). As noted by Geiger and Marlin (2012), although Hillman et al. (2007) 

do not directly hypothesize a relationship between female board representation and board 

size, they still find a significant relationship between the two variables. If applying an 

institutional theory lens, it could be argued that larger boards will face greater pressure to 

include a sufficient number of women on the board in order to conform to societal norms 

and expectations (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Also, as argued by Geiger and Marlin (2012), 
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the presence of one woman on the board may reduce bias among future female candidates, 

suggesting that the level of female representation on the board is likely to increase; thus, 

board size may not only impact female board representation, but also the level of female 

representation on a board (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Furthermore, when applying a 

resource dependence lens, it could be argued that larger boards tend to strive for a more 

diverse set of experiences, since a larger board in itself allows the firm to access several 

types of backgrounds and experiences (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). In line with the above 

reasoning and the study by Geiger and Marlin (2012), the following relationship is 

hypothesized: 

  

H3: Board size is positively associated with female board representation. 

  

It is argued by Geiger and Marlin (2012) that the presence of outside directors may impact 

gender diversity on boards of directors. The rationale behind this argument can be viewed 

from both a resource dependence perspective and an institutional theory perspective 

(Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Regarding the former, outside directors are likely to increase 

diversity and the level of cognitive conflict on the board since they often share less 

experience with management while also being able to consider the alternatives available 

more freely (Forbes and Milliken, 1999), for example when choosing directors (Geiger 

& Marlin, 2012). Cognitive conflict is concerned with issue-related disagreement among 

members of a group and may lead to a more careful evaluation of alternatives, thereby 

enhancing the quality of strategic decision-making (Forbes & Milliken, 1999). Hence, 

from a resource dependence perspective, it could be argued that greater diversity on a 

board may provide a valuable resource to the firm (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Furthermore, 

it is argued by Forbes and Milliken (1999) that the presence of outside directors may 

motivate inside directors to show that they have their “house in order”; thus, from an 

institutional theory perspective – under the assumption that diversity is preferred by 

society – inside directors aiming to display that their “house is in order” may be more 

likely to strive for diversity on the board (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). In line with Geiger 

and Marlin’s (2012) study, the above reasoning leads to the following hypothesis: 
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H4: The level of outside directors is positively associated with female board 

representation. 

  

In addition to the variables presented above, it is argued that the level of multiple 

directorships may impact female board representation (Ahmed et al., 2018; Geiger & 

Marlin, 2012). Following the same line of reasoning as for the hypotheses concerning 

board size and outside board representation, it can be argued that directors with multiple 

directorships provide the board with a broader perspective concerning board composition 

(Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Also, if board members have common memberships on multiple 

boards, they will also have more shared experiences which may – in turn – reduce 

stereotyping and allow for an individual assessment of minority directors (Westphal & 

Milton, 2000). Moreover, prior research by Hillman et al. (2007) indicates that 

information concerning currently accepted practices on boards – such as board diversity 

– often is communicated through directorships. Thus, from an institutional theory 

perspective and its mimetic forces, the extent of directors with multiple directorships 

should increase a firm’s openness to females in the corporate boardroom (Geiger and 

Marlin, 2012). In line with this reasoning – and in accordance with Ahmed et al. (2018) 

and Geiger and Marlin (2012) – the following relationship is hypothesized: 

  

H5: The level of directors serving on multiple boards is positively associated with female 

board representation.  

  

Regarding the variable older directors, women are less likely to be members of the “old 

boys’ club” (Adams, 2016) or the “old boys’ network” (Perrault, 2015). Therefore, 

women are less likely to obtain board seats on corporate boards consisting of “older” 

directors (Ahmed et al., 2018). The rationale behind this argument can be viewed from 

both a resource dependence perspective and an institutional theory perspective (Geiger & 

Marlin, 2012). Regarding the latter, Schein (1973) investigated the relationship between 

sex-role stereotypes and required management characteristics and found that successful 

middle managers were perceived as possessing characteristics that, in general, more often 

are attributed to men than women. In a replication of the study, Schein (1975) sampled 

female managers and found similar results. In a follow up study, Heilman, Block, Martell 
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and Simon (1989) found very similar results as Schein (1973, 1975), indicating that men 

still were considered as more similar to successful managers than women; this indicates 

that stereotypes were changing at a slow pace (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Nevertheless, 

Duehr and Bono (2006) found a significant change in male managers’ perceptions of 

women over the last 30 years, indicating that male managers have started to rate women 

as more “leader-like” than when Schein (1973, 1975) and Heilman et al. (1989) performed 

their studies. Hence, from an institutional theory perspective, it could be argued that 

mimetic behavior in prior years hindered women from serving on boards, while in more 

recent years, mimetic behavior has enhanced the inclusion of female directors in the 

corporate boardroom (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). When applying a resource dependence 

theory lens, Geiger and Marlin (2012) argue that younger directors are more likely to 

perceive women as a needed resource; since organizations’ gatekeepers often are men, 

firms with younger board members could be argued as being more likely to have greater 

female representation in the corporate boardroom compared to firms with older directors 

(Geiger & Marlin, 2012). Based on this reasoning, and in line with Ahmed et al. (2018) 

and Geiger and Marlin (2012), the following relationship is hypothesized: 

  

H6: The level of older board members is negatively associated with female board 

representation. 

  

Lastly, the relationship between female representation on corporate boards of directors 

and the presence of a woman as chairman will be investigated; this is in line with prior 

research by Ahmed et al. (2018). Research performed by Smith et al. (2006) indicates that 

firms with women at top corporate positions are more likely to include females on the 

boards. Based on this, and in accordance with Ahmed et al. (2018), the following 

hypothesis is derived: 

  

H7: The presence of a woman as chairman is positively associated with female board 

representation.  
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3. Method  

The study was performed by using a quantitative research method with a deductive 

approach. This approach was chosen since the aim of the study was to test whether factors 

found to drive female appointment to corporate boards in prior research also affect female 

representation on corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden. Moreover, as several 

years were included in the investigation – that is, the study consisted of panel data – a 

longitudinal research design was applied. Using this research method was advantageous 

considering the purpose of the study, since it allowed for a thorough analysis of the 

organizational- and board characteristics present in financial firms in Sweden and an 

examination of whether certain factors may hinder or enhance female representation on 

financial companies’ corporate boards; this could in turn give an indication of how female 

board representation can be improved, which was one of the gaps in current research that 

the study was trying to fill (see 2.1.1). Also, the longitudinal design of the study allowed 

for an investigation of how the situation concerning female board representation has 

changed over time. However, using a purely quantitative research method also constituted 

a limitation, since it did not account for characteristics of more qualitative nature. For 

example, investigating the corporate climate within financial firms with respect to gender 

diversity, or examining the perceptions and beliefs held by members of corporate boards, 

could have provided valuable insights as to why female representation on boards differ 

between financial firms in Sweden. 

3.1 Population and Sample  

The population consisted of Swedish large-, mid-, and small cap financial firms listed on 

either Nasdaq Stockholm or NGM Equity; these are the only stock markets for which the 

Swedish Corporate Governance Code applies (Swedish Corporate Governance Board, 

2016) and financial firms listed on other stock markets were therefore not included in the 

study. Both banks, investment companies and real-estate firms were included in the 

financial sector on Nasdaq Stockholm, and therefore also in this study. Note, however, 

that this definition may be different from how the financial sector is defined in other 

studies and countries. The total number of financial firms listed on Nasdaq Stockholm 

and NGM Equity was 60, which became the initial sample; thus, the population and 

sample was the same (see Appendix A, Table A1). This increased the credibility of the 

study since there was no risk for a selection-process that may have resulted in an 
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unrepresentative sample or reduced the generalizability of the results. However, the final 

sample consisted of 37 firms and 259 firm-year observations (Table 2). In total, 22 firms 

were excluded since they were not listed during the entire period of investigation, while 

one firm was excluded since information about the average number of employees for the 

company group was not available. Of the companies excluded, nine companies were 

listed on the large cap segment, 15 companies were listed on the mid cap segment and 

two companies were listed on the small cap segment (Appendix A, Table A2). It should 

be noted that a majority of the firms excluded were listed on the mid cap segment, thereby 

potentially resulting in a less representative final sample.  

 

Data were collected for the years 2011-2017. By including the year 2017, timeliness and 

relevance of the data was assured; unfortunately, the companies had not yet released their 

annual reports for 2018 when the study was conducted, which prevented the study from 

including the most recent data. The starting year of 2011 allowed the study to contain data 

from both the time period before, during and after the proposal of a 40% gender quota 

was released by the European Union; this was advantageous since potential drastic 

increases in female board representation due to the proposal may be detected. 

Additionally, having a timespan of seven years allowed for potential trends in female 

board representation to be discovered.  

