Predictors of Female Representation on Corporate Boards: An Analysis at Board Level from a Socialized Perspective
Rey Danga,
, Linh-Chi Vob
a Associate Professor, La Rochelle Business School
17024 La Rochelle, France
b Associate Professor, École de Management de Normandie
76600 Le Havre, France
The literature explaining the representation of women on corporate boards (WOCB) has relied mainly on a rational economic perspective for director selection. Consequently, analysis has primarily focused on the firm level, leaving other levels of analysis (board and individual) underexamined. Our study differs by relying on a socialized perspective, which is based on Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model and Pfeffer’s (1983) organizational demography framework. We conducted our study using a sample of French companies listed in the SBF 120 index in 2010. Based on a negative binomial model, we extend previous research by examining the following predictors of female representation on corporate boards: male directors’ demographic traits (average age and age heterogeneity), male directors’ human capital (functional background, executive ranking and board tenure heterogeneity, and average board tenure), and male directors’ social capital (degrees from French elite institutions and former membership of a French elite civil service).

Keywords: gender; diversity; board of directors; board composition; corporate governance; female directors.
Rey Dang is Associate Professor of Finance at La Rochelle Business School. He holds a PhD in Finance from University of Orléans (France). His research concentrates on board gender diversity, corporate governance and corporate restructuring.

Linh-Chi Vo is Associate Professor at EM Normandie. She holds a PhD from Ecole Centrale Paris, an MBA from Washington State University, and a BA from Queensland University of Technology. Her research interests include corporate governance, innovation, and knowledge management.

Predictors of Female Representation on Corporate Boards: An Analysis at Board Level from a Socialized Perspective
The literature explaining the representation of women on corporate boards (WOCB) has relied mainly on a rational economic perspective for director selection. Consequently, analysis has primarily focused on the firm level, leaving other levels of analysis (board and individual) underexamined. Our study differs by relying on a socialized perspective, which is based on Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model and Pfeffer’s (1983) organizational demography framework. We conducted our study using a sample of French companies listed in the SBF 120 index in 2010. Based on a negative binomial model, we extend previous research by examining the following predictors of female representation on corporate boards: male directors’ demographic traits (average age and age heterogeneity), male directors’ human capital (functional background, executive ranking and board tenure heterogeneity, and average board tenure), and male directors’ social capital (degrees from French elite institutions and former membership of a French elite civil service).

Keywords: gender; diversity; board of directors; board composition; corporate governance; female directors.
INTRODUCTIon
In recent years, gender diversity in the boardroom and more generally within organizations has gained considerable interest in public debate, government agendas, and academic research Terjesen, Sealy, and Singh, 2009()
. The presence of women on corporate boards (WOCB) represents a crucial subject for policymakers. The European Commission and individual countries such as France, Spain, and Norway have imposed quotas of female directors on publicly traded companies. Fair employment practices for women are now part of the criteria of many socially responsible investment indices (e.g. FTSE4Good and the Domini 400 Social Index). Frequent headlines in the popular press call for increased diversity in the workforce (see European Women on Boards
). In addition, women now account for 25% of the European managerial workforce and occupy an increasing number of executive positions (Grant Thornton, 2013
). Despite these statistics and pressures, female representation on boards is far from uniform across firms (Hillman, Shropshire, and Cannella (2007)
 and countries (Grant Thornton, 2013). A question is then raised: why do some organizations have women on their boards of directors while others do not (Hillman, et al. (2007)
? In other words, what are the predictors of the presence of WOCB?
The literature in the area of female representation on boards provides some partial responses to this question. Generally, related studies rely on a rational economic perspective of director selection, which assumes that directors serve the best interests of the organization (or, alternatively, of its shareholders). This leads to the conclusion that those who are better able to carry out the traditional board functions and thus positively influence governance and organizational performance will be selected for board positions (Fama and Jensen, 1983). Although a number of board functions have been considered, Hillman and Dalziel (2003) integrated and consolidated these into two broad categories. First, following agency theory, boards of directors are monitors that ensure the alignment of manager and shareholder interests Fama, 1980


( ADDIN EN.CITE , Fama and Jensen, 1983, Jensen and Meckling, 1976)
. Second, following resource dependence theory, boards of directors reduce uncertainties and bring key resources to a firm (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Utilizing these critical functions as a foundation, most board research focuses on organizational and external changes that provide an impetus for board composition changes and typically emphasizes the firm as the appropriate level of analysis. Thus, scholarly knowledge is limited to research taking firms’ characteristics, such as firm size, diversification strategy, industry type, as well as network effects Hillman, et al., 2007()
 as predictors of WOCB.

Relying on a socialized perspective, or a social embeddedness perspective, to study the predictors of WOCB, on the other hand, allows us to explore which board characteristics lead to greater gender diversity in the boardroom by focusing on the social processes and biases that may occur in the selection process of a director 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Westphal and Stern, 2006, Westphal and Zajac, 1995, Zajac and Westphal, 1996)
. This perspective highlights the social factors that may influence the selection process by challenging somewhat the needs of a firm and its shareholders. According to Khurana and Pick (2005)
, “[A] board is not a simple aggregation of individuals but is, in fact, a complex social system and must be understood as such” (p. 1260). Consequently, the directors appointed are not necessarily those who can optimally serve the best interests of the organization, but rather the preferences and biases of those in charge of the selection of directors. The directors most likely to be selected to join a board are those who reflect boardroom norms. Indeed, it is commonly heard that the pool from which board members are selected is extremely limited (Norburn (1989)
. Potential candidates form a closed network, which is often referred to as an ‘old boys’ club’ of members sharing similar social values and norms Singh, Terjesen, and Vinnicombe, 2008()
.
In an attempt to contribute to the literature, we examine the predictors of board gender diversity at the board level from a socialized perspective. To this end, our theoretical foundation is Schneider (1987)
 attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) cycle and Pfeffer (1983)
 organization demography modelsKoenig, Gogel, and Sonquist, 1979(. According to these perspectives, the director nomination and nomination processes can be driven by factors such as the desire of (male) directors to surround themselves with similar people (demographic attributes, perspectives, or values) )
 or having the same social status and level of prestige Mace, 1971(, Mills, 1956, Useem, 1984)
. Thus, we predict that the attributes of male directors, including demographic traits, human capital and social capital characteristics Johnson, Schnatterly, and Hill, 2013()
, influence the presence of WOCB.
We test our hypotheses with a sample of French companies listed in the SBF 120 index for the year 2010. France is an interesting testing ground for our investigation. In 2009, women accounted for 51.5% of the French labor force, according to INSEE,
 but women held only 9.3% of the SBF
 120 board seats in 2009. The year 2010 is an appropriate choice, as it represents the period in which the appointment of female directors was still a voluntary choice of companies, as, in 2011, the Copé-Zimmermann law was introduced, imposing a quota of board gender diversity on companies with more than 500 employees and a turnover exceeding €50 million. We examine the following attributes of male directors: average age and age heterogeneity (demographic attributes), functional background heterogeneity, executive ranking heterogeneity, average board tenure, board tenure heterogeneity (human capital), heterogeneity in terms of an elite college/Grande École degree, and heterogeneity in terms of membership of an elite civil service/grands corps de l’État (social capital). The contribution of our study is, therefore, twofold. We extend the current literature by examining the factors influencing the presence of WOCB not only from a different theoretical perspective, but also at a different level of analysis.
The structure of our paper is as follows. The existing literature on predictors of WOCB is presented in Section 1. Our theoretical framework (ASA and organizational demography models) is presented in Section 2. Our hypotheses are developed in Section 3. Our data and methodology follow in Section 4. Section 5 reports the empirical results. The paper then offers its concluding remarks.
1. Literature review
In this section, we discuss empirical studies on the predictors of the presence of WOCB and the current gaps in this literature.
1.1. Existing studies
Despite the importance of the board gender diversity issue, only five studies have empirically investigated the predictors of WOCB: Nekhili and Gatfaoui (2013)

