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Abstract
Although gender discrimination has been recognized in family business succession processes,
less is known about the gender role of the incumbent. This study investigates the relationship
between the incumbent’s gender and the successor’s gender in family business board
successions. Moreover, the moderating role of the gender ratio within a board and the gender
dominance within a sector is examined. This is tested quantitatively via 177 observations of
listed family firms in Europe. This study found that there is a significant relationship between
the incumbent’s gender and the successor’s gender. More specifically, a female successor is
more likely to be appointed when the incumbent is a female than when the incumbent is a male.
In contrast, a male successor is more likely to be appointed when the incumbent is a male than
when the incumbent is a female. In addition, it has been found that the relationship of malemale successions is stronger than the relationship of female-female successions. The likelihood
that a male incumbent selects a male successor is bigger than the likelihood that a female
incumbent selects a female successor. This study found no significant moderating effects of
gender ratio and gender dominance. However, a main effect of gender ratio on the successor’s
gender is identified. A higher number of women on the board of a family business increases the
likelihood of a female successor to be selected. Whereas a higher number of men on the board
increases the likelihood of a male successor to be selected.
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1. Introduction
Female entrepreneurship and organizational outcomes have been recognized for many years
(Dezsö & Ross, 2012). Despite this recognition, gender equal opportunities are lacking in the
process of family business successions (Feldmann et al., 2020; Kubíček & Machek, 2019;
Martinez Jimenez, 2009). To illustrate, family business successions are significantly more
probable when the predecessor has a son. If the predecessor has children of both sexes, a male
successor is elected in 81.2% of the cases (Ahrens et al., 2015). Additionally, entrepreneurial
activities within a family firm are mainly fulfilled by men compared to the number of women
(Ahl, 2006; Jennings & Brush, 2013). In other words, daughters are less likely to take over the
family business than sons (Ahrens et al., 2015; Dumas, 1989; Nelson & Constantinidis, 2017).
Daughters are not considered or even excluded despite equal educational levels and ambitions
of sons. When consideration of a daughter does take place, it is mostly because the absence of
a son (Remery et al., 2014). This shows that gender plays a significant role regarding the
succession of family firms (Ahrens et al., 2015; Kubíček & Machek, 2019).
Despite this acknowledgement, the gender role of the incumbent (the current family
member who transfers the leadership position) has been ignored in the literature. In most
studies, the respondents who make up the variable 'gender’ are successors (Kubíček & Machek,
2019; Soost & Moog, 2021). Moreover, most of the findings on daughter successions come
from studies in which fathers are the leaders of the company as the majority of family firms is
managed by males (Brophy et al., 2020; Wang, 2010). The male gender of the incumbent could
be an underlying factor that cause sons to take over their positions more often than daughters.
By way of explanation, males assume that sons are more suitable successors as men favor
similar individuals (Ahrens et al., 2015). To illustrate, the “old boys network” is a well-known
phenomenon in the gender literature. Herewith, board functions are passed from men to men
who have similar characteristics, whereby women are excluded from the selection process
(Allemand et al., 2022; Perrault, 2015). Hence, the gender of the transferring generation plays
a role in selecting a successor of a particular gender. This could also be an explanatory factor
why daughters are rarely granted the role of a successor. As in the old boys network, this study
focuses on board successions, but directed at family businesses. This is of relevance as the
presence of women on boards within a family firm has gotten less attention than women’s
representation in executive positions. The theory of family business succession is taken as a
starting point as theories regarding Top Management Teams (TMTs) can be applied to boards
as these are sometimes labeled ‘‘Supra TMTs” (Finkelstein et al., 2009).
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It is important to examine the gender role of the incumbent as gender preferences of
successors may differ by male or female incumbent. For instance, female incumbents may have
a lower gender preference for female successors than male incumbents have for male
successors. This could be the case as mothers only have a slight preference for daughters,
whereas fathers are gender biased and have a strong preference for sons (Dahl & Moretti, 2004;
Dahl & Moretti, 2008). Another reason is that men and women have diverging leadership styles.
The male leadership style is objective, reductional, outer-focused, quantitative, hard,
individualistic and impersonal (Due Billing & Alvesson, 2000; Wang, 2010). In contrast,
female leadership is associated with sharing, nurturing, empathizing, collaboration, interactivity
and individualized consideration (Ayman & Korabik, 2010; Dezsö & Ross, 2012; Pounder &
Coleman, 2002). As a result, female leadership promotes both the well-being of the family and
business. In this, women are more relational and less individualistic than men (Due Billing &
Alvesson, 2000; Eagly et al., 2003). Therefore, it could be that female incumbents contribute
to more equal involvement and opportunities for both individuals (in this case both sons and
daughters) compared to male incumbents. If it is indeed the case that men and women have a
different propensity to choose same gender successors, a long-term problem arises. Namely,
when a female "finally" joins the board and a male takes over her position, the board function
gets back into the cycle of the “old boys network”, which creates and perpetuates the gender
gap in entrepreneurship.
Nevertheless, the above mentioned effect may be different depending on the context in
which the family business board succession is embedded. For instance, the context may
influence the incumbent's perception of what an appropriate board member looks like and thus
the image of a particular gender. First, gender diversity within the board may have an influence,
in that individuals have a more positive attitude towards female leadership when the proportion
of female board members is higher (Zhang & Qu, 2016). As a result, women are more likely to
be valued as a critical resource of the organization and deviant gender stereotypes and biases
are present (Dreher, 2003; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Zhang & Qu, 2016). Second, the gender
dominance in a given sector could influence the gender choice of the incumbent, as sectors
differ regarding female employee rates which affects gender equal opportunities in terms of
board recruitment (Hillman et al., 2007; Mroczek-Dąbrowska & Gaweł, 2020). Therefore, this
study also examines whether gender diversity on the board (gender ratio) and gender dominance
in a sector have moderating effects on the relationship between the incumbent's gender and
successor's gender.
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This study is of relevance as it clarifies underlying factors that cause gender discrimination
within family business succession. By providing this insight, an incumbent can become aware
of the gender role in the successor’s selection process. After all, an incumbent should choose a
successor who is most suitable for the board function instead of gender related factors. This is
important because a suitable board function successor is critical to the functionality of the board
(Sari, 2016). The participation of each individual board member is essential for the board’s
effectiveness. Herewith, the initial step to obtain qualified members is the nomination and
selection process (Moodie, 2011; Sari, 2016). In addition, it has been found that the board must
consist of skilled and professional individuals who have the appropriate skills, experience,
know-how and network to search for the required information (Ingley & van der Walt, 2005).
In this, no distinction is made between gender. Scientists who do make this distinction, argue
that a more gender diverse board has a positive impact on firm performance, which is in favor
of family businesses (Chen et al., 2018; Erhardt et al., 2003). The last reason why insight in this
phenomenon is important, is that successions are currently more probable when the predecessor
has a son (Ahrens et al., 2015). In order to keep board functions within the family, it is important
to take daughters into consideration as well. Hence, by examining possible driving factors that
influence the gender of the successor, awareness can be created to improve the selection process
and make it more gender neutral.
Therefore, the objective of this study is to broaden the literature around family business
board succession and filling the gap in literature by providing insight into the role of the
incumbent’s gender and influencing contextual factors. Hence, this study aims to answer the
following research question: What is the relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the
gender of the eventual successor in family business board successions, and how is this affected
by gender ratio and gender dominance?
This study consists of four parts. First, the theoretical background is reviewed, from
which hypotheses are constructed. Second, the methodology section outlines what research
methods and statistic tests were utilized to examine relationships. Third, the results section
displays the findings of this study. Lastly, the discussion section demonstrates theoretical and
practical implications. Also, limitations and suggestions for future research are provided.
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2. Theoretical background
2.1 Family business board successions
Family business succession of ownership is defined as “the passing of the leadership baton
from the founder-owner to a successor who will be either a family member or a non-family
member” (Beckhard & Burke in Handler, 1994, p. 134). In this paper the focus is on family
business board successions. The family business board succession is defined as “the transfer of
a board position, which is either a board member, chairperson or any other board position in
the family business to another family member”. Despite the fact that these two types of
successions have different definitions, there is overlap in the literature regarding the selection
processes that take place before and throughout the succession.
First, the family business ownership succession process includes a specific set of
elements, which occur prior the actual succession event. Christensen (1953) proposed some of
the features that would most likely to be included in such a process. These are (i) determining
the pool of potential successors, (ii) appointing a successor, and (iii) notification to the
nominated successor and other leaders (Christensen in Harveston et al., 1997, p. 375). Second,
some authors state that the board nomination process consist of the phases (i) preparation, (ii)
identification of potential candidates, (iii) assessment & vetting candidates (iv) selection &
appointment and (v) monitoring process (Edwards in Sari, 2016, p.134). Other researchers state
that the board nomination process involves (i) identification, (ii) screening, (iii) nomination and
(iv) selection (Withers et al., 2012). The bottom line is that the process prior the succession of
ownership, as well as the board nomination process consist of more or less the same steps. First,
multiple potential candidates are selected, then the candidates are screened and evaluated,
finally the ultimate successor is assigned. This study continues to build on Christensen's steps
as they take place before the actual succession event. This allows to clearly display factors that
influence the ultimate choice of the successor's gender. In addition, this theory is particularly
applicable to family businesses, whereas the literature used on board nomination processes did
not specifically focus on family businesses.
Touching on this, the process of succession in family businesses tends to be a significant
challenge as it is perceived complex due to the interplay of non-business (family) and business
attributes (Bozer et al., 2017). Therefore, this type of succession has a unique meaning as