 

Table  2 Sample Description 

Sample Companies Observations

Initial sample 60 420

Exclusion -23 -161

Final sample 37 259  

 

Since data for a majority of the variables was either not available at all or not available 

during the entire period of investigation through databases such as Amadeus and Business 

Retriever, each variable was hand-collected from the companies’ annual reports and 

corporate governance reports. The companies’ annual reports and corporate governance 

reports were retrieved from the companies’ own websites. English versions of the annual 

reports were primarily used. However, all companies did not publish translated versions; 

in these cases, the Swedish versions were used.  
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3.2 Measures  

The variables used in the study was based on prior research by Hillman et al. (2007), 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018). Since the study used variables found 

to affect female board representation in previous studies – however, in a new combination 

and different environmental setting – the study was built on prior research, while it also 

constituted an extension of studies already performed. 

3.2.1 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in the study was female board representation. In accordance with 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018), the percentage of female directors on 

the corporate board was used to identify female board representation. That is, the 

dependent variable was measured as the sum of female directors divided by the total 

number of directors on a given board. 

3.2.2 Independent Variables  

The independent variable firm size was measured in accordance with the approach taken 

by Geiger and Marlin (2012), namely by using the natural logarithm of market 

capitalization, i.e. the number of shares outstanding multiplied by the market price at year 

end. Market capitalization is based on stock price and thereby reflects both the market’s 

assessment of overall firm value as well as future earnings of the firm and can therefore 

be considered as an appropriate measure for firm size from an organizational legitimacy 

perspective (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). A majority of the firms explicitly stated their market 

capitalization value in their annual reports; however, for the companies who did not, the 

variable was calculated manually using year-end stock prices and the number of shares 

outstanding as of December 31st (Appendix A, Table A3 & A4). 

 

The second independent variable, female employment, was measured as the percentage of 

female employees within a company; that is, the variable was measured as the sum of all 

female employees divided by the total number of employees within a given company. For 

company groups, the number of employees represents the employees within the group as 

a whole, not only those employed by the parent company. Moreover, the average number 

of employees during the year was used to measure female employment, not the year-end 

number. The reason for this measurement was that the most detailed information 

concerning employees was stated in the notes to the financial statements in the 
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companies’ annual reports, in which the average number was used. Also, using an average 

number was considered as better reflecting the female employment level within the firms 

than a year-end number. Measuring female employment as a percentage of the labor force 

is in line with Hillman et al. (2007); however, Hillman et al. (2007) investigated several 

industries and therefore examined industry female employment. Since this study 

investigated the financial industry specifically, the variable concerning female 

employment was measured at the company level, not the industry level. 

 

In accordance with Geiger and Marlin (2012), the independent variable board size was 

measured as the total number of directors on a given board. The total number of directors 

reflects the board members at the end of the financial year; that is, board members who 

resigned during the financial year was not included when measuring board size. Also, 

board members who were elected by the companies’ employees were not included when 

measuring the variable board size, nor was deputy members, honorary board members or 

secretaries who were not also members of the board. The reason for this exclusion was 

that sufficient information regarding age and other board assignments was only provided 

in a minority of cases for the positions mentioned. Moreover, honorary board members 

have an advisory role and such positions were excluded in prior studies (Geiger & Marlin, 

2012), while secretaries are not part of the board’s work. As for deputy members, their 

presence is determined by the attendance of the regular board members; therefore, they 

were not considered as having full memberships on the board and were not included when 

measuring the variable board size.  

 

Following the same measurement as Geiger and Marlin (2012), the variable outside 

directors was measured as the sum of all fully independent directors divided by the total 

number of directors on a given board. To be fully independent, the director had to be 

independent both in relation to the company’s management and to the company’s largest 

shareholders. This excluded all directors who were executives of the company and all 

outside directors that have or have had a significant relationship with the company 

(Geiger & Marlin, 2012); guidance as to whether a director should be considered as 

independent is given in rule 4.4 and 4.5 in the Swedish Corporate Governance Code 

(Swedish Corporate Governance Board, 2016). 
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The independent variable multiple directorships was measured as the sum of directors 

with at least three directorships – that is, being a member of the board of a given firm and 

at least two additional boards – divided by the total number of directors on a given board. 

This approach is different from the one taken by Geiger & Marlin (2012), since they 

accounted for directors who served on more than four public boards. The rationale for 

using another numerical boundary than Geiger and Marlin (2012) was that numerous 

companies did not state the exact number of the additional boards on which their board 

members were serving, only that they served on several other boards. Hence, selecting 

board members based on an exact number of additional directorships was not possible. It 

should also be noted that Geiger and Marlin (2012) only accounted for directors who 

served on boards of public companies; in this study, serving on boards of both public and 

non-public companies, economic associations, charities and the like was considered as an 

external directorship. There were two reasons for choosing a different definition of 

multiple directorships than Geiger and Marlin (2012). First, all companies did not state 

the type of organizations in which their board members served on the board of directors. 

Second, the underlying rationale for the variable was that directors who have ties to 

several boards are influenced by the practices of other boards, thereby gaining a broader 

perspective concerning board composition (see 2.2); therefore, the nature of the board 

was not considered as the factor of primary interest – the fact that the director receive 

inputs from other boards was considered as more important. The study by Ahmed et al. 

(2018) measured the variable concerning multiple directorships as the proportion of 

directors serving on multiple boards, however, no numerical boundary regarding the 

number of directorships is provided. This approach was not used in this study since a 

great majority of the directors of Swedish financial firms have at least one additional 

directorship; using such a low boundary was therefore considered as inappropriate for the 

study.  

 

In line with Geiger and Marlin’s (2012) research, the variable older directors was 

measured as the sum of all directors equal to or above the age of 70 divided by the total 

number of directors on a given board. The rationale underlying the choice of a cut-off age 

of 70 was that this age should sort out those whose norms and beliefs were shaped in a 

different time period than today (Geiger & Marlin, 2012). As mentioned in 2.2, research 

by Schein (1973, 1975) provided evidence of a bias in favor of male managers, which 
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was supported by later research (Heilman et al., 1989). Nevertheless, more recent research 

suggests that women are starting to be considered as more leader-like, indicating that the 

bias might be changing (Duehr & Bono, 2006). Therefore, selecting a cut-off age of 70 

should sort out those who had management positions when male managers were 

preferred, and who might therefore be biased against female board representation (Geiger 

& Marlin, 2012). Furthermore, while Ahmed et al. (2018) used the average age of board 

members as explanatory variable, Geiger and Marlin (2012) selected the cut-off age just 

described; the latter approach was used in this study. Using a cut-off age instead of an 

average was advantageous since the aim was to analyze whether having board members 

over a certain age had an effect on the level of female board representation (Geiger & 

Marlin, 2012). Additionally, using average age as an explanatory variable could have 

provided a misleading picture since, as highlighted by Geiger and Marlin (2012), a board 

with 8 members of which half are 50 and half are 60 years old gives the same average age 

as a board with 8 members of which half are 70 and half are 40 years old.  

 

Lastly, and in accordance with Ahmed et al. (2018), the presence of women as chair of 

the board was used as an independent variable. A binary coding system was used, 

meaning that the variable takes the value of “1” if the chair of the board is a woman, and 

“0” otherwise. 

3.3 Data Analysis 

Data from the 37 financial firms were analyzed by using multiple linear regression; this 

was in line with the study performed by Geiger and Marlin (2012). Since the majority of 

the observations for the dependent variable were observed within the range of 20%-43% 

(Appendix A, Table A5), the dependent variable was neither left- nor right-censored. This 

was advantageous considering the model, since using multiple linear regression may be 

inappropriate if the dependent variable is close to 0% or 100% (Ahmed et al., 2018). Thus, 

using multiple linear regression to analyze the data was considered as appropriate as well 

as in accordance with prior research.  

 

To account for the possibility of fixed effects in relation to time, yearly dummy variables 

were included in the analysis. Also, since a majority of the firms included in the sample 

were listed on the large-cap segment (see Table 6), control variables for market 
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capitalization segment were included in the analysis. To control for year-fixed effects, n-

1 dummy variables were included; that is, six dummy variables (7-1) were included in 

the regression analysis. The first year of observation (2011) was the excluded variable, 

which means that the year regression coefficients explain the change in female board 

representation in a given year compared to the year of 2011. To control for market 

capitalization segments, n-1 dummy variables were entered in the regression analysis; 

since the market capitalization segments are large-, mid-, and small cap, two dummy 

variables were included (3-1). The excluded variable was the small cap segment, 

indicating that the market capitalization segment regression coefficients explain the 

change in female board representation when a firm is in the given market capitalization 

segment compared to the small cap segment.  