.Moulin and Point (2012)

, and Gregoric, Oxelheim, Randøy, and Thomsen (2009)

, Kang, Cheng, and Gray (2007)

, Hillman, et al. (2007)

, 
The most comprehensive study regarding the predictors of WOCB is that of DiMaggio and Powell, 1983(Moulin and Point (2012)

 examined the organizational predictors of WOCB among French SBF 120 companies in 2008 by relying on resource dependency and neo-institutional theories Gregoric, et al. (2009)

 also found several interesting results from their database of Danish, Finnish, Norwegian, and Swedish companies during the period 2001-2007. In these companies, board size, firm size, a firm’s level of market performance (as measured by Tobin’s Q), and indebtedness play a significant role in increasing the likelihood of female representation on boards. By contrast, a firm’s leverage and its level of risk are negatively associated with the likelihood of WOCB. In the manufacturing and construction industry, the presence of female directors tends to be more common. Interestingly, the average age of male directors is positively and significantly correlated to the presence of WOCB. A French study by Kang, et al. (2007)

, based on a sample of the 100 largest Australian companies in 2003 and agency theory, showed that board size and a firm’s sector are not predictors of board gender diversity, while ownership concentration is negatively and significantly related to WOCB. Hillman, et al. (2007)

. Using a sample of 1,000 US companies with the largest turnover between 1990 and 2003 and relying on resource dependency theory as a conceptual framework, they found that women’s representation on corporate boards depends on organizational size, industry type, the firm’s diversification strategy, and network effects (i.e. linkages to other boards where female directors are present). , Meyer and Rowan, 1977)
. Similar to Nekhili and Gatfaoui (2013)Hillman, et al. (2007)

, they found that firm size and the level of diversification are positively and negatively correlated to the likelihood of WOCB, respectively. The major finding of this study is that family shareholding significantly impacts the presence of female directors. Finally, 
 studied the predictors of WOCB from a sample of SBF 120 companies over the period 2000-2004. Using Poisson regression, these authors found that board size, firm size, and family ownership are the main factors explaining women’s representation on corporate boards.
1.2. Current gaps
There are two gaps that can be identified in the existing studies. First, they all rely on a rational economic perspective to study director selection Withers, Hillman, and Cannella, 2012()
, employing the common conceptual frameworks of resource dependency theory and agency theory. According to resource dependency theory, organizations are viewed as open systems that depend on external organization and environmental contingencies Pfeffer, 1972(, Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978)
. The board of directors is perceived as a vehicle for managing external dependency Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978()
, reducing uncertainty Pfeffer, 1972()
, and lowering transaction costs associated with environmental interdependency Williamson, 1984()
. From this perspective, directors are recruited when they can provide critical resources for the success of a firm, such as: (a) advice and counsel; (b) legitimacy; and (c) communication, commitment and resources 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dutton and Duncan, 1987, Hillman, et al., 2007, Larkey, 1996, Sutcliffe, 1994, Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen, 1993)
. The presence of female directors on boards depends on what resources they can bring to the organization. According to agency theory, boards of directors ensure that managers serve the interests of shareholders Fama and Jensen, 1983(, Jensen and Meckling, 1976)
. A common assumption is that the defense of shareholders’ interests is carried out more effectively by independent directors (outsiders) than inside directors, as they are not beholden to managers. Thus, female directors are more likely to be present when they are independent directors Kesner, 1988()
.
However, factors influencing board gender diversity can also be explained from another perspective that has been acknowledged but has not been frequently used: socialized perspective or social embeddedness perspective, which recognizes the social nature of boards and board processes Withers, et al., 2012()
. It posits that director nomination and selection processes can be driven by the desire of current directors or nominating committee members to affiliate with those similar to themselves or other social elites and develop a group that is less about good corporate governance and more about social status and prestige. Thus, the search for directors will not be particularly thorough and will be biased by social contacts, while selection of the perceived optimal director will be influenced by political factors, preferences, and biases.
Second, in relying on a rational economic perspective, current studies focus on the predictors of WOCB at firm rather than board level. They include organizational characteristics such as firm size, board size, a firm’s sector(s), and some financial indicators Hillman, Cannella, and Harris, 2002()
. It remains unclear how characteristics of board members influence the presence of female directors. The only exception is a study by Bantel and Jackson, 1989(Gregoric, et al. (2009)

, which investigated the role of male directors’ average age. This is a disappointing gap in the literature, since board members have been considered as having an important role in influencing different organizational issues such as innovation )
 and strategic status quo Bantel and Jackson, 1989(, Finkelstein and Hambrick, 1990)
.

In order to contribute to filling these gaps in the literature, we studied the predictors of WOCB at the board level from a socialized perspective. In the next section, we present our theoretical background.