personal influences of the family play a significant role (Bennedsen et al., 2007; Bozer et al.,
2017). For instance, Handler (1994) state that the child-parent relationship is an important
element of family business successions. Accordingly, it has been stressed that several issues
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within family business successions are emotional factors and social ties concerning the
relationship of the incumbent and successor (Filser et al., 2013). Handler (1994) found that
many researchers argue that the incumbent is responsible for the succession, while others argue
that the experience of the next generation (successor) is also fundamental (Handler, 1994).
Therefore, this paper focuses on both individual aspects of the incumbent, successor and their
relationship. From now on, the transferor of the board position will be called the “incumbent”
and the transferee of the board position the “successor”.
2.2 The succession & gender
This section explains why family business succession is a gendered process and how the gender
of the incumbent could influence the gender of the successor. To identify this, the previously
mentioned steps of Christensen's succession process were used. Namely: (i) determining the
pool of potential successors; (ii) appointing a successor and (iii) notification to the nominated
successor and other leaders. The distinction between these stages is used to indicate differences
between male and female incumbents during different phases in decision making. However,
these phases cannot be seen separately from each other and take place prior the actual
succession (Christensen in Harveston et al., 1997, p. 375). Ultimately, the process is considered
as a unified whole for the purpose of reasoning to distinguish between male and female
incumbents and their eventual choice of the successor’s gender.
2.2.1 (i) determining the pool of successors
In-group and out-group perceptions
For a parent to determine the pool of successors, the evaluation of potential successors is
important. The social identity theory and social categorization theory provide some primers on
how individuals evaluate others. Specifically, the theories posit that an individual self-identifies
and is classified by other individuals into differentiated groups based on characteristics such as
sex, ethnicity, age and occupation (Zhang & Qu, 2016). Herewith, gender and ethnicity are the
most obvious bases for social categorization and identification as they are extremely prevalent
and do not alter over time (Chattopadhyay et al. in Zhang & Qu, 2016, p. 1847). This social
identification and categorization leads to gender based stereotypes and in- and out-group
perceptions (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Hornsey, 2008; Zhang & Qu, 2016). As a result, a group
or individual is evaluated in a more positive way when his or her characteristics are identified
as being consistent with typical social roles of that group (Abrams & Hogg, 1990). For this
reason, it is possible that women and men look more favorably on potential successors of the
same sex. Confirmatory, it is demonstrated that females in leadership positions are especially
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less favoured when earlier leadership positions were dominated and evaluated by males (Eagly
et al., 2003). Also, Zhang & Qu (2016) found that in family business successions in which the
gender of the incumbent and successor diverge, the incumbent assigns the successor the position
of "outgroup" in comparison to the group formed by and around the incumbent (Zhang & Qu,
2016). This could explain why fathers transfer the family business more often to sons than to
daughters (Ahrens et al., 2015), i.e. sons are judged more positively because they conform more
to the characteristics of the (male) incumbent in comparison to daughters. In other words,
daughters are perceived as an "out-group" and sons are perceived as an "in-group" when the
incumbent is a male. Possibly, this same line of reasoning applies to female incumbents, i.e.
sons are perceived as an “out-group” and daughters are perceived as an “in-group”. This is in
line with the proposition of Dumas (1998) who argued that having a female at the head of the
family firm could have a positive influence on the following generation of females within
family businesses (Dumas, 1998). Therefore, the pool of successors is expected to differ
between male and female incumbents, as they consider individuals of the same sex to be an "ingroup". Hence, it is assumed that if the incumbent is a male it is more likely he will appoint his
son as successor as he falls in the category “in-group”. The same could be the case for female
incumbents, in such a way that they will more often appoint their daughter.
Different succession- and leadership approaches
As the pool of potential successors is central in this phase, differences between men and women
are emphasized concerning the content and size of their pool of successors. Two components
provide guidance in explaining these differences. These are (i) differences in succession
planning and (ii) differences in leadership styles (Harveston et al., 1997; Zhang & Qu, 2016).
First, the difference in succession planning is manifested in different individual,
organizational and resource concerns. For instance, male entrepreneurs tend to process
information methodically, stress logical thinking and develop procedures to finish tasks.
Herewith, male-dominated companies are more hierarchical, authoritarian and have clear rules.
This contrasts with female entrepreneurs, who perceive their firms as families and their work
relationships as networks (Harveston et al., 1997). Additionally, empirical studies have shown
that women are more careful on succession planning compared to men (Harveston et al., 1997;
Higginson, 2010). By doing so, females tend to be less hierarchal and seek for more information
before transferring the business. Moreover, females are more likely to ask outsiders for input
concerning the family business succession (Butner in Higginson, 2010, p. 2). As a result,
women might have a less congruent tunnel vision than men regarding alternatives of successors.
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Second, the different leadership styles of gender could influence the gender choice of
the successor. Female entrepreneurs are more democratic and participative in which a broader
consideration of alternatives is common. In contrast, male entrepreneurs are autocratic,
directive and make fast decisions (Zhang & Qu, 2016). Sonfield & Lussier (2004) state that
women’s management styles in family businesses are characterized by dependence and higher
concern for others. Therefore, female entrepreneurs in family businesses are considered to be
peacemakers and mediators. In contrast, the leadership style of men is attributed to be
independent within family firms (Sonfield & Lussier, 2004). As women have broader
consideration of alternatives, it is likely that their set of alternatives concerning the pool of
potential successors is more diverse than that of men. In addition, the democratic aspect and
concern for others could influence equal opportunities to both female and male successors. In
contrast, men will not dwell on this for long and will avoid the “uncomfortable” task of
comparing daughters and sons (Cabrera Suárez in Martinez Jimenez, 2009, p.56). Thereby, the
preference of the first son is often an automated assumption and the set of alternatives is smaller.
As a result, men are expected to have a smaller and less diverse pool of successors in the sense
that this pool consists mainly of men. Women, on the other hand, are expected to have a larger
and more diverse pool of potential successors.
2.2.2 (ii) appointing a successor
Diverging social constructs
In this phase, the incumbent has to choose from the pool of successors drawn up in the previous
phase. The incumbent chooses a successor of a particular gender. Here, the incumbent's
perceptions surrounding the gender of potential successors plays a major role. The social
construct theory is used to explain why social constructs of gender can differ between male and
female incumbents. The social construct theory states that human reality is heavily affected,
perceived and understood by culture, social values and norms (Ridley & Young, 2012).
Accordingly, human acts are the product of the culture in which an individual is born and raised
(Ridley & Young, 2012). This social “constructed reality” leads to certain beliefs about gender
which influences the cognition of individuals and thereby the way of dealing with males and
females (Overbeke et al., 2013). In line with this, Wang et al. (2010) found daughters are
excluded from family business succession due to macro and micro factors. The (i) macro factors
are societal and cultural attitudes towards females, the (ii) micro factors are individual and
family beliefs that leads to stereotypes and gender discrimination. Confirmatory, it has been
found that gender bias within the culture of a family influences the process of decision making,
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including the selection of the successor (Salganicoff, 1990). These two factors result in the
social construction of gender within family business succession. Thus, cultural traditions and
social constructs place females and male in distinct social positions which plays an essential
role in holding females out of sight in the family business (Martinez Jimenez, 2009; Rowe &
Hong, 2000). Therefore, potential male and female successors in the pool of successors are
considered distinct. It is expected that the social construct of gender is different for male and
female incumbents. Namely, when a female is already converted to a board position within the
family business, the beliefs, culture, norms and values of family members could be different
from the traditional view of men and women and their roles within the family. This in turn
promotes access and continuation of women’s participation to board positions and allows to
break gender-stereotypes and preconceptions against women in top positions (Greene et al.,
2013; Merono-Cerdan & Lopez-Nicolas, 2017). Hence, when there is a female incumbent,
female leadership is considered normalized. When the incumbent is a man, the social construct
about female leadership will differ and a male successor is more taken for granted due to the
tradition to transfer the business to the first born son (Cabrera Suárez in Martinez Jimenez,
2009, p.56). Therefore, it is expected that a female successor is more likely to be appointed
when the incumbent is a female than when the incumbent male.
Degree of smoothness of same-gender and cross-gender successions
When the incumbent appoints a successor, he or she makes a choice between two types of
successions, namely (i) cross-gender succession and (ii) same-gender succession. Same-gender
succession takes place if the transferor of the board function has the same gender as the
transferee, i.e. father-son and mother-daughter succession. In cross-gender succession the
transferor has the opposite sex of the transferee, i.e. father-daughter and mother-son succession.
The existing theories of these two types of successions are addressed to see how they proceed
in terms of smoothness, disruptiveness and how this affects the choice of the incumbent.
On the one hand, some authors (Haberman & Danes, 2007; Martinez Jimenez, 2009)
agree with the proposition that father-daughter successions appear to be less competitive and
conflictual compared to father-son successions. This is because daughters gladly take on the
job of caregivers and do not vie for power and control with their fathers in contrast to sons
(Dumas in Martinez Jimenez, 2009, p. 57). Also, Vera & Dean (2005) found that motherdaughter successions are tougher than mother-son successions as daughters have the feeling of
being compared with her mother’s style of leadership and standing in her shadow. Hence, the
authors (Vera & Dean, 2005) state that cross-gender successions run smoother compared to
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same-gender successions. However, even though the authors found that cross-gender
successions are more smoothly, it does not explain why fathers still prefer to pass on the
business to their sons instead of their daughters (Ahrens et al., 2015).
On the other hand, cross-gender succession tends to have negative consequences on
organizational performance in contrast to same-gender successions (Zhang & Qu, 2016). It has
been found that if the incumbent is replaced by a successor of the composing gender it will
affect the post-succession business performance and in turn increases the chance that the “new”