 

The following model was used to investigate the relationship between firms’ female board 

representation and the independent variables:  

 

𝐹𝐵𝑅 = 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸 + 𝛼2𝐹𝐸𝐵 + 𝛼3𝐵𝑆 + 𝛼4𝑂𝐷 + 𝛼5𝑀𝐷 + 𝛼6𝐴𝐺𝐸 + 𝛼7𝐹𝐶 + 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠 + 𝜀 

 

where 

FBR = Female board representation 

SIZE = Firm size  

FEB = Female employment base  

BS = Board size  

OD = Outside directors  

MD = Multiple directorships 

AGE = Directors who are 70 years old or above  

FC = Female chairman 

 

An alpha value of 0.05 was used as critical value when testing for significance. Also, 

prior to performing the regression analysis, the assumptions of the model were tested (see 

4.2).  
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4. Results and Analysis 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics  

The mean percentage of the dependent variable, female board representation, is equal to 

31% during the data years observed (Table 3). This indicates that – on average – the level 

of female board representation in Swedish financial firms surpasses the critical level of 

30% found by Wiley and Monllor-Tormos (2018); that is, the firms are more likely to 

receive the benefits from board gender diversity (Wiley & Monllor-Tormos, 2018). Since 

2013, the percentage of female board representation has increased with steady steps until 

2016 when the increase began to level off; in total, the mean percentage of female board 

representation of financial firms in Sweden has increased from 24% in 2013 to 38% in 

2017 (Table 4). The increase since 2013 could be a result of the discussions that arose in 

connection to the European Union’s proposal in 2012 for a Directive with the aim of 

having 40% women on publicly listed companies’ boards (European Commission, 2012), 

even though the Directive has not yet come into force (Council of the European Union, 

2017). However, regardless of whether the European Union’s proposed Directive has 

affected women’s presence on corporate boards in the Swedish financial industry, it is 

clear that it has been a significant increase in female board representation since the 

proposal was released; today, the aim of having 40% women on corporate boards – at 

least as an average – does not seem that distant. Moreover, this could also be the result of 

the active ownership role taken by Swedish investors; as mentioned in 1.1, issues such as 

diversity and gender equality has come to be considered as crucial components of a 

company’s success.  

 

As seen in Table 4, in 2017, 18 out of 37 companies have mean percentages of female 

board representation equal to or above the proposed target of 40%; that is, 49% of the 

total amount of companies in the final sample manage to meet the proposed target. This 

gives an indication of the current situation in the financial industry in Sweden: half of the 

companies perform well in terms of gender diversity on boards, while the other half might 

need some improvements within this area. This is one of the reasons why the financial 

industry in Sweden is suitable for investigating which organizational- and board 

characteristics distinguish companies that succeed at creating gender diverse boards from 

those displaying lower percentages of female board representation; this could in turn give 

an indication of which factors can improve gender diversity. In 2011 – the initial data 
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year of the study – the corresponding amount of companies with percentages above the 

40%-target was five companies, that is, only 14% of the companies in the final sample 

would have reached the targeted level that year (Table 4). Comparing this to the 49% of 

companies succeeding at reaching the level in 2017, it is evident that the financial industry 

in Sweden has made significant progress regarding gender diversity on boards during this 

period of time. 

 

Table  3 Descriptive Statistics 

    N = total number of observations/companies.

Variables N Measure Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

FBR 259 Percent 0% 71% 31% 14%

Market capitalization 259 SEK Bn 0.05 408.585 42.250 78.432

Female employment 259 Percent 0% 77% 38% 18%

Board size 259 Members 3 13 7 2

Outside directors 259 Percent 0% 100% 66% 20%

Multiple directorships 259 Percent 0% 100% 79% 20%

Age 70 or above 259 Percent 0% 50% 10% 13%

Female chairman 259 Binary 0 1 0.09 0.29

FBR at least one board member > 70 129 Percent 0% 71% 30%

FBR no board member > 70 130 Percent 0% 60% 32%

Companies with female chairman 37 Percent 8% 11% 14%*

Note: * Calculated as the percentage of companies having a woman as chairman at least one year during 2011-2017

FBR = Female board representation  

 

Table  4 Mean Values per Year  

N = total number of observations/companies.

Variables N Measure 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

FBR 259 Percent 38% 37% 34% 29% 24% 26% 26%

Market capitalization 259 SEK Bn 54.508 53.249 48.365 46.136 40.690 29.068 23.739

Female employment 259 Percent 40% 39% 38% 37% 38% 36% 38%

Board size 259 Members 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.9 6.9 7.1

Outside directors 259 Percent 67% 69% 66% 65% 63% 67% 68%

Multiple directorships 259 Percent 76% 79% 79% 82% 76% 81% 82%

Age 70 or above 259 Percent 9% 11% 11% 12% 11% 9% 8%

Female chairman 259 Binary 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.08

Number of women on board 259 Women 3 3 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum FBR 259 Percent 71% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60% 43%

Minimum FBR 259 Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Maximum female employment 259 Percent 71% 67% 74% 76% 77% 73% 75%

Minimum female employment 259 Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Companies >40% FBR 37 Percent 49% 49% 32% 24% 11% 22% 14%

Companies >40% FBR 37 Quantity 18 18 12 9 4 8 5

Companies with female chairman 37 Percent 8% 8% 8% 8% 11% 11% 8%

Note: FBR = Female board representation

Year
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The mean percentage of female board representation during the years observed – 31%, as 

seen in Table 3 – is based on three market capitalization segments: large cap, mid cap and 

small cap. However, as seen in Table 5, the mean percentage of female board 

representation during 2011-2017 differs between the segments; large cap companies have 

the highest mean percentage of 34%, mid cap companies have 28%, and small cap 

companies have 14% female board representation. Hence, large cap companies have 

greater female board representation on their corporate boards than companies in other 

market capitalization segments. This may indicate that female board representation 

increases with firm size, which would be in line with the findings of prior studies by 

Hillman et al. (2007) and Ahmed et al. (2018). Whether this relationship holds for the 

financial industry in Sweden will be tested in 4.3.  

 

Furthermore, as seen in Table 3, the maximum percentage displayed between 2011-2017 

is 71% female board representation and the minimum percentage is 0%; these figures are 

identical to the ones in 2017 (Table 4), indicating that while female board representation 

is increasing, the minimum level has not changed during the last seven years – still, there 

are corporate boards in the Swedish financial industry with no female directors. This 

result is in line with the argument by Emdén (2015), namely that gender diversity in the 

Swedish financial industry is unevenly distributed between firms; therefore, some 

companies can be viewed as role models to find factors improving gender diversity on 

corporate boards, while others appear to be far from reaching “gender balance”, as 

required in the Code (Swedish Corporate Governance Board, 2016).  

 

The mean of market capitalization between 2011 and 2017 is equal to 42.250 SEK Bn 

(Table 3). As seen in Table 4, the market capitalization mean has increased for each year 

passing by, which indicates that financial companies in Sweden are getting larger. As 

mentioned in 2.2, Hillman et al (2007) argue that larger firms face greater pressure in 

complying with society’s norms and standards and thus are expected to have a larger 

number of women on their corporate boards; it might therefore be positive in terms of 

improved female board representation that companies within the financial industry in 

Sweden are growing in terms of market capitalization. This argument is further 

strengthened by the fact that companies in the large cap market capitalization segment 

display the highest mean percentage – 34% – of female board representation compared to 
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mid- and small cap companies between 2011 and 2017 (Table 5). Furthermore, as Hyland 

and Marcellino (2002) indicate that larger firms spend more resources on diversity 

training – which may in turn improve the openness to women in business – the upturn in 

corporate size can bring benefits for continued improvement of gender diversity in the 

future.  

 

Regarding the female employment base, the mean percentage is 38% between 2011 and 

2017 (Table 3). This displays that the overall female employment in the financial industry 

in Sweden is more gender diverse than on the corporate boards with a mean percentage 

of 31% women (Table 3). In 2017, the female employment mean percentage was 40% 

(Table 4). Consequently, the overall female employment in the financial industry 

manages to reach the target of 40% women in the European Union’s proposed Directive, 

even though this was not the targeted group. However, as mentioned in 2.1.1, these two 

factors may be related as Adams and Kirchmaier (2016) argue that the 

underrepresentation of women on corporate boards of financial firms may be the result of 

persistent underrepresentation of women within the financial industry as a whole; that is, 

the female employment base and the level of female representation in the corporate 

boardroom may be interrelated. Whether this is the case for the financial industry in 

Sweden will be tested in 4.3. However, similar to the percentage of women on boards, 

there are substantial differences between the minimum percentage of female employment 

of 0% compared to the maximum percentage of female employment of 77% (Table 3); 

this indicates that some companies act as role models in this area as well, while other 

companies could be subject to improvement. Since 2014, the mean percentage of women 

employees has slightly increased each of the subsequent years observed (Table 4). As 

Hillman et al. (2007) argue that firms with large female employment bases are more likely 

to have greater female representation on their corporate boards – as it provides the firm 

with legitimacy in the eyes of current and potential employees – the fact that the female 

employment mean percentage has increased may be a factor improving gender diversity 

on corporate boards in the Swedish financial sector. 

 

Regarding the size of the board, the mean of the total number of directors was seven 

between 2011 and 2017 (Table 3). The mean number of directors has barely changed 

during the years observed; on average, the corporate boards consist of about seven 
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directors each year from 2011 to 2017 (Table 4). This trend indicates that even though 

the financial companies become larger in terms of market capitalization, it does not 

necessarily mean that the board size increases at the same rate. This relationship could be 

viewed in two ways, either as having a positive or a negative impact on female 

representation on boards. Starting with the latter; with an institutional theory lens and the 

argument by Geiger and Marlin (2012), a larger board should strive for a more diverse 

set of experiences and will also face greater pressure to include more women. Therefore, 

it is negative that the board size does not follow the increase in market capitalization. 