2. Attributes of male directors as predictors of board gender diversity: theoretical background
We argue that attributes of male directors represent a factor that distinguishes systematically firms that have female directors and those that do not. Our argument is based on Schneider (1983, 1987)
 attraction-selection-attrition framework (ASA model) and .Pfeffer (1983)

 organizational demography model
2.1. Attraction-selection-attrition model

The ASA model is rooted in the perspective of interactional psychology and is attached to the role of ‘person effects’. Schneider’s work suggests that it is the kinds of people in environments that determine the sorts of human environments they are through the process of attraction-selection-attrition (ASA). Over time this process causes organizations to evolve towards interpersonal homogeneity. Attraction concerns the fact that people are differentially attracted to careers as a function of their own interests and personality. The attraction effect results in people joining an organization whose members are believed to be similar to themselves. In turn, when current members screen new ones, they are primarily interested in people who are like themselves. Through recruitment and selection procedures organizations ultimately tend to choose people who share many common personal attributes, although they may not share common competencies. The opposite side of attraction is attrition. People who do not fit an environment well will tend to leave it. So, while people may be attracted to a place, they may make errors, and, finding they do not fit, will leave. As the people who do not fit leave, the people who remain will be similar to each other. The critical point is not just that they will be similar to each other, but that they will constitute a more homogeneous group than those who were initially attracted to the setting. Therefore, current members’ characteristics are forces that drive companies to restrict the diversity in members’ characteristics. This leads to so-called ‘trait homogenization’ Schaubroeck, Ganster, and Jones, 1998()
: organizations move towards member homogeneity because individuals are attracted to, selected by, and stay with organizations because of their similar characteristics Schaubroeck, et al., 1998()
.
Several studies have confirmed the logic of the ASA framework by showing that organizations become relatively homogeneous due to the similar characteristics of their members (e.g. 
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Jackson, et al., 1991, Ployhart, Weekley, and Baughman, 2006, Schaubroeck, et al., 1998, Schneider, Smith, Taylor, and Fleenor, 1998)
.

2.2. Organizational demography model

Closely related to Hambrick and Mason, 1984(Pfeffer's (1983)

 model of organizational demography. This author explains that “the demography of any social entity is the composite aggregation of the characteristics of the individual members of that entity” (p. 312). Theorists in this tradition Schneider's (1987)

 ASA framework is , Pfeffer, 1983)
 argue that the diversity of ideas and perspectives in decision-making processes reflects the heterogeneity of organizational members’ demography. The similarity effect can provide a rationale for how and why demographic compositions of organizations are likely to be related to organizations’ outcomes Jackson, et al., 1991()
. As a result, organizational demography can affect organizational outcomes such as turnover Wiersema and Bird, 1993()
, diversification Wiersema and Bantel, 1992()
, adaptiveness O’Reilly, Snyder, and Boothe, 1993()
, and other behavioral patterns.
2.3. Attributes of male directors as predictors of board gender diversity
Both the above-mentioned models suggest that it is the people and how they behave in organizations that makes firms what they are. Similarity between people is one of the most significant features of interpersonal attraction (e.g. Byrne, 1971, Jackson, et al., 1991)
, which, in turn, creates a social context for relationships among organizational members. Such interpersonal contexts affect organizational outcomes and make one organization different from another.
Based on this conceptual background, we argue that male directors’ characteristics are important predictors of board gender diversity. Large corporate boards in the UK, Europe, and elsewhere are traditionally composed almost entirely of male directors having the same characteristics Terjesen, et al., 2009()
. Thus, according to our conceptual background, male directors facilitate the appointment of new board members who are likely to fit their existing group, thereby influencing the appointment of WOCB. This phenomenon has elsewhere been called homosocial reproduction Kanter, 1977()
 and self-cloning Burgess and Tharenou, 2002()
.
3. Investigative framework

We argue that the demographic traits, human capital, and social capital of male directors represent predictors of women on corporate boards. These characteristics of board directors have been identified as having the most significant influence on a firm Johnson, et al., 2013()
. In our study, we examine two demographic characteristics (average board age and board age heterogeneity), four human capital characteristics (functional background heterogeneity, executive ranking heterogeneity, average board tenure, and board tenure heterogeneity), and two social capital features associated with the French context (Grandes Écoles and grands corps de l’État). We present and develop our hypotheses below.

Age. Age is expected to influence a person’s attitude, ability, and strategic decision making. For example, some cognitive abilities might diminish with age, such as speed of decision making, confidence in decisions or reasoning Hambrick and Mason, 1984()
. Research has suggested that organizational status quo, due to rigidity and resistance to change, increases with the age of the employees in the organization Hambrick and Mason, 1984()
. At the top management level, older executives are more resistant to change. They are reluctant to take risky decisions such as making major changes in the firm’s strategic direction (Carlsson and Karlsson, 1970(Vroom and Pahl (1971)

. They also tend to avoid any actions jeopardizing their job and financial security as well as their career )
. Compared to young male executives, older ones are less likely to accept women in senior positions Daily, Certo, and Dalton, 1999()
. Therefore, we predict that recruiting female directors is expected to encounter resistance from older male board members. 
Hypothesis 1a: The average age of the male board members is negatively related to the presence of WOCB.

Age heterogeneity. Age cohorts are likely to influence individuals’ attitudes, values, and perspectives. CEOs and directors sharing the same age cohort may have in common a variety of work-related and non-work-related experiences Wagner, Pfeffer, and O'Reilly, 1984()
, attitudes and belief structures Westphal and Zajac, 1995()
. There is evidence showing that age is a salient basis for group categorization Stangor, Lynch, Duan, and Glas, 1992()
. On the other hand, diversity of age is expected to increase the range of perspectives regarding a firm’s strategic issues. Therefore, a group of male directors that are diverse in terms of age are more likely to accept WOCB.

Hypothesis 1b: The age heterogeneity of the male board members is positively related to WOCB.
Functional background. Managers with different backgrounds of functional experience are likely to differ in their attitudes, knowledge, and perspectives Deaborn and Simon, 1958(, Hambrick and Mason, 1984)
. This can be explained by the possibility that work experiences in functional areas shape cognitive and attitudinal perspectives Bantel and Jackson, 1989()
. Functional background represents executives’ primary professional orientations, including their implicit causal models, vocabularies, and internal and external networks Hambrick, Cho, and Chen, 1996()
. It has been shown that some industries tolerate more diverse workforces than others Ferreira, 2010()
, and consequently have a higher proportion of women directors on boards and in middle management positions Harrigan, 1981()
. Thus, the presence of WOCB requires a more diverse composition of male board members in terms of functional background.