successor has a relative early departure. Hence, cross-gender successions encounter a higher
scale of “liability of newness” compared to same-gender successions due to variations in
leadership styles from the male (female) incumbent and female (male) successor (Dezsö &
Ross, 2012; Zhang & Qu, 2016). From this point of view, it can be stated that cross-gender
successions are less favoured since they lead to additional challenges and are perceived as
disruptive rather than enriching. Therefore, it is expected that males will more often transfer
their board positions to sons, while females transfer their board positions more often to
daughters. In other words, the likelihood that a female (male) successor is selected is higher if
the incumbent is a female (male) than when the incumbent is a male (female).
Strength of parent-child-preference
The underlying preference of the incumbent plays a major role in making the real choice of
successor. The general parent-child parent preferences are used to see if there are differences
in preferences between parents of different sexes. Dahl & Moretti (2008) found that the gender
bias of fathers is stronger than that of mothers. Herewith, males have a high preference for sons,
whereas females appear to have only a mild preference for daughters. Possibly, these different
strengths in gender preferences could also apply to family business board successions. Hence,
it is expected that the likelihood that a male incumbent appoints a male successor is higher than
the likelihood that a female incumbent appoints a female successor.
2.2.3 (iii) notification to the nominated successor
Incumbents as role models
In this phase, the successor is informed that he/she has been appointed as successor. In addition
to the incumbent who have made a choice to whom to transfer the board position, the will of
the successor to take over the board position is also important. Therefore, this section focuses
on influences that the gender of the incumbent may have on the "will" of the successor to take
over a board position. The social learning theory is taken as a starting point.
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The social learning theory stresses the role of socialization as an explanation of the
behavior of entrepreneurs and the development of their career. Social learning can be
accomplished by observing the behavior of other people. These people are often termed “role
models”, who are in this case the female (mother) incumbent and/or male (father) incumbent
(Hisrich & Fülöp, 1997). The socialization process of an individual mostly takes place in the
family context and conveys the individual’s social norms, use of language and forms
preferences of education and career by observational learning. The social learning theory has
been utilized to explicate the career interests of entrepreneurs (Scherer et al., 1989). It has been
found that there is a positive relationship between a parent attending an entrepreneurial role and
his or her child’s education, aspirations, task self-efficacy and expectations for a career as
entrepreneur. Furthermore, a person of who’s parent fulfills an entrepreneurial role, tend to
perform well and differ significantly from those without a role model, who in turn have a weaker
performance (Hisrich & Fülöp, 1997; Scherer et al., 1989). This theory is meaningful for family
business board successions as children can learn and get inspired by their parents and their
entrepreneurial careers. These learning processes differ among gender-combinations as
entrepreneurial role models are most sufficient along gender lines (Lindquist et al.,
Markussenand Røed & Schröderetal in Feldmann et al., 2022, p. 1000). In other words, the role
model function of entrepreneurship applies best to father-son relations and mother-daughter
relations. Confirmatory, an empirical study of the Harvard University by McGinn et al. (2015)
found that working mothers in high positions stimulate their children, in which especially
daughters benefit from the “positive role model” of her mother (McGinn et al., 2015).
Therefore, same-gender successions are expected to occur more often, because the will of the
successor is also greater when role model gender lines are equal. In other words, the likelihood
that a successor of a certain gender takes over the board function is higher when the gender of
the incumbent is the same than when the gender of the incumbent is the opposite.
Relationships between incumbent and successor
At the point when the successor is appointed and notified, the preparation of the next generation
begins. According to Higginson (2010) family business succession is a rather complex process
in which a strong relationship between the incumbent and successor is a key driver to prepare
the next generation for their business role. The basis of this process is the transfer of
competences and know-how from the incumbent to the successor (Higginson, 2010). Herewith,
the positive interpersonal dynamics between the incumbent and successor support the
transferring process of knowledge (Steier & Reya in Higginson, 2010, p. 2 ). Also, parent-child
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relationships could influence the phase of appointing a successor (ii), as the relationships can
influence gender preferences. This is also included in this paragraph.
Father-child relationships. Father-daughter relationships are characterized by sense of
distance and difference while father-son relationships are featured by the fact that sons acquire
the same masculine characteristics of their fathers (Russell & Saebel, 1997). Researchers state
that father-son relationships affects nearly all the things in the son’s life, i.e. their image of
themselves & others and perceptions of economy, politics and power relations (Russell &
Saebel, 1997). Considering the differences between father-daughter and father-son relationship
it can be stated male incumbent’s prefer male successors over female successors due to their
resemblances. Confirmatory, it is demonstrated that men like to appoint someone to be the
successor of the business who is more “similar” to them (Ahrens et al., 2015).
Mother-child relationships. Research on family dynamics by social psychologists
indicates that regardless conflict and complex feelings, the strength of a mother-daughter
relationship endows females with unique instruments to deal with troubling interactions and
perhaps more proficiently compared to any other type of relationship-related family conflict
(Higginson, 2010). Comparing the dyadic relationships of mother and her children it has been
found that mother-daughter relationships differs significantly from other familial relations.
According to Bassoff (1987) a mother and daughter are intimately related and their likeliness
connects each other (Bassoff, 1987). Herewith, the mother-daughter relation is acknowledged
by attachment and equality compared to the relationship with her father which is often
associated with distance and impersonality (Russell & Saebel, 1997). The mother-daughter
relationship differs significantly from the mother-son relationship as mothers are predisposed
to have a more intimate relation with daughters (Butler & Shalit‐Naggar, 2008; Russell &
Saebel, 1997). Furthermore, the literature acknowledges that mothers spent more time with
daughters than with sons (Updegraff et al., 2009).
Hence, there seems to be a pattern when it comes to same-gender relationships and their
mutual similarities. Therefore, it could be argued that just as is the case with male incumbents,
female incumbents also prefer successors who are more similar to themselves (Ahrens et al.,
2015; Brockhaus, 2004). In addition, these findings indicate that the relationships between
same-gender lines are stronger, which will benefit the knowledge transfer in the process of
notification of the nominated successor. Therefore, it is assumed that mothers will transfer their
board position more easily to daughters, whereas fathers transfer their board position more
easily to sons. Hence, it is expected that a female (male) successor is more likely to be appointed
when the incumbent is a female (male) than when the incumbent is a male (female).
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In summary, it is proposed that same-gender successions are more common than cross-gender
successions due to differences in gender within the three different phases that are crucial prior
the actual succession. In phase 1, where the pool of successors is determined, male and female
incumbents are different due to distinct in- & out-group perceptions. Moreover, women may
more often consider both genders as alternatives to become successors in comparison to men
because of different leadership styles and ways of succession planning. In phase 2, where the
successor is appointed, gender constructs and difference in smoothness of cross-gender and
same-gender succession play a role. In phase 3, in which the nominated successor is notified,
role model functions and dyadic relationships are important. The hypotheses below outline
expectations that involve the ultimate selection of the successor’s gender. The three phases
above are expected to predetermine this, because here the differences between female and male
incumbents already play a decisive role prior the actual succession event. Hence, the following
hypotheses are established:
Hypothesis 1a (H1a): There is a relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the
successor’s gender, in such a way that a male successor is more likely to be selected when the
incumbent is a male than when the incumbent is a female.
Hypothesis 1b (H1b): There is a relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the
successor’s gender, in such a way that a female successor is more likely to be selected when
the incumbent is a female than when the incumbent is a male.
Hypothesis 1c (H1c): The relationship of male-male successions is stronger than the
relationship of female-female successions, in such a way that the likelihood that a male
incumbent selects a male successor is higher than the likelihood that a female incumbent selects
a female successor.
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2.3 The moderating effect of gender ratio
Empirical studies show that the existence of other female leaders reduces the perceived
inconsistency between female gender roles and leadership roles (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Zhang
& Qu, 2016). More specifically, it closes the status gap between male and females in leadership
positions (Blalock in Zhang & Qu, 2016, p.1849). Also, when the proportion of females in top
positions is higher, females are more likely to be seen as critical resource of the organization
(Dreher, 2003). Therefore, it is assumed that the proportion of females and males on the board
of a family business (gender ratio) has a moderating effect on the relationship between a male
incumbent and a male successor in terms of likelihood. Confirmatory, Zhang & Qu (2016)
found that the negative influence of cross-gender succession on organizational performance is
moderated by a positive attitude within the organizations towards women’s leadership. This
positive attitude is more prevalent when there are other female leaders in the company’s board
or in the TMT (Zhang & Qu, 2016). This moderating effect on organizational performance is
only prevalent in cross-gender succession concerning male-to-female successions. Hence, the
cross-gender succession of male-to-female is perceived as less disruptive when the proportion
of females on the board of the company higher. This could be the case because the family firm
has already females on the board, which demonstrates that females are valued and perform
similar as males in board positions (Zhang & Qu, 2016). Therefore, it can be argued that gender
constructs, stereotypes and biases are different in this type of organizations as females are
already on the board. Therefore, it is proposed that a higher proportion of females on the board
of a family firm should positively affect female career advancement as social construct of
female entrepreneurs is different. Through this different perception it is possible that a male
incumbent will more often transfer his board position to a female successor. For this reason, the
following hypothesis is formulated:
Hypothesis 2 (H2): The gender ratio within the board of a family firm has a moderating effect
on the relationship between the incumbent’s gender and successor’s gender, in such a way that
the difference in likelihood between a male incumbent and female incumbent in selecting a
female successor becomes smaller when the proportion of female board members is higher.