However, from a positive view, larger companies are argued to face greater pressure to 

include more women on their corporate boards (Hillman et al., 2007); if the board size 

remains constant, few women are required to raise the total percentage of women 

representing the company’s board. Thus, the women included will constitute a larger part 

of the board and, consequently, their influence on the board’s work is likely to increase. 

Connecting this to the number of women present on each company’s board, the mean 

amount was two women between 2011 and 2015 and in the subsequent years, the 

corresponding mean was three women on the board (Table 4); this indicates that there has 

been a slight increase during the years, despite the fact that the board size is nearly 

constant. This gives an indication that women have started to fill up a few more chairs in 

the corporate boardrooms in the Swedish financial industry, while also suggesting that 

their influence may have increased since the board size has remained nearly constant.  

 

The mean percentage of outside directors on corporate boards is 66% between 2011 and 

2017 (Table 3). The mean percentage remains within the boundaries of 63-69% for all 

the years observed (Table 4). In five out of 259 data year observations there are 0% 

outside directors on the board and these data observations belong to one company; 

consequently, the majority of the boards include outside directors (Table 6). As the mean 

percentage is based on fully independent directors both in terms of their relation to the 

company’s management and the company’s largest shareholders, the argument by Forbes 

and Milliken (1999) that outside directors are more likely to increase the level of cognitive 

conflict on the board should be applicable in the financial industry in Sweden. Moreover, 

as mentioned in 2.2, outside directors share less experience with the management and can 

consider the range of alternatives more feely (Forbes & Milliken, 1999); thus, the fact 

that there is a majority of outside directors on the boards of financial firms in Sweden 
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should be a beneficial factor for improving gender diversity in this industry. Additionally, 

as mentioned in 2.2 and argued by Geiger and Marlin (2012), the presence of outside 

directors may put pressure on inside directors to show that their “house is in order” and 

therefore, the likelihood of promoting gender diversity on the board increases; this 

supports the argument that the high level of outside directors in the financial industry in 

Sweden could be an advantageous factor for increased gender diversity on corporate 

boards.  

 

The mean percentage of directors having multiple directorships in the Swedish financial 

sector is 79% between 2011 and 2017 (Table 3). This percentage remains within the 

boundaries of 76-82% for all the observed years (Table 4); thus, the majority of the data 

observations include directors having multiple directorships. As mentioned in 2.2, Geiger 

and Marlin (2012) argue that multiple directorships result in a broader perspective 

concerning board composition which may favor female board representation; thus, the 

high level of multiple directorships in the Swedish financial sector may be a beneficial 

factor for increased female board representation. Whether there is a positive relationship 

between these two factors will be tested in 4.3.  

 

Another board characteristic of interest is the age of board members as Ahmed et al. 

(2018) argue that women are less likely to be present on boards when the board consists 

of “older” directors. In this study, the mean percentage of board members with an age 

equal to or above 70 years old is 10% between 2011 and 2017 (Table 3). The mean 

percentage of directors who are 70 years old or above ranges between 8% and 12% for 

all the years observed (Table 4); thus, members that could belong to the “old boys’ club” 

–  as Adams (2016) refers to it – are not a majority of the members being present at the 

boards of Swedish financial firms during the years observed. However, it should be noted 

that board members who are 70 years old or above are not necessarily men; female 

directors of this age may also be present on corporate boards. Moreover, as the mean 

board size is seven members (Table 3), this means that – on average – barely one member 

on each board is equal to or above 70 years old. Consequently, older board members in 

the Swedish financial industry is a minority and could therefore be argued as not being 

able to influence the boards’ work to a large extent. As mentioned in 2.2, Geiger and 

Marlin (2012) argue from a resource dependence perspective that younger directors are 
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more likely to include women on boards as they value them as needed resources; the fact 

that there is a small percentage of board members being equal to or above 70 years old in 

the Swedish financial industry could therefore be perceived as a beneficial factor that may 

enhance gender diversity on these boards. Furthermore, out of 259 data year observations, 

there was no member equal to or above 70 years old in 130 of the observations (Table 3). 

The mean percentage of female board representation for these 130 data year observations 

is 32%, which is higher than the mean percentage of female board representation for the 

data year observations having at least one board member equal to or above 70 years old 

which is 30% (Table 3); thus, having board members equal to or above 70 years old might 

result in lower levels of female board representation, although it is a small difference. 

 

When focusing on the top position of the board – that is, the position as chairman – the 

gender inequality in the Swedish financial sector is striking. In fact, gender diversity 

appears to be vanishing the higher up the corporate ladder one climbs; the average level 

of female employment within the financial industry is 38%, the average level of female 

board representation is 31%, while the average number of companies having a woman 

as chairman is 14% (Table 3). In total, there are only 23 out of 259 data year observations 

in which there was a woman having the role as chairman – this corresponds to 9% of the 

observations (Table 6). These 23 data observations belong to five companies out of 37 

(Table 6); hence, 86% of all the companies included in the investigation never had a 

woman as chairman between 2011 and 2017. The mean of companies having a woman as 

chairman has remained at 8% since 2014 (Table 4) – this shows that improvements within 

this area is non-existent at present. As Smith et al. (2006) argue that women in corporate 

top positions are more likely to include more females on their boards, the absence of 

women as chair could be a factor hindering the growth of female representation on 

corporate boards within the financial sector in Sweden. Perhaps focus should be moved 

from gender quotations on boards in general – which was the primary focus in the 

European Union’s proposed Directive – to instead introduce some form of regulation 

regarding the gender of the chairman, e.g. that every third elected chairman must have a 

different gender than the two former candidates. Nevertheless, at least it can be stated that 

the gender distribution among who is having the top role on a corporate board within the 

financial industry in Sweden is not gender balanced. 
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Table  5 Mean % of Female Board Representation per Market Capitalization Segment  

    N = total number of observations.

Year

Measure N Market cap segment Measure 2011-2017

Female board representation 259 Large Cap Percent 34%

Female board representation 259 Mid Cap Percent 28%

Female board representation 259 Small cap Percent 14%

Female employment 259 Large Cap Percent 41%

Female employment 259 Mid Cap Percent 33%

Female employment 259 Small cap Percent 33%  

 

Table  6 Frequency Table  

N = total number of observations.

Variable N Frequency Valid Percentage Companies

Female board representation 0% 259 17 7% 6

Large Cap 259 161 62% 23

Mid Cap 259 63 24% 9

Small Cap 259 35 14% 5

Outside directors 0% 259 5 2% 1

Female chairman 259 23 9% 5  

4.2 Testing Assumptions in the Model 

Prior to performing the regression analysis, assumptions related to the multiple linear 

regression model is tested. More specifically, three types of tests are performed. First, a 

predicted probability plot is constructed, which indicates that the residuals of the 

regression follow a normal distribution (Appendix B, Figure B1). Second, the data is 

tested for homoscedasticity; the result indicates that the residuals are randomly distributed 

and, thus, the residuals are homoscedastic (Appendix B, Figure B2).  Lastly, to test for 

multicollinearity among the variables, a Pearson Correlation Matrix is constructed. As 

seen in Table 7, there are significance between the variables in the matrix; however, only 

board size and market capitalization have a correlation coefficient that may indicate some 

multicollinearity problems. Therefore, additional tests are performed to investigate 

potential multicollinearity among the variables. More specifically, tolerance coefficients 

and variance-inflation factors (VIF) are generated (Appendix B, Table B1). All tolerance 

coefficients except for board size and market capitalization are equal to or above 0.8, 

indicating that there is no problem with multicollinearity among these variables; this is 

consistent with the results generated from the Pearson Correlation Matrix. The tolerance 

coefficients are lower for board size and market capitalization; however, since the values 

are almost 0.4, no problem with multicollinearity is considered to be present. Moreover, 
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this conclusion is supported by the VIF-values; no value is above 3.0, indicating that a 

multicollinearity problem does not exist between the variables. 

 

Table  7 Pearson Correlation Matrix 

Variable
Board 

size
FBR

Age 70 or 

above

Outside 

directors

Multiple 

director-

ships

Female 

employm.

Ln 

Market 

cap.

Female 

chair

Pearson 

Correlation

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 259

Pearson 

Correlation
.213

** 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001

N 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
-.161

**
-.128

* 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.09 0.040

N 259 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
.158

*
.334

** 0.015 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 0.000 0.805

N 259 259 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
.260

**
.189

** -0.072 .191
** 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.002 0.244 0.002

N 259 259 259 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
.400

**
.246

** -0.004 .216
** 0.109 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.941 0.000 0.080

N 259 259 259 259 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
.731

**
.426

**
-.355

**
.156

*
.236

**
.343

** 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0,000 0.000 0.012 0.000 0.000

N 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

Pearson 

Correlation
-.142

* 0.064 -0.046 .185
** -0.059 -0.068 0.086 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.022 0.306 0.459 0.003 0.340 0.271 0.167

N 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

Note: FBR = Female board representation

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Board size

FBR

Age 70 or 

above

Outside 

directors

Multiple 

director-

ships

Female 

employm.