Hypothesis 2: The heterogeneity of male board members’ functional backgrounds is positively associated with the presence of WOCB.

Executive ranking. Executive ranking heterogeneity can be defined as the degree of diversity in the hierarchical levels of board members’ positions. It has an influence on the relative power relationship between board members. The most powerful members have a tendency to exercise the right to make decisions when the heterogeneity of power on the board is significant. Consequently, it is more difficult for women to join the board since these members tend to be less open to gender diversity. This is frequently cited as an explanation of why women often achieve non-executive director (NED) roles but not that of executive director (ED). It is expected that the presence of WOCB is negatively related to the executive ranking heterogeneity of male directors.

Hypothesis 3: The executive ranking heterogeneity of male board members is negatively associated with the presence of WOCB.

Board tenure. Staw and Ross, 1980Katz (1982)

 found that groups that have been together for a long time tend to share the same cognitive bases, which is reflected in standardized ways of communication and homogeneity of perspective. Long tenure among board members is reflected in higher commitment to the status quo (e.g. )
. The longer the members work together, the higher the social pressures within the board for conformity to protect their group. Long-standing board members are more inclined to exclude female directors to maintain their places. Thus, longevity of board tenure is negatively related to the involvement of women in boardrooms.
Hypothesis 4a: The average longevity of board tenure of male board members is negatively related to the presence of WOCB.
Board tenure heterogeneity. This variable indicates that the administrators have been promoted at different times, suggesting that new and different perspectives regarding strategic vision, as well as new and different knowledge and skills, have been added to the board. Board tenure homogeneity helps reduce the phenomenon of groupthink Janis, 1972()
. This helps promote a greater diversity of not only information sources, but also perspectives  (Wiersema and Bantel (1992)

. Therefore, we hypothesize that board tenure heterogeneity of male directors promotes gender diversity on boards.
Hypothesis 4b: The heterogeneity of board tenure longevity of male directors is positively related to the presence of WOCB.

Social capital from a French perspective. Directors’ social capital is likely to affect both their behavior and the functioning of their boards Johnson, et al., 2013()
. In France, two key features characterize social capital: directors’ ties to other organizations and social standing. Social ties stemming from relationships with other organizations have an impact on both directors’ advice and counsel Carpenter and Westphal, 2001(, Westphal, 1999)
 and decision-making processes (e.g. Oh, Labianca, and Chung, 2006)
. Directors’ social standing represents their prestige and reputation Certo, 2003()
 and social elite cohesion Withers, et al., 2012()
. As originally emphasized by Nguyen (2011Maclean, Harvey, and Chia (2010)

 and Bourdieu (1996)

 and more recently by , 2012)
, French corporations are a small world, where personal bonds and business relations are created by an elite college education (from a Grande École) and membership of a civil service (one of the grands corps de l’État). There is true ‘friendship’ among graduates from the same Grande École and the same grands corps de l’État Kadushin, 1995()
. For example, a number of years spent in the French Treasury (one of the branches of the civil service) has a significant impact on being part of an ‘inner circle’ (as described by Kadushin, 1995(Useem (1984)

. As friends, these individuals are more likely to sit on the same board of directors )
. Moreover, the French elites form a socially homogeneous group in which cooperation is the norm and competition is weak Frank and Yasumoto, 1998()
. Very few women are present in those spheres of power, as their participation in elite colleges and the civil service was not allowed until the 1970s. The admission of women to the École Polytechnique, which is the most prestigious school in France, started in 1972. Thus, women have a stronger chance of joining boards only when the male directors are diverse in terms of degrees from elite colleges and membership of the civil service. The following hypotheses were developed.
Hypothesis 5a: The heterogeneity of male directors with respect to degrees from an elite college (Grande École) is positively associated with the presence of WOCB. 

Hypothesis 5b: The heterogeneity of male directors with respect to former membership of an elite civil service (grands corps de l’État) is positively associated with the presence of WOCB.
Based on the above hypotheses, our hypothetical model is summarized in Figure 1 below.
[Place Figure 1 here.]

4. Methods
In this section, we present our sample, sources of information, and empirical model.
4.1. Sample
The sample of this study consisted of the companies listed in the SBF 120 index of Euronext Paris at the end of the fiscal year 2010 (generally at 31 December). This index gathers the 120 largest companies by market capitalization and by trading volume on NYSE Euronext Paris. As the French legal system allows firms to have a one- or two-tier board structure (which includes the supervisory board and a management supervisory board – conseil de surveillance), some of our sample firms (e.g. Hermès or EADS) are partnerships limited by shares (société en commandite par actions). From the initial sample of 120 companies, five firms were eliminated due to the lack of information regarding their directors. The final sample included 115 companies.

4.2. Sources of information

We used five different sources of information: companies’ annual reports (document de reference), Who’s Who, Factiva, Diane, and the Internet. All annual reports were downloaded. In the biography section, there is information regarding directors’ names, age (or birth date), education, function and position, and year of appointment. We crosschecked or completed all collected information using Who’s Who (a biographical dictionary that lists the people who matter in France), Factiva, which generally publishes when the director was appointed, and the Diane database (Bureau van Dijk). The Internet provided us with information not covered by the other sources. Financial data (to compute firm size and profitability) were taken from the Thomson ONE Banker database.