Page | 16

2.4 The moderating effect of gender dominance per sector
The sector is also a distinct and fundamental context in determining gender inequality in family
firms. The institutional context of each sector frames the adoption and diffusion of employment
practices concerning gender (Joshi et al., 2015). In line with the social construct theory, it has
been found that the perceptions of (gender) discrimination are socially constructed by
competitive and regulatory forces in a particular sector (Hirsh & Kornrich, 2008; Joshi et al.,
2015). Furthermore, competitive, mimetic, or normative incentives to adopt more gender fair
employment practices within a particular sector (i.e. healthcare vs automotive retailing) will
almost certainly lead to greater representation of females at higher levels throughout enterprises
(Joshi et al., 2015; Kalev et al., 2006; Stainback et al., 2010). On the board level, it has been
found that the sector has a significant impact on the probability of female representation within
directory boards (Hillman et al., 2007). Sectors differ regarding women labor pools and
therefore have an effect on the benefits of female representation within board positions in
organizations (Hillman et al., 2007). In other words, some sectors are male-dominated by a high
rate of male employees, while other sectors are female-dominated by high rate of female
employees. According to several researchers this affects gender equal opportunities in terms of
board recruitment (Hillman et al., 2007; Mroczek-Dąbrowska & Gaweł, 2020). Therefore, on
the one hand, it is expected that in female-dominated industries, there is more allowance for
female successors than in male-dominated industries. Hence, it is assumed that both femaleand male incumbents are more likely to transfer their function to a female successor when the
sector is female-dominated than when the sector is male-dominated. Moreover, when a sector
is male-dominated, the “negative” social construct around female board members is expected
to be stronger. Therefore, it is expected that both female and male incumbents are more likely
to transfer their function to a male successor when the sector is male-dominated than when the
sector is female-dominated. In short, it is estimated that there is a smaller difference in
likelihood between a male incumbent and a female incumbent in selecting a female (male)
successor if the sector is female (male) dominated. The following hypotheses are established:
Hypothesis 3a (H3a): The gender dominance within a family firm’s sector has a moderating
effect on the relationship between the incumbent’s gender and successor’s gender, in such a
way that the difference in likelihood between a male incumbent and female incumbent in
selecting a male successor becomes smaller when the sector is male-dominated.
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Hypothesis 3b (H3b): The gender dominance within a family firm’s sector has a moderating
effect on the relationship between the incumbent’s gender and successor’s gender, in such a
way that the difference in likelihood between a male incumbent and female incumbent in
selecting a female successor becomes smaller when the sector is female-dominated.
Figure 1. Conceptual Model

*H1c = the relationship of male-male successions is stronger than the relationship of female-female successions
in such a way that the likelihood that a male incumbent selects a male successor is higher than the likelihood that
a female incumbent selects a female successor.
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3. Methodology
Research method
In order to answer the research question a quantitative data collection method was used. This
concerns the process of collecting and analysing numerical data (Hair, 2019). The main reason
for this is that quantitative methods allow to test theories and assumptions made in the
theoretical background. This is of importance as it has not been tested before whether the gender
of the incumbent has an effect on the gender of the successor within family business board
successions. By conducting quantitative research, findings concerning gender and family
business board successions become more objective and generalisable (Hair, 2019).
Sample & data sources
The data used to carry out quantitative research comes from the database BoardEx. This
database contains all kinds of data on listed companies and characteristics of individuals within
the board of an organization. BoardEx only provides data concerning listed companies in
Europe. Therefore, family businesses in this sample are listed on the stock exchange. Also,
within BoardEx, specific filtering on family businesses was required. In order to do this ISINcodes were used. Each listed family business has a unique ISIN-code. First, family business
names were collected via various online sources. For instance, sources providing a list with the
top international family firms, i.e. the world’s top 750 family businesses ranked by Family
Capital and PWC or family businesses listed on investment sites such as Euronext. After
gathering a list of family business names, ISIN-codes have been gathered manually.
Subsequently, these ISIN-codes were imported into BoardEx.
When sufficient data was collected, each company was evaluated by two criteria. The
first criterion is that (i) the different generations of the company's board should share the same
surname. Herewith, it is assumed that individuals are family members of each other. To provide
more certainty in this assumption, frequently occurring surnames, such as Jansen in the
Netherlands, were removed from the analysis. In this way, coincidences are excluded. The
second criterion is that (ii) the family members must be successive generations. To illustrate,
the end date of the function of the first family member, should be the starting date for the other
family member. Additionally, board members, chair persons and other board functions (i.e.
directors, CEO’s or employee representatives) are distinguished in such a way that if the
incumbent held the board position of a chair person, the new generation must also be a chair
person. The same holds for board members and other board functions. Ultimately, the sample
of this study consists of 177 observations.
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Independent variable
The independent variable is the Incumbent’s Gender. The variable is displayed in SPSS as
Incumbent_Gender and consist of Male Incumbent and Female Incumbent. Firstly, a Male
Incumbent is defined as “an individual of the male gender who is part of the old generation of
a certain board position”. A Female Incumbent is defined as “an individual of the female
gender who is part of the old generation of a certain board position”.
First, it is verified whether the individual has ever held a board position in the family
business. This was checked using the ‘Individual Role’ variable in BoardEx. The Individual
Role provides a title of the selected position. Herewith, there was filtered on distinct board
positions of board members, chair persons and other board functions. Secondly, an individual
was classified as an incumbent when he/she has retired from his/her board position. In BoardEx,
this is indicated by the ‘Role End Date’ indicator. This indicator shows the end date of the
selected board position. From this date, the individual is considered an incumbent. If the person
did not have an end date, it meant that he/she was still on the board. In this case the individual
could not be listed as an incumbent and was no longer part of the analysis. Next, it was
determined whether this person has a male or female gender. This was identified using the
variable 'Gender' in BoardEx. If an incumbent is a man, he falls under the category Male
Incumbent; if an incumbent is woman, she falls under the category Female Incumbent.
Moreover, a dummy variable was created (0. Female Incumbent, 1. Male Incumbent). The
purpose of dummification is to identify a reference category for comparing likelihoods of one
group with another (Hair, 2019). In other words, by dummifying variables, the differences in
likelihood in selecting a successor of a certain gender between a female incumbent an male
incumbent are easier interpret.
Dependent variable
The dependent variable concerns the Successor’s Gender. Here, a division was made between
two dependent variables. Namely, Male Successor and Female Successor. This division was
implemented as within logistic regression statements can only be made about the dependent
variable of the 1-category. For instance, the odds of the selection of a female successor (1)
[increased or decreased] by some percent for a one unit increase in [predictor variable] (Hair,
2019). Therefore, two dummy variables were created. The first variable concerns
Male_Successor and is categorized as 0. Female Successor and 1. Male successor. The second
variable is Female_Successor with the categories 0. Male Successor and 1. Female Successor.
A male successor is defined as “an individual of the male gender who took over the board
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position of the old generation and is considered family member of that generation”. A female
successor is defined as “an individual of the female gender who took over the board position of
the old generation and is considered family member of that generation”. In both categories it
was examined whether an individual fulfilled the role of a successor.
First, it was determined whether the individual holds a board positions by using the
variable ‘Individual Role’ in BoardEx. Next, it was determined whether this person is a
successor by looking at the 'Role Start Date' indicator in BoardEx. Herewith, the ‘Role Start
Date’ of one individual should be equal to the ‘Role End Date’ of the incumbent. After this, it
was checked whether the successor has an overlap in surname with the incumbent. This is done
by the variable ‘Individual Name’ in BoardEx. From this variable overlapping surnames were
retrieved. When overlapping surnames were missing, both the successor and incumbent were
removed from the analysis. Lastly, the gender of the successor was examined using the variable
'Gender' in BoardEx. If the successor is a man, he falls into the category Male Successor. If the
successor is a woman, she falls into the category Female Successor.
Moderators
As stated earlier moderating variables are included in the model. The moderator analysis
investigates whether the relationship between the incumbent’s gender (independent variable X)
and the successor’s gender (dependent variable Y) is influenced by a moderator (M) (Hair,
2019). In other words, moderators are used to see whether the relationships change in strength
or direction depending on different conditions (Hair, 2019). In addition, the direct effects of the
moderator variables on the dependent variable are assessed.
The first moderating variable is Gender Ratio. This variable is available in BoardEx
and demonstrates the proportion of male board members at the Annual Report Date. It was
decided to take the gender ratio of the year before the succession in order to avoid counting the
successor. The gender ratio was calculated by BoardEx through the following formula:
𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 =

𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑖
𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑖

The scale of this variable varies from 0 to 1. A ratio of 0 implies that only female board members
are present, whereas a ratio of 1 implies that only male board members are present. Values in
between 0 and 1 consist of 3 decimal places and indicate the proportion of male board members
within the family firm. However, within logistic regression, statements can only be made about
1 unit change in the independent variable, i.e. from 0 to 1 (Hair, 2019). Hence, scores between
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0 and 1 are not taken into account. Therefore, the ratio is converted into percentages and
statements can be made about a 1 unit change in terms of a 1% change in gender ratio.
The second moderating variable is Gender Dominance. This concerns the dominance
of a particular gender in a certain sector in which the family business is located. First of all, the
sectors of the firms were examined using the variable ‘Sector’ in BoardEx. Next, it was
determined whether this sector is male-dominated, female-dominated or mixed. This has been
determined by means of two sources. The first source is that of Mroczek-Dabrowaska & Gawel
(2020), who have previously made a gender-dominated classification of sectors at this level.
The authors made a classification of sectors based on the average employment rate of women
in selected European countries (Mroczek-Dąbrowska & Gaweł, 2020). Appendix 1 shows
which sectors are considered male-dominated, female-dominated or mixed. These categories
are applied in this study. The second source used to determine gender dominance is the
European Jobs Monitor 2021. This source contains data on the share of women in employment
per job sector in the Europe. This is demonstrated in appendix 1. Based on this, it was
determined, similar to the source of Mroczek-Dabrowaska & Gawel, whether the sector is maledominated, female-dominated or mixed. Subsequently, three dummy variables are created.
Namely,

Female_Dominance

(0.

Not

Female-dominated,

1.