Ln Market 

cap.

Female chair

N= total number of observations.
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4.3 Regression Analysis 

The relationships between the dependent variable and the independent variables are 

presented in Table 8 below. Regarding the first hypothesis, it predicts a positive 

relationship between female board representation and firm size. As seen in Table 8, the 

correlation coefficient for market capitalization is negative; however, the relationship is 

not significant, indicating that the first hypothesis is rejected. This contradicts the findings 

of Hillman et al. (2007) and Ahmed et al. (2018), who both find a positive relationship 

between the two variables. However, Geiger and Marlin (2012) do not find a positive 

relationship between firm size and female board representation; that is, this study’s 

findings are both contradicting to and in line with prior research. It should be noted, 

however, that different measurements are used for measuring the variable firm size. As 

mentioned in 2.1.2, Hillman et al. (2007) use total sales, Geiger and Marlin (2012) use 

market capitalization, and Ahmed et al. (2018) use total assets. This study use market 

capitalization, indicating that two studies using market capitalization as a proxy for firm 

size do not find a significant relationship between firm size and female board 

representation, while studies using other measurements do. This could suggest that there 

might not be an absence of a relationship between female board representation and firm 

size, simply between female board representation and market capitalization; that is, 

market capitalization may be an inappropriate way of measuring firm size in this context. 

Nevertheless, the fact that no significant relationship is found between female board 

representation and firm size in the financial sector in Sweden could also indicate that the 

trend of greater female representation described in 4.1 may not be the result of firms 

increasing in size, as predicted based on the results of Hillman et al. (2007) and Ahmed 

et al. (2018) – female board representation may be affected by other factors. Additionally, 

the fact that the size of the boards is not increasing at the same pace as the firms – as 

mentioned in 4.1 – could be an explanation for why firm size is not positively associated 

with greater female board representation; even though the firms have increased in size, a 

larger number of people have not gotten the opportunity to become members of the 

boards. Since many board members remain on the board for several years, this limits the 

opportunity for increasing the number of women being elected to corporate boards. 
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Table  8 Regression Analysis  

B

(Constant) (-0.828)

Board size (-1.0962)***

Age 70 and above (0.041)

Outside directors (0.136)*

Multiple directorships (0.028)

Female employment (0.123)*

Ln Market capitalization (-0.201)

Female chairman (-2.450)

LargeCap (21.594)*

MidCap (13.901)*

Year2012 (0.631)

Year2013 (-0.961)

Year2014 (2.725)

Year2015 (8.077)*

Year2016 (11.024)*

Year2017 (12.022)*

1

Notes: * Significance at the 1% level ** Significance at 

the 5% level ***Significance at the 10% level

Variable

 

 

Regarding the second hypothesis, a positive relationship between a firm’s female 

employment base and female board representation is predicted. As seen in Table 8, the 

correlation coefficient is positive and the relationship is significant. Thus, the second 

hypothesis is not rejected. This result is consistent with the relationship found by Hillman 

et al. (2007) when investigating the relationship between industry female employment 

and female board representation; note, however, that the relationship is not investigated 

at the industry-level in this study, but at the company-level. Therefore, the findings of this 

study contribute to current knowledge since the positive relationship between female 

board representation and the level of female employment is found to hold at the company-

level as well; that is, as argued by Hillman et al. (2007), the benefits of female board 

representation seem to be greater the larger the female employment base is or, in other 

words, the more dependent the firm is on women in the labor pool. This result can also 

be related to the argument presented by Adams and Kirchmaier (2016), as mentioned in 

2.1.1; they argue that the underrepresentation of women on corporate boards in STEM&F 

industries may be the result of the continuous underrepresentation of women in the 

STEM&F fields (Adams & Kirchmaier, 2016). That is – when connected to the argument 

by Hillman et al. (2007) – if the female employment base is small, firms will not receive 

the same benefits of including women on the board. As seen in Table 4, the average 

percentage of female employees within financial firms in Sweden in 2017 is 40%, 

resulting from a slow increase during previous years. This indicates that financial firms 
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in Sweden may, indeed, receive greater benefits of having women on corporate boards 

since the average number of female employees is relatively high and increasing. This 

could be one explanation for the – on average – high percentage of female board 

representation in financial firms in Sweden; however, it should be noted that female board 

representation is unevenly distributed between the financial firms. Moreover, as seen in 

Table 5, the level of female representation on corporate boards increases with cap-size, 

which the percentage of female employees also does; this provides further indications of 

an association between the two variables. It also shows that smaller firms in general have 

lower gender diversity both within the firm as a whole and on the corporate board. 

Furthermore, in relation to the findings of Adams and Kirchmaier (2016), simply 

introducing a gender quota for corporate boards in the European Union may not be 

enough; implementing targets for increasing the female employment base could also be 

beneficial since the two variables seem to be correlated. That is, increasing the female 

employment base may indirectly enhance female board representation.  

 

As for the third hypothesis, a positive relationship between board size and female board 

representation is predicted. As seen in Table 8, the correlation coefficient is negative and 

the relationship is significant. Since the correlation coefficient is negative, the result is 

contradictory to a priori expectations and the third hypothesis is therefore rejected. 

Nevertheless, the fact that there is a significant relationship between the two variables is 

in line with prior findings of Geiger and Marlin (2012), although Geiger and Marlin 

(2012) find a positive relationship between the two variables; this indicates that the 

negative relationship found in this study is contradictory to prior research. The fact that 

the correlation coefficient is negative suggests that female board representation may in 

fact be negatively affected by an increase in board size. This could be related to the 

discussion by Adams (2016) regarding the size of the female director pool mentioned in 

2.1.1, which indicates that even though the board size increases, the number of women 

on the board may not increase simply because there are too few women in the director 

pool. That is, as mentioned in 2.2, even though larger boards may face greater pressure 

to include women on the board or may have a greater incentive to access multiple types 

of backgrounds and experiences (Geiger & Marlin, 2012), there may not be a sufficient 

number of women present in the director pool to meet the demand. Consequently, women 
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already serving as directors would have to take on additional board memberships if female 

board representation should increase, which is only possible to a limited extent.  

 

Regarding the fourth hypothesis, a positive relationship between the level of outside 

directors and female board representation is predicted. As seen in Table 8, the correlation 

coefficient is positive and the relationship is significant. Thus, the fourth hypothesis is 

not rejected. The significant positive relationship found between outside directors and a 

firm’s level of female board representation is consistent with prior research by Geiger and 

Marlin (2012). However, the positive relationship found could also be related to the 

argument that female directors more often are independent than male directors (Adams, 

2016), as mentioned in 2.1.1. That is, having women on corporate boards could be 

interrelated to having outside directors on the board, since many of the outside directors 

could in fact be represented by women. Moreover – as mentioned in 2.1.1 – since 

independence often is considered as a requisite for a board to be effective (Adams, 2016), 

having a larger number of women on the board could be argued as potentially increasing 

the boards’ effectiveness.  

 

Concerning the fifth hypothesis, a positive relationship between the level of multiple 

directorships within a board and female board representation is hypothesized. As seen in 

Table 8, the correlation coefficient is positive; however, the relationship is not significant. 

Consequently, the fifth hypothesis is rejected. This result contradicts the findings of 

Geiger and Marlin (2012) who find a positive relationship between directors serving on 

multiple boards and female board representation. Moreover, it also contradicts the 

findings related to network effects by Hillman et al. (2007). Nevertheless, the findings 

are in line with the results of the study by Ahmed et al. (2018), who do not find a 

significant relationship between directors having external directorships and female board 

representation. Thus, the result concerning multiple directorships and female board 

representation from this study is both contradictory to and in line with prior research, 

same as the result received regarding firm size and female board representation as 

elaborated above. The fact that evidence is inconclusive regarding the potential effect of 

multiple directorships on female board representation highlights two important 

implications; first, as evidence is inconclusive, further research is needed in order to 

establish the nature of the relationship – if any – between the two variables. Second, since 
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the studies by both Hillman et al. (2007) and Geiger and Marlin (2012) are conducted in 

the United States, while the study by Ahmed et al. (2018) is conducted in Australia and 

this study in Sweden, it could be the case that the results are influenced by the external 

environment; that is, the environmental context in the United States may create a stronger 

relationship between multiple directorships and female board representation than what 

can be found in other environmental contexts. Therefore, future studies may have to 

consider environmental factors when investigating the potential relationship between 

multiple directorships and the level of female presence in corporate boardrooms. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the inconclusive results may be influenced by how 

the variable “multiple directorships” is defined. In this study – as described in 3.2.2 – 

board members who serve on boards of both public and non-public firms, economic 

associations, charities and the like are included; however, Geiger and Marlin (2012) only 

account for directors serving on public boards. Additionally, the numeric boundary for 

the number of external directorships that are needed for a director to be considered as 

having multiple directorships also differs between this study and Geiger and Marlin’s 

(2012) study; this may have had an impact on the results.  