4.3. Empirical model

Dependent variable. The dependent variable in this study is the total number of female directors on French corporate boards. This variable is discrete and has non-negative integer values. Nearly 90% of the observations have the values of zero, one, and two. We used a count model (see Nekhili and Gatfaoui, 2013)
, which can be expressed as follows:
	Prob (yi) = f(x)
	(1)


where y is the total number of WOCB, and x is a vector of parameters.
We modeled the total number of WOCB, yi, as being generated by the following Poisson process:
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As pointed out in Hausman, Hall, and Griliches (1984)
, among others, the central assumption of Poisson distribution is that both mean and variance are equal. However, this assumption is violated when there is an overdispersion of the data. When data are overdispersed, the computed standard errors coming from the Poisson regression may be understated. Among the reasons that may lead to the violation of this assumption are unobserved heterogeneity and a high frequency of zeroes in the data Cameron and Trivedi, 1998()
. In our sample, nearly one-third of the firms have no female directors on corporate boards.
Thus, in order to solve the problem of overdispersion, we used the negative binomial model (Cameron and Trivedi (1998)
. This model provides a solution to the problem of skewed distribution by assuming a gamma distribution for the conditional mean of the dependent count variable, allowing the conditional mean and variance to vary. The probability distribution of a negative binomial model is expressed as follows:
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In essence, the negative binomial model allows for unobserved heterogeneity in the mean function by introducing an additional stochastic component to 
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By choosing the gamma distribution given above, one obtains a model which has the same conditional mean as the Poisson model but allows overdispersion, since:
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A likelihood ratio of overdispersion indicates that negative binomial regression is an appropriate method. Negative binomial regression overcomes distribution problems, as it estimates an additional parameter correcting for overdispersion Frome, Kutner, and Beauchamp, 1973()
.

Independent variables. A director’s age and his board tenure were measured in years Bilimoria and Piderit, 1994a(, 1994b)
. We then aggregated the values and calculated the mean to calculate the average age of a board.

For functional background, we were inspired by the framework of Hambrick, et al. (1996)

. Specifically, functional background is categorized into five groups: senior officer (e.g. CEO, COO, CFO, etc. and chairman of the board); output function; throughput function; peripheral function; and other (e.g. politician, professor).
Hambrick and Mason (1984)

 and the categories used by 
In order to capture the relative power and status of a director within an organization, we coded the executive ranking of directors by relying on the coding scheme of Helfat, Harris, and Wolfson (2006)

. We used seven rankings: CEO, chairman of the board, chief executive or operating executive (e.g. COO, CFO, etc.), manager, state representative, employee, and miscellaneous (e.g. professor, retired person, politician, professional administrator, etc.).

Following Nguyen (2011, 2012)
, we limited the French Grandes Écoles to the best engineering schools (École Polytechnique; École des Mines; École des Ponts Paris Tech; École Centrale Paris; École supérieure d'électricité – Supélec; and École national supérieure de l'aéronautique et de l'espace – SUPAERO), business schools (HEC, ESSEC, and ESCP Europe), and three elite institutions (ENA, École normale supérieure – rue d’Ulm, Paris – and Sciences Po, Paris).

The grands corps de l’État exclusively include: (a) the Conseil d’État (the Council of State); (b) the Cour des comptes (Court of Auditors); (c) the Inspection générale des finances (General Inspection of Finances); (d) the Corps des Mines (State Engineers of the Mines); (e) the Ingénieur des ponts, des eaux et des forêts (State Engineers of bridges, water, and forests); (f) the administrateurs of l’Insee (French National Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies); and (g) the corps des ingénieurs de l’armement (military weapons engineers).
Heterogeneity of directors in terms of age, functional background, executive ranking, and board tenure was measured by the 
Blau (1977)

 index of heterogeneity: , where pi is the proportion of directors in each of the i number of categories. For interval data, as suggested by Allison (1978)

, we used the coefficient of variation, defined as the standard deviation divided by the mean. It provides a direct method for obtaining a scale invariant measure of dispersion, since it is more sensitive to relative than absolute difference. Finally, with regards to Grandes Écoles and the grands corps de l’État, the heterogeneity of a given board was measured by dividing the number of directors graduating from elite colleges or coming from a prestigious civil service by the total number of board directors. We used this measure rather than the Blau index, since this variable is more meaningful to capture the diversity on corporate boards. It should be noted, however, that the two measures provide the same results.

Control variables. We included board size as a control variable. As large groups are more likely to be heterogeneous Bantel and Jackson, 1989()
, board size has an impact on the inclusion of WOCB. We defined board size as the natural logarithm of the number of directors on corporate boards of directors (see Yermack, 1996)
. Firm size is another control variable. Increases in organizational size add complexity in terms of structural elaboration and formalized systems for planning and control, as well as resource allocation Quinn and Cameron, 1983()
. Therefore, increases in organization size can create progressively stronger resistance to change Tushman and Romanelli, 1985()
. Large organizational size should thus be associated with a low likelihood of major changes on corporate boards. Our third control variable is firm performance. Organization performance might precede board gender diversity Hillman, et al., 2007()
. For example, poor performance is often the impetus for changes in strategy Hambrick and Schecter, 1983(, Tushman and Romanelli, 1985)
, thus possibly resulting in greater gender diversity in boards.
5. Findings
We first present the descriptive statistics of our variables. We then discuss the results of the multivariate analysis.
5.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 shows the mean, median, standard deviation, and maximum and minimum values of the key variables in our sample. Although the average number of female directors on corporate boards of SBF 120 companies was less than one over the period 2000-2004 (Nekhili and Gatfaoui (2013)
, our study found that in 2010 the corresponding number had increased to a mean of 1.07 (std. deviation = 1.07), with minimum and maximum values of 0 and 5, respectively. These results confirm the study by Dang, Nguyen, and Vo (2014)
, which showed a significant increase in women’s representation on corporate boards among SBF 120 companies over the 10-year period from 2000 to 2009. Approximately 66% of our sample firms had at least one female director (not shown in Table 1). In comparison, Carter, D'Souza, Simkins, and Simpson (2010)
 found that the average number of female directors was 1.30 for a sample of S&P 500 companies for the 5-year period 1998-2002, while Adams and Ferreira (2009)
 found that approximately 60% of the companies in their sample (composed of 1,939 US firms over the period 1996-2003) had at least one female director. This indicates that, overall, it is more frequent for French companies to have female directors on boards, but the number of female directors is smaller than that of their US counterparts.
In terms of demographic characteristics, a recurring result in the literature is that female directors are significantly younger than their male counterparts. For example, in the US, from a panel of 86,714 directors during the period 1996-2003, Sealy, Vinnicombe, and Singh (2007)

 showed that among FTSE 100 companies in 2007, the average age of female directors is 53, while men’s average age is 56. This phenomenon was confirmed in our sample, in which men’s average age is 59.26 (with a median of 59.3) and that of women is 54 (with a median of 53);
 the difference in means is significant at the 0.01 level. Moreover, age heterogeneity is relatively low (0.15). This means that male administrators constitute a homogeneous group in terms of age.Ferreira (2010)