Female-dominated),

Male_Dominance (0. Not Male-dominated, 1. Male-dominated) and Mixed_Dominance (0. Not
Mixed, 1. Mixed). The dummy variable Mixed_Dominance is excluded from the logistic
regression analysis to prevent a fully explained model.
Control variables
In addition to the current variables, control variables are included in the model. These are
included as it is expected that they have an impact on the dependent variable (Hair, 2019).
Hence, there is controlled for an alternative determinant in explaining the successor’s gender.
The first control variable concerns Country. The country of a company could have an effect on
the likelihood of females taking over board positions. Accordingly, it has been found that
female representation on corporate boards is partly determined by the larger environment,
including economic, political and social systems of individual countries (Terjesen & Singh,
2008). For instance, some countries handle gender quota legislation to enhance gender diversity
on corporate boards (Reddy & Jadhav, 2019). The variable Country was already available in
BoardEx and concerns the country in which the Head Office of the Company is located. The
sample consists of 16 countries, which means that 16 dummies had to be created. However, it
was decided to create 3 dummies because a minimum of 15-20 observations per cell must be
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met within logistic regression and some countries had only 1 observation (Hair, 2019). The
dummies are Country_France (0. Otherwise, 1. France), Country_Germany (0. Otherwise, 1.
Germany) and Country_Other (0. Otherwise 1. Other). The dummy variable Country_Other is
excluded from the logistic regression analysis to prevent a fully explained model.
The other two control variables concern Year Of Succession and Age of the successor.
These variables could influence the gender of the successors, because over the years more
attention has been paid to the gap of women in high positions within companies (Dezsö & Ross,
2012; Reddy & Jadhav, 2019). Additionally, the number of women who challenge the
traditional family business transfer from father-son has increased over the years (Martinez
Jimenez, 2009). Lastly, women have gained more opportunities concerning education and
entrepreneurship recent years (Ali & Gurmu, 2018; Corrêa et al., 2021). Therefore, female
board members could be more common when the year of succession is closer to the present or
when females are younger as they had more career opportunities. These variables are included
in SPSS as Year_Succession and Age. Year_Succession is categorized as 1. ≤ 2004; 2. 2005–
2009; 3. 2010–2014; 4. 2015-2019 and 5. 2020 ≥. The variable is grouped in such a way to
meet the minimum of 15-20 observations per cell. The chosen reference group concerns the
first (< 2005), as it is supposed that in later years females more often take over a board position
function. The variable Age has a ratio measurement level and is therefore not categorized.
Data analysis
The relationships between all variables were investigated via statistical tests in SPSS. The
statistical test regards the logistic regression analysis. This test is appropriate because the
conceptual model involves a dichotomous dependent variable with two categories (Field, 2018;
Hair, 2019). Moreover, in logistic regression, the independent variables can be of any
measurement level. This is suitable as the model includes both categorical and metric variables.
The categorical variables are the Incumbent_Gender, Female_Dominance, Male_Dominance,
Country_France, Country_Germany and Year_Of_Succession. The metric variable concerns
Gender_Ratio and Age. In addition, logistic regression assists in predicting the likelihood of
events or decisions (Field, 2018; Hair, 2019). This is appropriate as differences in "likeliness"
within relationships are examined, i.e. H1a (a male successor is more likely to be selected when
the incumbent is a male than when the incumbent is a female).
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Research limitations
The first limitation of this data collection method is that BoardEx only includes listed
companies. This excludes non-listed family firms and therefore the results cannot be
generalised to all family businesses. In addition, finding ISIN-codes of family businesses was
time-consuming as these codes were searched manually. When these codes were imported, a
large part of the family companies were excluded as BoardEx does not have information of all
these companies. Additionally, filtering was then carried out on the basis of the two criteria (i)
similar surnames and (ii) overlapping date end role & date start role. This process also
eliminated a large proportion of family businesses. Another limitation is that this study assumes
that people with the same surname are family members. It could be possible that people by
chance have the same surname or that surnames of family members differ due to marriages.
Also, this study focuses on board family business successions rather than family business
successions in which the role of ownership is transferred. This is because within BoardEx there
is a lack of companies in which ownership positions are passed on to family members. Finally,
the quantitative method of research is less exploratory. The underlying concepts, thoughts and
experiences of incumbents and successors are not investigated.
Research ethics
The data contained in BoardEx is not made public to external parties and therefore a closed
source. In this paper access is granted by Radboud University through a licence. Therefore, the
dataset will not be shared with third parties. In addition, company names and related data will
remain anonymous. Also, individual names and family names will not be shared within this
study. This way, confidentiality and anonymity is guaranteed. Also, statements will only be
made about listed family businesses.
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4. Research results
This chapter demonstrates the results of this study. First, descriptive statistics were examined
to provide background information about the variables in the dataset. Next, correlations were
investigated to asses relationship among variables. Lastly, the logistic regression analysis was
performed to confirm or reject the hypotheses.
4.1 Descriptive statistics
The descriptive statistics of all variables are presented in Table 1. The table demonstrates that
there are no or relatively few missing values in the observations of corresponding variables.
Therefore, there is no reduction in statistical power or biased estimates (Hair, 2019). The mode
of the dependent variables Male_Successor and Female_Successor indicates that within the
observations, a male successor is found more often than a female successor. Additionally, the
frequency table in appendix 3 demonstrates that there are 47 female successors and 130 male
successors within the sample. The same applies to the variable Incumbent_Gender. The mode
is 1, which indicates that male incumbents are found more often within the observations.
Specifically, 35 female incumbents and 142 male incumbents have been found. The variable
Gender_Ratio has a mean of 80.4559% which indicates a gender ratio around 0.805. This shows
that within the sample there are on average more men than women on the board of a family
business. The minimum value is 46.2% (0.462) and the maximum value is 100% (1.000). This
corresponds to reality that there are fewer women than men on the board. Furthermore, there
are boards consisting entirely of men (1) but no boards consisting entirely of women (0).
The variables Female_Dominated, Male_Dominated and Mixed_Dominated all have a
mode of 0. This implies that in all cases the 0-category (Not Female-dominated, Not Maledominated and Not mixed) is the largest compared to the 1-category. Appendix 3 shows that
there are 37 female-dominated observations, 79 male-dominated observations and 61 mixed
observations. Furthermore, the control variable Country_France has a mode of 1 (France),
whereas Country_Germany and Country_Other have a mode of 0 (Otherwise). Moreover,
Year_Succession has a minimum value of 1 and a maximum value of 5, which conforms to the
scaling of this variable (1-5). The mode is 4, which implies that within the observations, board
successions most often occurred between 2015 and 2019. Lastly, the variable Age has a
minimum value of 21 and a maximum value of 74 with a Standard Deviation of 11.915.
Relatively speaking, the contrast between ages of successors is quite large. The mean is 47.20,
which implies that the average successor in the sample is 47.20 years old.

Page | 25

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the incorporated variables
Variable

N valid

N missing

Mean

Mode

SD

Min

Max

Male_Successor

177

0

.73

1

.443

0

1

Female_Successor

177

0

.27

0

.443

0

1

Incumbent_Gender

177

0

.80

1

.399

0

1

Gender_Ratio

177

0

80.4559

100.00

15.25854 46.20

100.00

Female_Dominance

177

0

.21

0

.408

0

1

Male_Dominance

177

0

.45

0

.499

0

1

Mixed_Dominance

177

0

.34

0

.477

0

1

Country_France

177

0

.50

1

.501

0

1

Country_Germany

177

0

.14

0

.343

0

1

Country_Other

177

0

.36

0

.482

0

1

Year_Succession

177

0

3.01

4

1.192

1

5

Age

174

3

47.20

40

11.915

21

74

4.2 Correlations
Correlations between variables are demonstrated in Table 2. Relationships between dummy
variables derived from the same variable (i.e. successor’s gender & gender dominance) are
disregarded. Correlations between control variables are not considered. Only significant
correlations with a Pearson Correlation Coefficient above absolute 0.2 are documented.
First, Incumbent_Gender (Male) is positively correlated to Male_Successor (.248, p <
0.05) and negatively correlated to Female_Successor (-.248, p < 0.05). To get an insight in the
correlation of female incumbents, the variable is recoded into Incumbent_Gender (Female) and
is categorized as 0. Male Incumbent, 1. Female Incumbent. Here, the relationship is the opposite
in that positive is replaced by negative and vice versa. Hence, there is a positive correlation
between equal gender lines and a negative correlation between opposing gender lines as regards
the incumbent and successor. Second, Incumbent_Gender (Male) is positively correlated to
Gender_Ratio (.303, p < 0.05). Hence, there is a positive relationship between a male incumbent
and a higher proportion of men on the board of a family business. The correlation between
Incumbent_Gender (Female) and Gender_ Ratio is negative (-.303, p < 0.05). In other words,
there is a negative relationship between a female incumbent and a higher proportion of men on
the board of a family business. However, it should be noted that it is likely that the incumbent
was part of the board when the gender ratio was measured. This may influence the
representation of the relationship. Third, the same directory relationships apply between the
gender of the successor and gender ratio. Male_Successor and Gender_Ratio are positively
correlated (.243, p < 0.05). The correlation between Female_Successor and the Gender_Ratio
Page | 26

is negative (-.243, p < 0.05). By way of explanation, the relationship is positive for male
successors if the number of men on the board is higher, and negative for female successors
when the number of men on the board is higher. Furthermore, there is a negative correlation
between Male_Successor and Female_Dominance (-.257, p < 0.05). For Female_Successor this
correlation is positive (.257, p < 0.05). In addition, all country variables have a significant
relationship with Gender_Ratio (p < 0.05). For Country_France, this correlation is negative (.353). For Country_Germany and Country_Other, this correlation is positive (.233 & .201).
Lastly, a significant negative correlation was found between Year_Succession and
Gender_Ratio (-.368, p < 0.05). It should be noted that most of the above relationships are rather
weak as the Correlation Coefficients is around |0.2| or |0.3|.
Table 2. Correlation Table
Variable
Incumbent_Gender Coeff.
(Male)
Sign.
N
Incumbent_Gender Coeff.
(Female)
Sign.
N
Coeff.
Male_Successor
Sign.
N
Female_Successor Coeff.
Sign.
N
Gender_Ratio
Coeff.
Sign.
N
Female_Dominance Coeff.
Sign.
N
Male_Dominance Coeff.
Sign
N
Mixed_Dominance Coeff.
Sign.
N
Country_France Coeff.
Sign.
N
Country_Germany Coeff.
Sign.
N
Country_Other
Coeff.
Sign.
N
Year_Succession Coeff.
Sign.
N
Age
Coeff.
Sign.
N