 

Regarding the sixth hypothesis, a negative relationship between the level of older 

directors on boards and female board representation is hypothesized. In contrast to a 

priori expectations, the correlation coefficient seen in Table 8 is positive; however, the 

relationship is not significant. Thus, the sixth hypothesis is rejected. This result 

contradicts the findings by Geiger and Marlin (2012), who find a significant negative 

relationship between the level of older directors on the board and female board 

representation. Moreover, the findings are also contradictory to the results in the study by 

Ahmed et al. (2018), who find a significant negative relationship between the average age 

of the board and female board representation. A possible reason for these contradictory 

results could be that, on average, a Swedish board in the financial sector contains less 

than one member who is 70 years old or above (see 4.1); this indicates that even though 

there are boards with directors over the age of 70, these members are a minority and are 

therefore only able to influence the decision-making of the board to a limited extent, as 

discussed in 4.1. Moreover, as mentioned in 2.2, women are less likely to be part of the 

“old boys’ network” and are therefore also less likely to be elected as members of a board 

if the board consists of older members (Ahmed et al., 2018); the lack of a significant 



 

 

 

 

44 

negative relationship between the level of older board members and female board 

representation in the financial sector in Sweden may therefore indicate that the “old boys’ 

network” is not as strong in this context as in the other studies performed. Lastly, the fact 

that this study is performed seven years later than the study by Geiger and Marlin (2012) 

but uses the same cut-off age, indicates that directors included in this study should – on 

average – be younger than the directors included in Geiger and Marlin’s study; that is, 

since the directors in this sample is most likely younger, they may be more open to women 

on boards.  

 

As for the last hypothesis, a positive relationship between the presence of a woman as 

chairman and the level of female board representation is hypothesized. As seen in Table 

8, the correlation coefficient is negative, but the relationship is not significant. Hence, the 

seventh hypothesis is rejected. This result contradicts the findings by Ahmed et al. (2018) 

who find a significant positive relationship between having a woman as chairman of the 

board and the level of female board representation. It is also contradictory to the argument 

by Smith et al. (2006) who – as mentioned in 2.2 – find that women in top management 

positions often include more females on their boards. These contradictory results may be 

related to the argument by Milliken and Martins (1996), which indicates that having 

women on corporate boards may have a symbolic meaning. Following the same rationale, 

it could be argued that having a woman as chairman constitutes a symbolic act by the 

firm, perhaps reducing the number of women on the board if having a woman as chairman 

is considered as “enough” from a pure symbolic perspective. That is, having a woman as 

chairman may in fact hinder female board representation.  

 

Although not included as separate hypotheses in the study, the two sets of dummy-

variables used in the regression analysis provide the study with interesting insights; as 

seen in Table 8, year-fixed effects for 2015-2017 and effects related to market 

capitalization segment have a significant impact on female board representation. Prior 

studies by Ahmed et al. (2018), Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Hillman et al. (2007) have 

not controlled for these factors, indicating that this study adds to current knowledge 

regarding which factors may have an impact on female board representation. Regarding 

effects related to time, the correlation coefficients for the years 2015-2017 indicate that 

female board representation is 8, 11 and 12 percentage points higher – respectively – for 
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observations in these years compared to the year 2011 (Table 8). This suggests that there 

has been a positive trend regarding female board representation that is related to time. A 

possible explanation for this finding could be related to the proposed EU Directive 

regarding the implementation of gender quotas for corporate boards of publicly listed 

firms; although the Directive has not yet come into force (Council of the European Union, 

2017), the number of  countries implementing quotas has increased over time, as 

mentioned in 1.1. That is, the awareness of the issue of female underrepresentation on 

corporate boards is increasing over time, which could create an incentive for firms to 

include a larger number of women on their corporate boards. Regarding the effects related 

to market capitalization segments, the correlation coefficients shown in Table 8 indicate 

that female board representation in firms in the large-cap segment is 21.6 percentage 

points higher compared to firms in the small-cap segment, while firms in the mid-cap 

segment have 13.9 percentage points higher female board representation compared to 

firms in the small-cap segment. This is an interesting finding since a company’s market 

capitalization was not found to affect female board representation, as elaborated in 

relation to the first hypothesis above. In contrast, the market capitalization segment on 

which the firm is listed seem to have a significant impact on female board representation. 

This indicates that the legitimacy dimension in resource dependence theory and 

institutional theory – suggesting that larger companies face greater pressure to include 

more women on the board – may in fact enhance female board representation. It could 

also indicate that institutional mimetic forces may contribute to similarities regarding 

female board representation within the segments; that is, firms mimic each other and 

thereby have similar levels of female board representation.  
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5. Conclusion 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that investigates factors that may drive 

the appointment of women to corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden; as such, it 

adds important insights to current knowledge within this area. In this study, seven 

hypotheses are developed and tested in relation to their impact on female board 

representation in financial firms in Sweden. Emphasis is on whether the factors firm size, 

female employment base, board size, outside board membership, multiple directorships, 

the age of board members and the presence of a woman as chairman may affect female 

representation on corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden. Significant relationships 

are found for three of the variables tested; more specifically, a positive relationship is 

found between the level of female board representation and the factors female 

employment base and the level of outside directors, while a negative relationship is found 

between the level of female board representation and board size. Moreover, when 

controlling for effects related to time and market capitalization segment, significant 

positive relationships are found between the level of female board representation and 

year-fixed effects for the years 2015-2017 as well as effects related to market 

capitalization segments. To provide an answer to the research question – “Do 

organizational and/or board characteristics affect female board representation in 

publicly listed financial firms?” – female board representation in financial firms in 

Sweden seems to be affected by the companies’ female employment base,  the level of 

outside directors serving on the board, and the size of the board. Moreover, if applying a 

wider perspective, this study provides evidence that female board representation on 

corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden is also impacted by effects related to time 

and the market capitalization segment on which the firms are listed.  

 

The results of this study are both in line with and contradictory to prior research as well 

as a priori expectations. The absence of a positive relationship between female board 

representation and firm size is in line with Geiger and Marlin (2012), while contradictory 

to Hillman et al. (2007) and Ahmed et al. (2018). The positive relationship between 

female board representation and the firms’ female employment base is consistent with 

prior findings of Hillman et al. (2007); however, Hillman et al. (2007) investigate female 

employment at the industry-level, this study investigates the variable at the company-
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level. The negative relationship found between female board representation and board 

size is contradictory to prior research by Geiger and Marlin (2012), while the positive 

relationship between female board representation and outside directors is in line with 

findings of the same study. The absence of a positive relationship between female board 

representation and the level of directors with multiple directorships is in line with the 

findings of Ahmed et al. (2018), while contradictory to the findings of Geiger and Marlin 

(2012) and the findings related to network effects of Hillman et al. (2007). As for the 

variable related to the age of board members, the absence of a negative relationship is 

contradictory to prior research by both Geiger and Marlin (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018), 

although the latter measures the variable as the average age of the board, not by using a 

cut-off age as this study does. Regarding the last hypothesis, the absence of a positive 

relationship between having a woman as chairman and female board representation is 

contradictory to findings by Ahmed et al. (2018). Implications regarding the findings of 

the study will be further discussed in 6.  

 

The theoretical lenses applied are resource dependence theory and institutional theory; 

however, the underlying logic of the theories is not supported for all variables. More 

specifically, since no significant relationship is found, the underlying rationale of the 

theories is not supported for the variables firm size, multiple directorships or older 

directors. On the contrary, the theories’ logic is supported by the relationship found 

between female board representation and the variables concerning outside directors and 

a firm’s female employment base. As for the variable board size, a significant relationship 

is found; however, the relationship is reversed compared to the relationship predicted by 

resource dependence theory and institutional theory. Therefore, the underlying logic of 

the theories is not supported for the variable board size. Consequently, resource 

dependence theory and institutional theory appear to be less effective as theoretical lenses 

in this study compared to prior studies of Ahmed et al. (2018), Geiger and Marlin (2012) 

and Hillman et al. (2007); this could give an indication that other theoretical lenses should 

be applied when studying organizational and board characteristics within the financial 

industry in Sweden, such as agency theory. Lastly, as for the variable chairman of the 

board, it is based on the study by Ahmed et al. (2018); however, they did not use resource 

dependence theory or institutional theory to derive the hypothesis, indicating that 

conclusions regarding the theories’ appropriateness cannot be drawn.   
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6. Discussion 

When comparing the descriptive statistics and the outcome of the regression analysis, it 

becomes evident that the financial industry in Sweden displays several characteristics 

found to be advantageous for female board representation in prior studies, such as 

increasing firm size, few older directors and high levels of directors with multiple 

directorships. However, significant relationships are only found for three of the variables 

hypothesized to impact female board representation as well as for the two sets of control 

variables used. Moreover, some of the results are contradictory to those found in prior 

research as well as to a priori expectations. On the one hand, this could indicate that 

female board representation in the financial sector in Sweden is affected by other factors 

or characteristics not investigated in this study and, consequently, is not affected by 

several factors found to impact female board representation in prior studies. It may also 

suggest that the environment in which the firms are operating may serve as a determinant 

of female board representation, since the results differ substantially from similar studies 

performed in other environments. On the other hand, the low number of significant 

relationships found in this study could be driven by the small sample; the smallest number 

of firms investigated in prior studies is 404 in the study by Ahmed et al. (2018), while the 

final sample of this study is 37 companies – starting from an initial sample of 60 firms. 