 noted that men’s average age was 59 and that of women was 55. 
In terms of human capital, the functional backgrounds of male board members are also relatively homogeneous, with a Blau index of 0.42. This result is close to those of the US-based studies conducted by Westphal and Bednar (2005)
 and Tuggle, Schnatterly, and Johnson (2010)
. Their findings show a Blau index of 0.31 and 0.54, respectively. On the other hand, the male directors of our sample firms have a high degree of executive ranking (a Blau index of 0.67) and board tenure heterogeneity (a Blau index of 0.73). This indicates that the male board members of our sample work at diverse hierarchical levels and have various levels of board seniority. The average board tenure of our sample firms is 5.6, which is far smaller than the result of 8.77 found in the US-based study by Tuggle, et al. (2010)
.
In terms of social capital, unlike recent studies (e.g. 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
Maclean, et al., 2010, Nguyen, 2011, 2012)
, we did not observe that most French board directors come from elite institutions (Grandes Écoles) or have served as civil servants (grands corps de l’État). Only 40% of male directors graduated from a Grande École and only 20% were public servants. French corporate boards in our sample have a greater social elite heterogeneity compared to what has been postulated in the literature, where data were collected in the late 1990s and early 2000s (see Nguyen, 2011, 2012)
.
The average size of our sample firms is 3.65. This is smaller than the average size of sample firms in other studies. Adams and Ferreira (2009)
 and Hillman, et al. (2007)
 – from a sample of the 1,000 largest US companies in 1990 and 2003 – reported values of 7.26 and 8.01, respectively. In terms of performance, the average firm in our sample has a return on assets (ROA) of 3%, which is similar to the reported value of 3.19 in the US-based study by Carter, et al. (2010)
.

[Place Table 1 here.]

5.2. Regression analysis
Table 2 provides the correlation matrix of our key variables as well as the corresponding variance inflation factors (VIF). It reveals some interesting correlations between variables. There is a positive and significant correlation between the number of female directors and firm size and board size, which suggests that larger firms with larger boards are more likely to have WOCB. Moreover, with the exception of board tenure heterogeneity (positively related at the 1% level), measures associated with demographics, human capital, and social capital are not correlated to the number of female directors.
Regarding multicollinearity, as a rule of thumb, a correlation of 0.7 or higher for absolute values may indicate a multicollinearity issue (e.g. Mela and Kopalle, 2002)
. Table 2 shows that the highest correlation coefficient (in bold) exists between function background heterogeneity and executive ranking heterogeneity (0.58). The VIF values were also generated to check for possible multicollinearity issues. No values exceed 3, which is significantly below the accepted value of 10 Chatterjee and Hadi, 2012()
. The multicollinearity issue had little impact on our analyses. Our regressions were estimated with robust standard errors, which allows correcting for residual heteroskedasticity issues.
[Place Table 2 here.]
Table 3 provides the results of our analysis. In order to test our hypotheses, we considered the significance levels of 1% and 5%. We tested two different regression models: (1) only control variables, and (2) the full model.
In model 1, regressing the number of female directors on the control variables (firm size, return on assets, and board size) reveals that only the correlation with board size is positive and significant at the 5% level.
Model 2 includes the control variables and all independent variables. Hypothesis 1a predicts that the average age of male directors will be negatively associated with the number of female directors. The evidence in model 2 provides no support for this hypothesis, as the coefficient is not significant (z = 0.07). The positive association is opposite to the predicted negative association. Hypothesis 1a is rejected.
Hypothesis 1b predicts that the age heterogeneity of male directors will be positively associated with the number of female directors. The evidence in model 2 provides no support for this hypothesis. Although the association is positive as expected, the coefficient is not significant at the 5% level. Hypothesis 1b is rejected.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that functional background heterogeneity will be positively associated with the number of female directors. The coefficient for functional background heterogeneity is not significant, and the positive association between this measure and the number of female directors is as predicted. Hypothesis 2 is not supported.
Hypothesis 3 predicts that executive ranking heterogeneity will be negatively associated with the number of female directors. The evidence in Table 3 (model 2) supports this hypothesis, as the coefficient for executive ranking heterogeneity is negative and significant at the 0.01% level (z = -3.59). Hypothesis 3 is supported.

Hypothesis 4a predicts that the board tenure of male directors will be negatively associated with the number of female directors. The evidence in model 2 provides no support for this hypothesis. Hypothesis 4a is not supported.
Hypothesis 4b predicts that the board tenure heterogeneity of male directors will be positively associated with the number of female directors. The evidence in model 2 supports this hypothesis. The number of female directors is positively and significantly related to board tenure heterogeneity (z = 2.16). Hypothesis 4b is supported.

Hypothesis 5a predicts that heterogeneity among male directors with respect to degrees from an elite institution (Grande École) will be positively associated with the number of female directors. The coefficient for elite institutions is not significant and is in the opposite direction to our hypothesis. Hypothesis 5a is rejected. 
Hypothesis 5b predicts that heterogeneity among male directors with respect to membership of one of the elite civil services (grands corps) will be positively associated with the number of female directors. The coefficient for the grands corps is not significant, and the negative association between heterogeneity among male directors in terms of being a civil servant and the number of female directors is opposite to the predicted positive association. Hypothesis 5b is rejected. 
Among the control variables, only two were found to be significantly associated with the number of female directors. These are firm size (z = 1.96) and board size (z = 2.72).

[Place Table 3 here.]
Concluding remarks

This article began with the observation that female representation on corporate boards among large French companies is relatively low and diverse across firms Dang, et al., 2014()
. The question is puzzling as to why some organizations have WOCB while others do not. In this study, we adopted a socialized perspective (or social embeddedness perspective) suggested by Withers, et al. (2012)
 and, more precisely, Schneider's (1987)
 ASA model and  Pfeffer's (1983)
 organizational demography perspective to identify board predictors of WOCB. We tested our hypotheses using a sample of French companies listed in the SBF 120 index in 2010. We used a count data method and, more precisely, the negative binomial model in order to take into account the potential problem of the overdispersion of our distribution Cameron and Trivedi, 1998(, Frome, et al., 1973)
.