Incumbent_ Incumbent_
Gender
Gender
(Male)
(Female)
1.000
.
177
.
177
.248
<.001
177
-.248
<.001
177
.303
<.001
177
-.163
.030
177
.018
.815
177
.121
.108
177
-.153
.042
177
.114
.132
177
.078
.300
177
.009
.904
177
-.010
.893
174

1.000
.
177
1.000
.
177
-.248
<.001
177
.248
<.001
177
-.303
<.001
177
.163
.030
177
-.018
.815
177
-.121
.108
177
.153
.042
177
-.114
.132
177
-.078
.300
177
-.009
.904
177
.010
.893
174

Male_
Successor

Female_
Successor

Gender_
Ratio

Female_
Dominance

Male_
Dominance

Mixed_
Dominance

.248
<.001
177
-.248
<.001
177
1.000
.
177
-1.000
.
177
.243
.001
177
-.257
<.001
177
.154
.041
177
.059
.434
177
-.061
.423
177
.201
.007
177
-.080
.290
177
.002
.981
177
-.051
.506
174

-.248
<.001
177
.248
<.001
177
-1.000
.
177
1.000
.
177
-.243
.001
177
.257
<.001
177
-.154
.041
177
-.059
.434
177
.061
.423
177
-.201
.007
177
.080
.290
177
-.002
.981
177
.051
.506
174

.303
<.001
177
-.303
<.001
177
.243
.001
177
-.243
.001
177
1.000
.
177
-.217
.004
177
.133
.078
177
.046
.539
177
-.353
<.001
177
.233
.002
177
.201
.007
177
-.368
<.001
177
-.038
.620
174

-.163
.030
177
.163
.030
177
-.257
<.001
177
.257
<.001
177
-.217
.004
177
1.000
.
177
-.462
<.001
177
-.373
<.001
177
.178
.018
177
-.122
.104
177
-.098
.196
177
-.039
.609
177
-.110
.147
174

.018
.815
177
-.018
.815
177
.154
.041
177
-.154
.041
177
.133
.078
177
-.462
<.001
177
1.000
.
177
-.651
<.001
177
-.085
.263
177
-.057
.452
177
.129
.088
177
.071
.350
177
.115
.132
174

.121
.108
177
-.121
.108
177
.059
.434
177
-.059
.434
177
.046
.539
177
-.373
<.001
177
-.651
<.001
177
1.000
.
177
-.064
.401
177
.164
.029
177
-.051
.501
177
-.041
.590
177
-.025
.742
174
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4.3 Hypothesis testing
In this section hypotheses are tested by means of a logistic regression analysis. First, the
assumptions of logistic regression are examined. These are (i) absence of multicollinearity, (ii)
linearity of independent variables to the log odds, (iii) independence of observations and (iv) a
low number of influential outliers (Field, 2018; Hair, 2019). Appendix 5 demonstrates that all
these assumptions are met. Hence, it is permissible to use a logistic regression analysis to test
the model. Within the logistic regression a stepwise estimation is used (Hair, 2019). Variables
are added to the model in four different steps, also referred to as blocks or models. Model 1 is
the base model and consists of the control variables, main effects of moderator variables and
the dependent variable. In Model 2 the variable of incumbent’s gender is added. In Model 3 the
interaction term of incumbent’s gender and gender ratio is added. In Model 4 the interaction
terms of incumbent’s gender and gender dominance are inserted. Each model is split into two
parts for interpretation reasons as within logistic regression analysis, statements can only be
made about the 1-category of the dependent variable (Field, 2018). To illustrate, Model 1
consists of Model 1a and Model 1b. Model 1a represents male successors and Model 1b
represents female successors. Furthermore, the continuous variables Gender_Ratio and Age are
mean-centered and transformed into Gender_Ratio_C and Age_C as this is a default procedure
in logistic regression (Hair, 2019).
For each model the goodness of model fit is examined via three methods. The first method
concerns (i) the measures derived from the Log-Likelihood function. Herewith, model
estimation fit is measured using the -2 Log Likelihood (-2LL) value. A smaller -2LL value
indicates better model fit. The Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients (OTOC) demonstrates
whether the difference between the -2LL of the previous- and the new model is significant. The
second method is (ii) the explained variance of the model. This is tested by the pseudo R2
statistic of Nagelkerke which ranges from 0.0 to 1.0 (Hair, 2019). The third method involves
(iii) testing the quality of classification. The Classification Table in SPSS represents the
predicted number of observations in a particular group compared to the actual observations in
that group, i.e. predicted and actual number of observed female successors. The overall
percentage of correct predicted data should be higher than 50% (Hair, 2019). If the percentage
increases in successive models, this is considered an improvement in the goodness of model fit.
After the goodness of model fit is determined, the significance and interpretation of the effects
are examined. In case of significant effects, the relationships are interpreted using odds ratios.
The results derived from the logistic regression analysis are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Results Stepwise Model Estimation

OTOC

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

χ2 = 35,975, df = 10, p < 0.05

χ2 = 3,915, df = 1, p < 0.05

χ2 = 0,235, df = 1, p > 0.05

χ2 = 2,396, df = 2, p > 0.05

.273

.299

.301

.317

77.6%

79.9%

78.2%

78.2%

Nagelkerke R²
% Correct
Model 1a

male_successor

Model 1b

female_successor

Model 2a

male_successor

Model 2b

female_successor

Model 3a

male_successor

Model 3b

female_successor

Model 4a

male_successor

Model 4b

female_successor

Variables

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Exp(B) Sign.

Country_France(1)

2.258

.065

0.443

.065

2.279

.067

0.439

.067

2.249

.073

0.445

.073

2.275

.072

0.440

.072

Country_Germany(1)

22.840

.011

0.044

.011

18.497

.015

0.054

.015

18.908

.015

0.053

.015

17.729

.019

0.056

.019

Year_Succession(1)

1.738

.454

0.575

.454

1.907

.395

0.524

.395

1.867

.416

0.536

.416

1.952

.387

0.512

.387

Year_Succession(2)

2.285

.285

0.438

.285

1.974

.387

0.507

.387

1.939

.403

0.516

.403

1.865

.437

0.536

.437

Year_Succession(3)

1.416

.631

0.706

.631

1.290

.730

0.775

.730

1.272

.747

0.786

.747

1.225

.786

0.816

.786

Year Succession(4)

7.638

.037

0.131

.037

7.994

.034

0.125

.034

7.442

.043

0.134

.043

7.779

.041

0.129

.041

Age_C

0.984

.315

1.016

.315

0.985

.327

1.016

.327

0.986

.366

1.015

.366

0.987

.437

1.013

.437

Gender_Ratio_C

1.041

.003

0.961

.003

1.036

.012

0.965

.012

1.020

.573

0.980

.573

1.026

.465

0.975

.465

Female_Dominance

0.355

.043

2.816

.043

0.380

.064

2.635

.064

0.379

.064

2.637

.064

1.531

.692

0.653

.692

Male_Dominance

1.821

.200

0.549

.200

1.906

.173

0.525

.173

1.875

.186

0.533

.186

5.364

.124

0.186

.124

2.588

.048

0.386

.048

2.996

.053

0.334

.053

9.156

.027

0.109

.027

1.018

.627

0.983

.627

1.012

.753

0.989

.753

0.157

.135

6.380

.135

0.273

.285

3.658

.285

.152

.083

6.600

.083

Incumbent_Gender(1)
Incumbent_Gender*
Gender_Ratio_C
Incumbent_Gender*
Female_Dominance
Incumbent_Gender*
Male_Dominance
Constant