Since the financial sector in Sweden does not contain more listed firms, a larger sample 

is not possible; it should be noted, however, that this could have an impact on the results. 

Nevertheless, by including all listed financial companies in Sweden in the original 

sample, the study has a high credibility since no selection process was necessary that 

could have resulted in an unrepresentative sample.  

 

When studying board compositions and characteristics within the financial industry in 

Sweden, the large differences between the gender compositions of boards in the small cap 

segment compared to the large cap segment are striking; clearly, female board 

representation is substantially higher within firms who are listed on the large cap segment. 

Moreover, gender diversity appears to be vanishing the higher up the corporate ladder 

one climbs (see 4.1). Thus, gender diversity is not evenly distributed along the 

organizational hierarchy; this may create implications for policymaking. Potential 

solutions to the issue can be viewed from two angles, either from the top or bottom of the 
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organization. Starting with the latter, if the female director pool is indeed too small or if 

women do not have the necessary skills to be directors – perhaps because they start 

working part-time early in their careers (Adams, 2016) – implementing a gender quota 

may be inappropriate since this could potentially harm the effectiveness of the boards. 

Instead, focus might have to be put on lower levels of the organization by stimulating 

greater female representation in the labor force, while also trying to prevent women from 

leaving the industry early. That is, in the long-term – and for women to have equal 

opportunities as men to gain the qualities required for board work – it could be more 

beneficial for female board representation if resources are directed towards facilitating 

the career growth of women, e.g. through solutions for childcare services and similar tools 

for balancing work and family. In fact, an institutional factor found to enhance female 

board representation is legislation that allows women to balance work and family 

commitments (Kirsch, 2018). On the other hand, if viewing the issue from the top of the 

organization, including more women at top corporate positions – e.g. through a gender 

quota – may stimulate greater female representation at top positions since women may 

have greater incentives to include other women on the board (Smith et al., 2006). 

However, based on the results of this study, a firm’s female employment base has a 

significant positive impact on female board representation, while the presence of a woman 

as chairman does not. This could indicate that it is more important to focus on expanding 

the female employment base than implementing gender quotas for top corporate 

positions. At least gender quotas alone may not be enough to increase female board 

representation, which is suggested by Iannotta et al. (2016). However, as indicated by this 

study, implementing targets for the position as chairman of the board may be appropriate 

considering the substantial gender inequalities found regarding the position as chairman. 

Even though no significant relationship is found between female board representation and 

the presence of a woman as chairman in this study, such legislation may still be 

considered as appropriate within the financial industry in Sweden due to the considerable 

gender inequalities regarding this position.  

 

It should be noted, however, that the discussion regarding whether gender quotas are the 

“right way to go” also depends on whether women want to work as directors; if a small 

female director pool is the result of women not wanting to become directors, 

implementing a gender quota would not be an advantageous solution. Nevertheless, as 
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long as women strive for director-positions, it is crucial that they are evaluated based on 

the same premises as their male counterparts and that they have equal opportunities to 

climb the corporate ladder. Therefore, investigating whether certain characteristics are 

present in corporate boards that may hinder the growth of female board representation is 

an important step for understanding how female presence in the corporate boardroom can 

be improved; this study serves as a first step in exploring such factors within the financial 

industry in Sweden. However, it is also important to consider the risk of creating 

legislation based on perceived differences between genders; the European Union 

implemented additional targets in the Capital Requirement Directives based on the 

argument that women are more risk-averse than men (Adams, 2016) – something that the 

study of Adams and Funk (2012) contradicts. Thus, legislating greater female board 

representation may have unintended consequences. Nevertheless, this study only covered 

organizational- and board characteristics present in financial firms in Sweden; hence, its 

value for policymakers may be limited since the current discussion regarding gender 

quotas is proposed as applying equally to all listed firms (European Commission, 2012). 

However, since the companies in the Swedish financial industry display substantial 

differences with regard to female board representation, the financial sector serves as an 

appropriate basis for investigation since it allows for a thorough analysis of whether 

certain organizational- and board characteristics differ between firms having high versus 

low female board representation. For example, as shown in this study, companies having 

a larger female employment base also seem to have greater female board representation, 

while companies listed on the large cap segment have greater female board representation 

than companies listed on the mid- and small cap segment; such knowledge may in turn 

be utilized in policymaking as well as when studying other industry sectors.  

 

Regarding the limitations of the study, companies listed on the small cap segment are 

very few in relation to companies listed on other market capitalization segments; that is, 

if one small cap firm would be added to or subtracted from the sample – perhaps with a 

very high/low female board representation – the average level of female board 

representation within the small cap segment would change significantly. This should be 

considered when interpreting the results and conclusions related to the small cap segment 

as well as comparisons between the segments. Moreover, a cut-off age of 70 years or 

above is used for the variable older directors. This is in line with the study by Geiger and 
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Marlin (2012); however, their study was performed seven years ago, indicating that using 

the same cut-off age results in that directors who were born – at most – seven years later 

are included in this study. Since the underlying argument for the variable older directors 

is that directors above a certain age are more likely to prefer male managers since their 

norms and beliefs were shaped in a different time period than today (Geiger & Marlin, 

2012), including younger directors than Geiger and Marlin (2012) may have been a 

contributing factor to the absence of a significant relationship between female board 

representation and the level of older directors on the board. However, since people’s 

norms and beliefs may be considered as being phased out rather than changed drastically 

at a point in time, using 70 years old or above as a cut-off point is considered as 

appropriate for this study as well. Regarding the “old boys’ network” discussed in relation 

to the variable older directors, it should be noted that directors who are 70 years old or 

above may also be women. A distinction of the directors’ gender when measuring the 

variable older directors is not made in this study nor prior studies by Geiger and Marlin 

(2012) and Ahmed et al. (2018). However, in order to better evaluate the strength of the 

“old boys’ network” in the financial sector in Sweden – as well as how it may impact 

female board representation – future studies could consider the gender of the board 

members over a certain age as well.   

 

As the method chosen is of quantitative nature with a deductive approach and longitudinal 

design, it allows for a thorough analysis of board composition and the different 

organizational and board characteristics prevailing in corporate boards of Swedish 

financial firms as well as an investigation of how the situation has developed over time; 

thus, the chosen method is considered as appropriate in relation to the purpose of the 

study. However, since the method is purely quantitative, factors of more qualitative nature 

are not considered; adding such a dimension may contribute with relevant insights, 

perhaps with regard to the actual perceptions and beliefs held by directors or the culture 

shaping the organization. Including components of qualitative nature could therefore be 

an interesting addition in future studies. Also, and in relation to the discussion above 

regarding the competence and qualities held by female directors, investigating the level 

of education held by male and female directors may be of interest in future studies. This 

may allow for a comparison of the educational level of female and male directors, which 

could in turn give an indication of whether women must have a higher education to “earn” 
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a seat on the board – perhaps due to gender stereotypes – or if women in fact have a lower 

educational level, potentially suggesting that they may have been elected to the board 

based on other premises, for example due to gender quota legislations. Furthermore, as 

for future studies, comparing organizational- and board characteristics of firms in the 

financial sector in several countries may be of value; it could provide insights as to 

whether such characteristics differ between countries and whether factors related to the 

external environment have an impact on the relationship between certain characteristics 

and female board representation, as discussed concerning the inconclusive results 

regarding the effect of multiple directorships on female board representation. Moreover, 

performing similar studies for several industries – that is, not with an explicit focus on a 

single industry – could also add important knowledge since prior research currently 

displays inconsistent results. Hence, more research is required to gain sufficient evidence 

regarding what type of organizational- and board characteristics that affect female board 

representation. Additionally, since the previous studies covering several industries are 

performed in the United States and Australia, investigating other legislative environments 

could extend current knowledge and add important insights to the discussion. Lastly, the 

independent variables included in this study are not exhaustive; including other 

organizational- and board characteristics could therefore be a suggestion for future 

studies. 