Three categories of male directors’ attributes were considered: demographic characteristics, human capital, and social capital. These categories have been shown elsewhere to have an increasingly important impact on a firm’s outcome (Johnson, et al. (2013)
. However, our investigation showed that not all of these categories are predictors of the presence of WOCB. We discuss our results below.
Concerning the demographic attributes, these are not predictors of female representation on corporate boards. Specifically, the average age of male directors does not impact significantly upon the number of WOCB (at conventional levels). We note that the direction of the relationship is opposite to what we expected in hypothesis 1a. Furthermore, the age heterogeneity of male directors is not a predictor at the board level, as this variable is not significant in the correlations. Our results differ from those of Gregoric, et al. (2009)
, who found that the age of male directors is significantly correlated to the presence of WOCB. It can be said that the age of male directors is not in itself a hurdle to the appointment of female directors.
In terms of human capital, the variable associated with executive ranking heterogeneity is negatively and significantly correlated to the likelihood of female representation on corporate boards, as stated in hypothesis 3. This result suggests that when a board is heterogeneous in terms of power and authority, women are probably less likely to be appointed. Functional background heterogeneity, by contrast, is not significantly correlated to board gender diversity. This implies that diverse perspectives generated by functional background heterogeneity may create tolerance of the presence of women directors, but it also makes it difficult for boards to reach a common decision on controversial issues such as WOCB.
The board tenure heterogeneity of our sample firms is high (with a mean of 0.73 and a median of 0.72). The significant relationship between the board tenure heterogeneity of male board members and board gender diversity implies that male directors have found a common voice. Seasoned boardrooms have probably had enough time to cultivate group dynamics in order to leverage fully the demographic traits of their members. Bantel and Jackson (1989)
 defined a ‘short’ tenure as the difference between the mean of board tenure and one standard deviation. Using this calculation, we obtained 2.42 years. Average board tenure does not have an impact on the presence of women on boards. Heterogeneity in the length of board membership promotes diversity in the boardroom, but this is not necessarily the case for the average length of board membership.
Regarding social capital, none of the associated variables is significant at the 10% level. The non-significance of these variables can be explained by several reasons. Unlike recent studies (e.g. 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
Maclean, et al., 2010, Nguyen, 2011, 2012)
, we observed that only 40% of French board directors came from elite institutions (Grandes Écoles) and 20% had served as civil servants (grands corps de l’État). The corresponding Blau indices of heterogeneity are relatively high, 0.41 and 0.16, respectively.
 This implies that less than half of the directors come from this elite circle. This does not constitute a priori a ‘small world’, as suggested by Nguyen (2012)
. This is an important finding because a board of directors is often considered as an elite group of male directors Zweigenhaft and Domhoff, 1998()
. This finding can be explained by the fact that our sample is more recent compared to those in other studies on French boards in the literature where data were collected in the late 1990s and early 2000s (e.g. Nguyen, 2011, 2012)
. Thus, there is a major new trend in the French business world: the social capital of French directors is no longer a predictor of female director selection.
Concerning the control variables, we found that firm size significantly impacts the presence of WOCB. Our results converge with those of Hillman, et al. (2007)
 and Moulin and Point (2012)
. They identified a significant and positive link between organizational size and the presence of women on boards. Furthermore, we observed a positive and significant relationship between the likelihood of female representation in the boardroom and board size. This result confirms the study by Hillman, et al. (2007)
, suggesting that larger boards are more likely to favor board gender diversity. Finally, we did not find any significant relationship between firm performance and WOCB. This result may not be unexpected given that Hillman, et al. (2007)
, Gregoric, et al. (2009)
, and Moulin and Point (2012)
 found the same pattern. Therefore, there appears to be no link between the likelihood of female directors in the boardroom and firm profitability (as measured by ROA).

We contribute to the literature in two ways. First, we provide some new predictors of female representation on boards by relying on a socialized perspective and focusing our analysis on the board level. The results of our study show that a socialized perspective indeed offers an additional lens for the investigation of the process of female director selection and appointment. Besides a rational economic perspective, which elevates the rationality of managerial decisions, a socialized perspective helps take into account their complex, social and biased nature. It brings in the argument that the female directors selected are not necessarily those who can optimally serve the best interests of the overall organization, but rather reflect the preferences and biases of those who are charged with new director selection. This perspective provides a conceptual foundation for the investigation of the influence of male directors’ characteristics on female director selection. A board is often perceived as a privileged closed group with its own rules and ways of thinking and often preconceptions regarding women. A socialized perspective justifies addressing these arguments; male directors’ attributes thereby need to be considered in studying WOCB.

Moreover, by applying a socialized perspective at the board level, we can consider the factors of human capital, social capital, and demographics from the demand side, i.e. the appointing firm. From a rational economic perspective, these factors are usually examined from the supply side, i.e. the director candidate’s characteristics Withers, et al., 2012()
. This provides a complementary understanding regarding the characteristics of the demand side that influence WOCB, which have commonly emphasized firm performance, firm size, industry type, firm ownership, and firm strategy.

Second, we also contribute to the literature by disconfirming one predictor of WOCB that has always been considered as vital in French culture: male board members holding degrees from elite colleges and membership of the civil service. Nguyen (2011, 2012)
 showed that graduating from a French Grande École and the nation’s grand corps de l’État were prerequisites for becoming directors using late-1990s and early-2000s data. Being part of the French elite would make it easier for women to join the board. However, this is no longer true in our 2010 data. Members of French boards now come from a wide range of educational backgrounds. Board members’ degrees from elite schools and membership of the civil service have thus become less influential on the presence of WOCB over time. It can be stated that there has been a change in the extent to which education can influence women’s careers in France. The image of French boards as a closed circle of old friends is changing.

This research has several theoretical implications. First, it suggests that the representation of WOCB needs to be examined through a multidimensional lens. There are four levels of analysis for WOCB: individual, board, firm, and industry and environment Terjesen, et al., 2009()
. While our research focuses on the board level, the regression models suggest that the relationships are more complex: both firm size and board size have a significant impact on female representation on boards. These findings support the argument of Withers, et al. (2012)
 that the presence of WOCB needs to be examined through an integrated framework. Second, we show that heterogeneity may be positive or negative in terms of the presence of female directors on a board. Some diversity is beneficial (in our case, age, functional background, and board tenure). However, beyond a certain point, diversity may be harmful (e.g. executive ranking or a Grande École). This confirms the conclusion of Golden and Zajac (2001)
 that the effect of heterogeneity may not be linear. Board heterogeneity can be a double-edged sword.