.870

.843

1.149

.843

.414

.275

2.414

.275

.370

.240

2.702

.240
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Model 1
In Model 1, the -2LL value decreased from 200,996 to 165,021 compared to the null model.
This is regarded a significant improvement of the model as the Omnibus Test of Model
Coefficients is significant (χ2 = 35,975, df = 10, p < 0.05). The Nagelkerke R2 is .273 which
is an acceptable model fit (Hair, 2019). The correct predicted percentage in the Classification
Table is higher than 50% (77.6%). Therefore, Model 1 has an acceptable fit. The results in
Model 1a and Model 1b show that there is a significant relationship between gender ratio and
the successor’s gender (Wald = 8,733, df = 1, p < 0.05). The Exp(B), also known as the odds
ratio, is used to interpret this relationship. According to Hair (2019) an odds ratio above 1
indicates a positive impact, whereas a odds ratio below 1 indicates a negative impact. Model 1a
demonstrates a positive relationship between Gender_Ratio_C and Male_Successor as the
Exp(B) is 1.041. Therefore, it can be stated that the likelihood of a male successor to be selected
is higher when the gender ratio is higher. In other words, holding all other predictor variables
constant, the odds of the selection of a male successor increases by 4.1% for a 1% increase in
gender ratio. Thus, a male successor is more likely to be selected when there are more men
present on the board compared to a board which consist of fewer men. Model 1b demonstrates
a negative relationship between Gender_Ratio_C and Female_Successor as the Exp(B) is 0.961.
Hence, the odds of the selection of a female successor decreases by 3.9% for a 1% increase in
the gender ratio. Thus, a female successor is less likely to be selected when there are more men
present on the board compared to a board which consist of fewer men. Hence, when more
women are present on the board, the opportunity for a female successor is greater. Finally, there
is a significant relationship between Female_Dominance and the successor’s gender (Wald =
4.081, df = 1, p < 0.05). Model 1a displays a negative relationship for a male successor (Exp(B)
= 0.335), while Model 1b shows a positive relationship for a female successor (Exp(B) = 2.816).
Hence, a female successor is more likely to be selected when the sector is female-dominated
than when the sector is not female-dominated. For a male successor, this relationship is the
other way around.
Model 2
In Model 2, the variable Incumbent_Gender is added, allowing hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c to be
tested. The goodness of model fit statistics show that the model significantly improved
compared to the previous model. The Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients is significant (χ2 =
3,915, df = 1, p < 0.05). The Nagelkerke R2 increased from .273 to .299. Also, the corrected
predicted percentage increased from 77.6% to 79.9%. Subsequently, it is investigated whether
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the gender of the incumbent has a significant effect on the gender of the successor when
controlling for the other variables in the model. The results demonstrate that this is the case
(Wald = 3,902 df = 1, p < 0.05). The results in model 2a show that the Exp(B) has a value of
2.588 which indicates a positive relationship. This implies that an increase in the incumbent’s
gender (0. Female Incumbent, 1 Male Incumbent) leads to a 158.8% increase in the odds of the
choice of a male successor (i.e. the ratio between the probability of a male successor and the
probability of a female successor). Therefore, Hypothesis 1a (H1a), that there is a relationship
between the incumbent’s gender and the successor’s gender in such a way that a male successor
is more likely to be selected when the incumbent is a male than when the incumbent is a female,
is supported.
Model 2b is interpreted in order to make statements about hypothesis 1b. The Exp(B)
(Odds Ratio) is 0.386 which is below 1. This indicates the odds that a female successor is
selected decreases with 61.4% when the incumbent is a male (1) compared to when the
incumbent is a female (0). Hence, it can be stated that a female successor is more likely to be
selected when the incumbent is a female than when the incumbent is a male. Therefore,
hypothesis 1b (H1b), that there is a relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the
successor’s gender in such a way that a female successor is more likely to be selected when the
incumbent is a female than when the incumbent is a male, is supported.
With the current results, no exact statements can be made yet about hypothesis 1c. For this, the
differences in odds per group within the variable Incumbent_Gender were examined. Odds are
defined as an expression of relative probabilities (Hair, 2019). Therefore, this information
reveals differences in likelihood for an event to occur, which is in this case in the selection of a
successor of a certain gender per incumbent group. First of all, the probability of meeting
someone in the male successor group and the probability of meeting someone in the female
successor group was examined. Table 4 shows that the probability of finding a male successor
within the sample is 73.4%. The probability of finding a female successor is 26.6%. These
probabilities were then translated into odds. The Odds Total is (0.734 / 0.266 ≈) 2.759. This
means that, overall, the probability of finding a male successor is approximately 175.9% greater
than that of finding a female successor. Subsequently, it was examined whether this likelihood
changes as the condition "Incumbent_Gender" is incorporated. By running the logistic
regression, it is already known that the incumbent’s gender has a significant effect on the
successor’s gender. This is confirmed by the Chi-square Test in Table 5. Hence, the
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probabilities around the selection of a particular gender change significantly when the variable
Incumbent_Gender is added (χ2 = 10.844, df = 1, p < 0.05).
Firstly, within the condition that an incumbent is male, the probability that the board
function is transferred to a male successor is 78.9%, compared to a probability of 21.1% for a
female successor. The Odds Male Incumbent is therefore (0.789 / 0.211 ≈) 3.739. Hence, the
probability of finding a male successor within a group of male incumbents is approximately
273.9% higher than the probability of finding a female successor.
Secondly, within the condition that an incumbent is a female, the probability that the
board function is transferred to a male successor is 51.4%, compared to a probability of 48.6%
for female successors. The Odds Female Incumbent is (0.514 / 0.486 ≈) 1.058. This
demonstrates that the probability of finding a male successor within a group of female
incumbents is approximately 5.8% higher than the probability of finding a female successor.
For a complete picture, the odds have also been calculated in reverse. So instead of the
probability of finding a male successor compared to the probability of finding a female
successor, the probability of finding a female successor compared to a male successor is now
given priority. It has been found that the probability of finding a female successor within a
group of female incumbents is (0.486 / 0.514 ≈ 0.946) approximately 5.4% lower than that of
finding a male successor. This contrasts with the male incumbents group where the probability
of finding a female successor is (0.211 / 0.789 ≈ 0.267) approximately 73.3% lower than finding
a male successor.
Table 4. Crosstab incumbent’s gender and successor’s gender

Incumbent_Gender

0 Female Incumbent
1 Male Incumbent

Total

Incumbent_Gender
Total

0 Female Incumbent
1 Male Incumbent

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Male_Successor
0 Female Successor 1 Male Successor
17
18
48.6%
51.4%
30
112
21.1%
78.9%
47
130
26.6%
73.4%
Female_Successor
0 Male Successor 1 Female Successor
18
17
51.4%
48.6%
112
30
78.9%
21.1%
130
47
73.4%
26.6%
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Table 5. Chi-Square Test
Pearson chi-square
Continuity correction
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
N of valid Cases

Value
10.844
9.483
9.953
10.783
177

df
1
1
1
1
1

p-value
<.001

.002
.002
.001

Exact. Sig. (2-tail) Exact Sig. (1-tail)

.002

.001

The results show that in both incumbent groups the likelihood of the selection of a male
successor is higher. However, there is a significant difference in the likelihood between the
male incumbent and the female incumbent. The probability of finding a male or female
successor is much more equal when the incumbent is female than when the incumbent male.
Therefore, hypothesis 1c (H1c) is supported. Hence, the likelihood of a male incumbent
choosing a male successor is higher than the likelihood of a female incumbent choosing a
female successor. This demonstrates that a male incumbent has a strong preference for a male
successor. Such a gender preference is less strong for a female incumbent in such a way that
the likelihood of selecting a certain gender is smaller. However, it was proposed in the literature
that a female incumbent has a slight preference for a female successor. The likelihood was
therefore expected to be higher than that of a male successor. This, however, does not appear
to be the case.
Model 3 & Model 4
In Model 3 the interaction term Incumbent_Gender*Gender_Ratio_C is added, allowing
hypotheses 2 to be tested. The model did not improve compared to the previous model as the
Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients is not significant (χ2 = 0,235, df = 1, p > 0.05). The
Nagelkerke R2 increased from .299 to .301, which is a negligible difference of .002. The
corrected predicted percentage decreased from 79.9%.to 78.2%, which is considered a
deterioration of the model. In addition, there is no significant relationship between the
interaction term and the dependent variable (Wald = 0,236, df = 1, p > 0.05). Therefore,
diverging gender ratio’s do not change the relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the
successor’s gender. Hence, hypothesis 2 (H2), that the difference in likelihood between a male
incumbent and female incumbent in selecting a female successor becomes smaller when the
proportion of female board members is higher, is not supported.
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In