 

Lastly, the study performed has societal and ethical effects that should be considered; 

regarding the former, the topic has been touched upon above regarding the implications 

for policymaking, but also regarding the importance of assuring that women and men 

have equal opportunities to acquire top corporate positions. Regarding the ethical effects 

of the study, the underrepresentation of women on corporate boards can be viewed from 

an ethical aspect; it can be considered as immoral to exclude women from director 

positions based on their gender (Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008). Even though gender 

diversity on corporate boards of financial firms in Sweden appears to be high compared 

to other industry sectors in the country (Daisley & Studer, 2014), the results of this study 

highlights the fact that female board representation is far from evenly distributed between 

the firms – especially when comparing different market capitalization segments. The 

results suggest that gender stereotypes may be more prevailing in smaller firms compared 

to larger firms, indicating that the issue may be of ethical nature. By investigating 
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organizational and board characteristics present in financial firms in Sweden, this study 

serves as a first step in clarifying what the large discrepancies concerning female board 

representation within the industry may depend on, as well as how it can be improved; to 

further examine whether these differences are related to ethics or stereotypes, future 

studies could include qualitative components as well. 
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Appendices  

Appendix A – Information Data Collection 

Table A1 Companies Initial and Final Sample 

Arion Banki Bure Equity*
Atrium Ljunberg* Catella
Avanza Bank Holding* Catena*
Bonava Collector
Castellum* Corem Property Group*
Fabege* Creades
Fastighet AB Balder* Diös Fastigheter*
Hemfosa Fastigheter Eastnine
Hufvudstaden* Fast Partner
Industrivärden* HEBA*
Intrum* Hembla
Investor* Hoist Finance
JM* Magnolia Bostad
Kinnevik* NP3 Fastigheter
Klövern* Oscar Properties Holding
Kungsleden* Platzer Fastigheter Holding
Latour* Stendörren Fastigheter
Lundbergföretagen* Svolder*
Nordea Bank* TF Bank
Nyfosa Traction 
Pandox Victoria Park 
Ratos* Vostok New Ventures*
Resurs Holding Öresund*
Sagax* SBC Sveriges BostadsrättsCentrum AB*
SEB* Brinova Fastigheter 
Sv. Handelsbanken* Havsfrun Investment*
Swedbank* Midway*
Wallenstams* NAXS*
Wihlborgs Fastigheter* NGS Group*
Besqab SSM Holding*
Notes: *Companies included in final sample  
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Table A2 Companies Excluded from Initial Sample 

Company Market cap. segment Exclusion
Arion Banki SDB Large Cap Listed 2018
Bonava Large Cap Listed 2016
Nyfosa Large Cap Listed 2018
Pandox Large Cap Listed 2015
Resurs Holding Large Cap Listed 2016
Collector Mid Cap Listed 2015
Hoist Finance Mid Cap Listed 2015
Magnolia Bostad Mid Cap Listed 2018
NP3 Fastigheter Mid Cap Listed 2014
TF Bank Mid Cap Listed 2016
Brinova Fastigheter Small Cap Listed 2018
SSM Holding Small Cap Listed 2017
Oscar Properties Holding Mid Cap Listed 2015
Stendörren Fastigheter Mid Cap Listed 2018
Catella Mid Cap Listed 2016
Hemfosa Fastigheter Large Cap Listed 2014
Creades Mid Cap Listed 2013
Hembla Mid Cap Listed 2014
Platzer Fastigheter Holding Mid Cap Listed 2013
Traction Mid Cap Listed 2014
Victoria Park Mid Cap Listed 2013
Besqab Mid Cap Listed 2014
Eastnine Mid Cap Average group employees not available  

 

Table A3 Data Collection Information  

Company Information

Stendörren Fastigheter Name 2013 and before: Header Compression Sweden Holding AB

Svolder Financial year between: 1/9-31/8

Nordea Bank MarketCap: currency was converted from EUR to SEK using year end 

exchange rates from annual reports

SBC Sveriges Bostadsrätts. Only company in sample listed on NGM Equity

Vostok New Ventures Share price 29/12 2017: 62.5 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 30/12 2016: 74.5 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 30/12 2015: 54.5 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 30/12 2014: 38 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 30/12 2013: 53.75 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 28/12 2012: 19.5 (Nasdaq)

Vostok New Ventures Share price 28/12 2011: 26.2 (Nasdaq)

NAXS 2014-2015: Information about the age of board member Ramanan found on 

Bloomberg
NGS Group Listed on NGM Equity until 2016. Listed on Nasdaq 2017.  
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Table A4 Calculations  

Company Variable Explanation Calculation

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2017 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 40,9*9.8438

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2016 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 42,8*9.5529

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2015 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 41.3*9.1895

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2014 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 38.9*9.3930

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2013 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 39.7*8.8591

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2012 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 29.3*8.5820

Nordea Bank MarketCap 2011 MarketCap EUR Bn * (SEK/EUR) 24.2*8.9120

HEBA MarketCap 2017 Share price year end * Out. shares 110.75*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2016 Share price year end * Out. shares 113.75*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2015 Share price year end * Out. shares 99.75*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2014 Share price year end * Out. shares 97.25*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2013 Share price year end * Out. shares 75*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2012 Share price year end * Out. shares 63.75*41280000

HEBA MarketCap 2011 Share price year end * Out. shares 60*41280000

VNV MarketCap 2017 Share price year end * Out. shares 62.5*84582357

VNV MarketCap 2016 Share price year end * Out. shares 74.5*85688309

VNV MarketCap 2015 Share price year end * Out. shares 54.5*73499555

VNV MarketCap 2014 Share price year end * Out. shares 38*74097331

VNV MarketCap 2013 Share price year end * Out. shares 53.75*89903020

VNV MarketCap 2012 Share price year end * Out. shares 19.5*89719279

VNV MarketCap 2011 Share price year end * Out. shares 26.2*98470200

Ratos Female emp. 2017 % women parent + % women group (36*0.46)+(9957*0.41)

Ratos Female emp. 2016 % women parent + % women group (47*0.53)+(11189*0.31)

Ratos Female emp. 2015 % women parent + % women group (44*0.54)+(12913*0.31)

Ratos Female emp. 2014 % women parent + % women group (47*0.52)+(15745*0.29)

Ratos Female emp. 2013 % women parent + % women group (45*0.49)+(16672*0.3)

Ratos Female emp. 2012 % women parent + % women group (47*0.53)+(17064*0.29)

Ratos Female emp. 2011 % women parent + % women group (49*0.51)+(18796*0.28)

Note: VNV = Vostok New Ventures.  
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Table A5 Frequency Table Female Board Representation 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

.00 17 1.8 6.6 6.6
12.50 3 0.3 1.2 7.7
14.29 12 1.3 4.6 12.4
16.67 14 1.5 5.4 17.8
20.00 26 2.8 10.0 27.8
22.22 4 0.4 1.5 29.3
23.08 3 0.3 1.2 30.5
25.00 22 2.3 8.5 39.0
27.27 3 0.3 1.2 40.2
28.57 26 2.8 10.0 50.2
30.00 1 0.1 0.4 50.6
33.33 28 3.0 10.8 61.4
36.36 6 0.6 2.3 63.7
37.50 20 2.1 7.7 71.4
40.00 19 2.0 7.3 78.8
42.86 21 2.2 8.1 86.9
44.44 5 0.5 1.9 88.8
46.15 1 0.1 0.4 89.2
50.00 11 1.2 4.2 93.4
55.56 1 0.1 0.4 93.8
57.14 4 0.4 1.5 95.4
60.00 11 1.2 4.2 99.6
71.43 1 0.1 0.4 100.0
Total 259 27.5 100
Note: FBR = Female board representation

FBR

Valid
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Appendix B – Testing Assumptions in Linear Regression 

Table B1 Collinearity Statistics   

Variable Tolerance VIF
Board size 0.391 2.555
Age 70 or above 0.842 1.188
Outside directors 0.874 1.144
Multiple directorships 0.899 1.112
Female employees 0.800 1.250
Ln Market capitalization 0.370 2.701
Female chairman 0.854 1.171
a. Dependent Variable: Female board representation

Collinearity Statistics

 

 

Figure B1 P-Plot 

Observed Cumulative Probability

Figure B1. Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. The residuals 
follow the diagonal line. Therefore, the residuals are normally distributed.
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Figure B2 Scatterplot 
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Figure B2. Scatterplot of the residuals. The residuals are randomly distributed and do 
not show a clear pattern. Therefore, the data is homoscedastic. 
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Appendix C – Model Summary 

Table C1 Residual Statistics  

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value -4.407 48.906 30.581 9.464 259

Residual -27.531 31.676 0.000 10.793 259

Std. Predicted Value -3.697 1.936 0.000 1.000 259

Std. Residual -2.475 2.848 3.737 0.970 259

a. Dependent Variable: Female board representation  

 

Table C2 ANOVA 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 23108.87 15 1540.59 12.45 .000
b

Residual 30056.73 243 123.69
Total 53165.61 258

1

a. Dependent Variable: Female board representaiton
b. Predictors: (Constant), Year2017, MidCap, Outside directors,Age equal to 70 or above, Year2015, Female 

Chairman, Multiple directors, Year2012, Female employment, Year2016, Year2014, Board Size, Year2013, Ln 

Market Capitalization, LargeCap

 

Table C3 Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 .659
a 0.435 0.400 11.121

a. Predictors: (Constant), Year2017, MidCap, Outside directors, Age equal to or above 70, Year2015, 

Female Chairman, Multiple directors, Year2012, Female employment, Year2016, Year2014, Board size, 

Year2013, Ln Market capitalization, LargeCap

b. Dependent Variable: Female board representation  

 