The managerial implications of our work are also important. We have shown which characteristics of male directors are and are not predictors of WOCB. This provides implications for scholars and practitioners with regard to the issue of when and why women are appointed to the board of one firm but not another. In the French context, a French board of directors seems to be more heterogeneous than previously observed. This means that women have to develop different competent skills and expertise to join corporate boards; having a diploma from a Grande École or having been a civil servant (grands corps de l’État) is not a guarantee. These findings represent areas of opportunity, both for women seeking to enter the boardroom and firms seeking to improve their board gender diversity.
Our study suffers from some limitations. First, our analysis is based on only a single year. Further studies could extend the period of analysis. Second, as Hillman, et al. (2007)
 noted, the few studies on the predictors of WOCB either take women’s representation as exogenous or examine the predictors at the firm level rather than at the board level. Consequently, our study can be considered as exploratory in nature. Additional studies should be carried out to confirm our results. Third, we did not consider educational background, an important demographic trait of board directors Wiersema and Bantel, 1992()
. We chose not to investigate this variable because of the specificity of the French context. All individual French businessmen pursue several degrees. It is common to obtain an engineering degree, and then to continue with an MBA and a PhD, or a second degree. Tracing their educational background is a complex process. On the other hand, their educational background does not increase their chance of being appointed to a board; rather, it is their social capital of being from a Grande École or a grands corps de l’État graduate that is more important Bourdieu, 1996()
.
The results of this study open avenues for future research. It illustrates the need for a more complex model of the predictors of women on corporate boards, since it is a complex phenomenon with several interwoven levels. Moreover, research on other variables such as nationality could enrich understanding of the phenomenon. Our study also needs to be replicated with other samples, for example small- and medium-sized firms, to understand the predictors of WOCB among these kinds of companies.
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Figure 1 Hypothetical model

Table 1 Summary statistics

	Variables
	Mean
	Median
	Standard deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Panel A: Female directors

	  Number of female directors
	1.07
	1.00
	1.07
	0
	5

	Panel B: Demographics variables

	  Age
	59.26
	59.30
	4.60
	43
	69.55

	  Age heterogeneity
	0.15
	0.14
	0.05
	0.04
	0.33

	Panel C: Human capital variables

	  Functional heterogeneity
	0.42
	0.46
	0.17
	0
	0.70

	  Executive ranking heterogeneity
	0.67
	0.70
	0.10
	0.41
	0.81

	  Board tenure
	5.60
	5.07
	3.18
	0
	15.89

	  Board tenure heterogeneity
	0.73
	0.72
	0.36
	0
	1.97

	Panel D: Social capital variables

	  Grande École
	0.40
	0.44
	0.12
	0
	0.54

	  Grande corps de l’État
	0.20
	0.19
	0.18
	0
	0.50

	Panel E: Control variables

	Board size
	1.05
	1.04
	0.16
	0.48
	1.36

	Firm size
	3.65
	3.62
	0.81
	0.05
	5.05

	Return on assets (ROA)
	0.03
	0.02
	0.09
	-0.43
	0.66


Table 2 Matrix of correlation
	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Women on corporate boards (1/0)
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Women on corporate boards (%)
	0.72*
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Age
	0.09
	0.07
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Age heterogeneity
	0.00
	0.03
	-0.30*
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Functional background heterogeneity
	0.08
	0.09
	0.34
	0.11
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Executive ranking heterogeneity
	-0.00
	0.07
	0.23*
	0.25*
	0.58*
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Board tenure
	0.03
	0.14
	0.32*
	-0.07
	-0.07
	-0.04
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Board tenure heterogeneity
	0.12
	0.21*
	-0.04
	0.10
	0.06
	0.27*
	0.08
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Grande École (%)
	0.13
	0.07
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.10
	0.28*
	-0.06
	0.10
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	10. Grands corps de l’État (%)
	0.14
	0.13
	0.10
	-0.13
	0.13
	0.13
	-0.02
	0.07
	0.53*
	1.00
	
	
	

	11. Board size
	0.30*
	0.39*
	0.27*
	0.05
	0.39*
	0.50*
	-0.07
	0.33*
	0.15
	0.21*
	1.00
	
	

	12. Firm size
	0.31*
	0.35*
	0.11
	-0.10
	-0.01
	0.23*
	-0.02
	0.22*
	0.32*
	0.35*
	0.49*
	1.00
	

	13. Return on assets (ROA)
	0.04
	0.02
	-0.25*
	0.19*
	0.05
	0.12
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.11
	-0.03
	0.06
	0.03
	1.00


* p < 0.05
Table 3 Results of the negative binomial regressions
	Variables
	Predicted

direction
	Model 1:
Control variables
	Model 2:
Full model

	Control variables
	
	
	

	  Firm size
	
	0.231
[1.58]
	0.308**
[1.96]

	  Return on assets (ROA)
	
	0.670
[0.64]
	1.048
[0.98]

	  Board size
	
	2.095***
[2.50]
	2.625***
[2.72]

	Demographics
	
	
	

	  Age
	–
	
	0.002
[0.07]

	  Age heterogeneity
	+
	
	1.201
[0.73]

	Human capital
	
	
	

	  Functional background heterogeneity
	+
	
	0.818
[1.30]

	  Executive ranking heterogeneity
	–
	
	-3.587***
[-3.59]

	  Board tenure
	–
	
	0.046
[1.84]

	  Board tenure heterogeneity
	+
	
	0.456**
[2.16]

	Social capital
	
	
	

	  Grande École
	+
	
	-0.428
[-0.60]

	  Grands corps
	+
	
	-0.343
[-0.68]

	Intercept
	
	-3.026***
[-4.62]
	-2.61
[-1.56]

	N
	
	115
	115

	Wald 
[image: image12.wmf]²

χ


	
	30.91
	42.57

	Prob > 
[image: image13.wmf]²

χ


	
	0.000***
	0.002***

	Pseudo R²
	
	0.100
	0.137

	Industry dummies
	
	Yes
	Yes


All specifications include industry dummies; z-statistics are given in brackets.

Asterisks indicate significance at the 0.01 (***) and 0.05 (**) levels.
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