Model

4,

the

interaction

terms

Incumbent_Gender*Female_Dominance

and

Incumbent_Gender* Male_Dominance are added. This allowed for testing hypotheses 3a and
3b. The goodness of model fit statistics demonstrate that adding the interaction terms did not
lead to an improvement of the model. The Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients is not significant
(χ2 = 2,396, df = 2, p > 0.05). The Nagelkerke R2 has risen slightly from .301 to .317. The
correct predicted percentage remained equal to the previous model (78.2%), which was a
deterioration of model 2. The interaction term of Female_Dominance is not a significant (Wald
= 2,239, df = 1, p > 0.05). The same applies to the interaction term of Male_Dominance (Wald
= 1,142, df = 1, p > 0.05). Hence, the gender dominance in a certain sector does not affect the
relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the successor’s gender. Therefore, hypothesis
3a (H3a), that the difference in likelihood between a male incumbent and female incumbent in
selecting a male successor becomes smaller when the sector is male-dominated, is not
supported. Additionally, hypothesis 3b (H3b), that the difference in likelihood between a male
incumbent and female incumbent in selecting a female successor becomes smaller when the
sector is female-dominated, is not supported.
End Model
Table 3 demonstrates that Model 2 is most appropriate in explaining variance in the successor’s
gender. Adding Incumbent_Gender leads to a better goodness of model fit. In addition, the
variables Incumbent_Gender and Gender_Ratio_C both have a significant main effect on the
successor’s gender (p < 0.05). In contrast, Model 3 and Model 4 did not improve the goodness
of model fit and the interaction terms were not significant (p > 0.05).
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5. Discussion
Theoretical implications
The existing literature has shown that family business successions are not gender neutral. In
most cases sons are designated as successors whereby daughters are not considered or even
excluded notwithstanding equal educational levels and ambitions. Despite the recognition that
gender plays a major role in the choice of successor, the gender role of the incumbent had not
been examined. This was considered an important gap in the literature as the well-known
phenomenon of the "old boys network" could play a role within family business successions as
well. In order to understand whether this phenomenon is also prevalent within family firms, this
study tested the relationship between the incumbent's gender and the successor's gender in the
transfer of board positions within family businesses. Moreover, it was investigated whether
there is a moderating role by the gender ratio on the board of the family firm and the gender
dominance within a certain sector. Within this study, several theoretical implications were
made. Figure 2 demonstrates relationships found in this study.
The first theoretical implication is that there is a significant relationship between the gender of
the incumbent and the gender of the successor. Firstly, the chance that a male successor is
selected is greater when the incumbent is male than when the incumbent is female. In contrast,
the chance that a female successor is selected is greater when the incumbent is a female than
when the incumbent is a male. At first glance, there seems to be a positive relationship across
similar gender lines. However, it has been shown that this relationship is only positive for malemale successions. This is because men have a strong preference for men, while women do not
have a strong preference for a particular gender. This is slightly against the expectation that
female incumbents have a slight preference for female successors. In fact, a very slight
preference for male successors was found. Possibly, female incumbents may also think that
men fit better into the picture of an appropriate board member. Another reason may be that
general parent gender preferences, social categorization and the social construct surrounding
gender play a lesser role than expected regarding a female incumbent.
Another rationale why female incumbents do not have a strong gender preference may
be due their different leadership style and succession planning. The theory section described
that these differences are mainly present in the first phase (i) in which the pool of successors
are identified. However, it is likely that this divergent leadership style plays a role in the whole
process of choosing the successor. For instance, in the evaluation and appointment phase (ii),
as women are more careful in succession planning and look for more information about
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potential successors (Harveston et al., 1997; Higginson, 2010). Possibly, women look into more
detail regarding other selection criteria than gender as they take more time to make choices and
have a wider set of alternatives compared to men (Zhang & Qu, 2016). In addition, women
decide more democratically and give equal chances to potential successors due to their
dependence and higher concern for others (Sonfield & Lussier, 2004; Zhang & Qu, 2016). For
this reason, they have no strong preference for a specific gender and decide in a more fair and
democratic way. Men, on the other hand, make quick decisions and are more autocratic
(Harveston et al., 1997; Zhang & Qu, 2016). As a result, men evaluate potential successors at a
less detailed level, making a male successor the obvious choice (Martinez Jimenez, 2009).
In short, the relationship of male-male successions is stronger than the relationship of
female-female successions as the likelihood that a male incumbent selects a male successor is
bigger than the likelihood that a female incumbent selects a female successor. Nevertheless,
this does make a female successor more likely to be selected, when the incumbent is a female
than when the incumbent is a male. As a result, one theoretical implication is that within family
business board successions, similar patterns of the olds boys network literature appear.
Therefore, family businesses could derive more knowledge from this literature when it comes
to function take overs within family firms.
The second implication is that the gender ratio of the board has no moderating effect on the
relationship between the gender of the incumbent and the gender of the successor. However, it
turned out that the gender ratio has a significant main effect on the gender of the successor. To
illustrate, a male successor is more likely to be selected when the gender ratio is higher than
when the gender ratio is lower. This implies that when more men are present on the board, a
male successor is more likely to be selected than when there are fewer men, and therefore more
women, on the board. For female successors this relationship is the other way around. Namely,
a female successor is more likely to be selected when the gender ratio is lower than when the
gender ratio is higher. This implies that when fewer men, and therefore more women, are
present on the board, a female successor is more likely to be selected.
The reason that the interaction effect is not significant but the main effect is, may be due
to the existence of gender constructs at different levels on the board which are not directly
related to each other. The first level concerns the individual gender construct of the incumbent.
The second level concerns the collective gender construct of the entire board. The individual
gender construct is not affected by the number of men and women on the company's board.
Hence, the individual construct is separate from the collective construct. Arguably, contrary to
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the existing literature, it is not the case that incumbents suddenly see potential female successors
as a more valuable resource because other women already fulfill board positions. Therefore, an
implication for the board literature is that an incumbent’s perception and stereotypes concerning
the successor’s gender are not affected by the presence of other female board members. Another
contrary implication with respect to the literature is that the collective board of a family firm
does not exert strong social pressure on individual decision makers within that board.
The rationale why the gender ratio has a significant main effect on the successor’s
gender may be due to co-determination of all board members in the selection of the successor.
In other words, in some situations the incumbent is not the only one to choose who succeeds
him or her. This is also evident from research by Joseph & Sarros (1996). The authors state that
both incumbents and board members choose a successor who resemble themselves. However,
whether the incumbent or the board members make the ultimate choice tends to differ per
situation (family business) due to power relations (Joseph & Sarros, 1996). This could explain
why both the gender ratio and the gender of the incumbent have a direct effect on the successor’s
gender. In the situation in which the board collectively decides who will be the successor and
multiple women are present on the board, the potential candidates are evaluated differently than
when there are less women present. The same reasoning as for the female incumbents can be
applied here. For instance, different leadership styles causing women to make more detailed,
democratic and fairer choices regarding the successor's gender. This line of argument is
speculative though and what exactly underpins this relationship needs further investigation.
The last theoretical implication to the literature is that the gender dominance in a particular
sector has no moderating effect on the relationship between the incumbent's gender and the
successor's gender. An explanation could be that the largest part of the organization, the
operational layer, does not participate in the succession process. Therefore, they have little to
no influence on the choice of the incumbent concerning the successor and its gender.
Furthermore, the theory used in this study showed that women are more likely to be in higher
positions when there are more women participating in the sector. However, this was a general
theory which did not focus on family businesses. Perhaps this is different in family firms
because private and business life are intertwined. Furthermore, gender dominance has no main
effect on the successor's gender either. The same reason can be used for this, that employees
have no voice in choosing the successor and his or her gender.
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Figure 2. End Model Results

Practical implications
In addition to theoretical implications, this study offers implications for practice. As stated
earlier, female and male incumbents have a different propensity in choosing same-gender
successors. This creates a long-term problem. Namely, when a female finally fulfills a board
position and subsequently transfers her position to a male, there is a high chance that the board
position re-enters the cycle of the “old boys network”. As a result, the gender gap in
entrepreneurship is continually created and perpetuated within family firms. This insight
highlights the real importance of putting women on the board of family firms in the first place.
This is important because female incumbents and a greater distribution of women on the board,
create more gender equal opportunities regarding females to become successors. However, it is
still important to monitor whether this is followed up as women are less likely to choose a
female successor compared to men who are very likely to choose a male successor.
Additionally, the insights of this study may create awareness among incumbents and
board members, in that gender is often a determining factor in selecting a successor. Through
this awareness, one can make more considered choices who can fulfil the board position most
effectively by evaluating criteria other than gender. Or at least allowing the construct gender to
weigh less heavily than it currently does. Particularly fathers who fulfill a board position in a
family firm should monitor their own presumptions in mind to prevent overlooking a daughter
with talent. Furthermore, it is currently the case that family business successions are more likely
when the incumbent has a son. Male incumbents in particular need to become aware of this, in
order to consciously choose (female) family members as successors rather than third-party
persons. Hence, incumbents and other board members should acknowledge this gender role and
not underestimate a female’s contribution on the continuation of the family business and its
board functions.
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Limitations and suggestions for future research
Besides providing insight into various relationships on family business board successions in
relation to gender, this study has several limitations. First of all, the sample size of this study
consists of 177 observations, some of which originate from the same family business. For a
logistic regression, this sample is not very large (Hair, 2019). However, the criterium of 15-20
observations per cell is met to cover the relatively small sample. Future researchers could
examine whether the same results arise from a sample with at least 400 observations which will
provide a more valid picture. A second limitation is that there is limited access to data
concerning family businesses and their generations. Therefore, only data on the largest listed
family businesses in Europe was used within this study. It is possible that other relationships
exist when research is conducted on smaller family businesses that are not quoted on the stock
exchange. For this reason, no statements can be made about all family businesses in general.
Moreover, due to the same data constraints, this study focused on family business board
successions. Future researchers could investigate what the relationship is between the gender
of the incumbent and successor when it comes to real family business acquisitions. Possibly,
this relationship could be different as it does it is not concern a job acquisition, but a business
acquisition which could involve different responsibilities. The third limitation is that
overlapping surnames and dates of board transfer are seen as successions by family members.
It may be that board members coincidentally have the same surname. This is therefore not the
most exact method to state that individuals are family members of each other. However,
common surnames have been removed from the analysis on a country basis. Fourth, in this
study it is assumed that the successions are parent-child successions. Other relatives such as
sisters, brothers, cousins, aunts, uncles, grandparents etc. are not considered within this study.
However, it is possible that a board function has been passed on or taken over by such a relative.
Unfortunately, this could not be determined with the utilized data. Perhaps future researchers
will be able to make this distinction by collecting data themselves in the form of a survey. This
was not possible in this study due to time constraints. The second-last limitation is that the
substantiation of the findings is based on existing theory, while little research has been done on
this phenomenon. Reasons why a male incumbent more often chooses a male successor and
why a female has no strong preference in gender can be better investigated by exploratory
research. In this way, behaviors and motives of the construct can be ascertained. This helps to
explain and better understand the phenomenon, on which in turn quantitative research can be
conducted. Furthermore, it can be determined whether other aspects besides gender play a role
in the succession process and what the explanatory power of gender is with respect to the other
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aspects. In addition, exceptions were found in which fathers did allow their daughters to take
over their positions. Exploratory research can be used to examine why these daughters are
considered appropriate in the eye of their fathers. Finally, future researchers could investigate
whether there is a moderating factor in terms of the type of board function. Possibly, the
relationship between the incumbent’s gender and the successor’s gender could differ by board
position, such as chairperson, director, board member, etc. This may differ because these
positions require different responsibilities, and therefore different selection criteria with
different weighting.
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Appendix 2. Descriptive statistics
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Appendix 4. Correlation table
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Appendix 5. Examination assumptions logistic regression
Multicollinearity
The main assumption of logistic regression concerns the absence of multicollinearity. The
assumption holds that the predictor variables in the model should not be too correlated with
each other. This is important as multicollinearity could result in less reliable statistical
inferences (Field, 2018; Hair, 2019). Multicollinearity is examined by testing binary
correlations

among

the

predictor

variables

Incumbent_Gender,

Gender_Ratio,

Female_Dominance, Male_Dominance and Mixed_Dominance. Moreover, correlations
between the control variables and the predictor variables are tested as well. According to
researchers a Correlation Coefficient higher than 0.70 indicates high multicollinearity (Hair,
2019). The results in show that none of the inter-correlations between the predictors is higher
than 0.70 (Correlation Coefficients < 0.70). The sample applies to the inter-correlations
between the predictor variables and the control variables. This demonstrates that there is no
multicollinearity. For additional certainty, two other statistics are assessed to test for
multicollinearity. These are (i) tolerance values and (ii) VIF-values. First, all tolerance values
are above the threshold 0.10 (Tolerance > 0.10). Secondly, the VIF-values are below the
threshold 10 (VIF < 10). Hence, the assumption regarding the absence of multicollinearity is
met and it is permitted to move on to the next assumption.
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Linearity of independent variables to the log odds
The second assumption concerns linearity of the logit. The transformed logistic model, like
multiple regression, presupposes a linear relationship between the logit and the independent
variables, particularly those of a continuous type. However, nonlinear relationships can be
prevalent in logistic regression, limiting the ability of the coefficients to accurately measure the
variable's entire impact (Hair, 2019). Also, because scatterplots are not suitable to discovering
nonlinearities in connections, determining linearity in logistic regression is more complex than
in multiple regression (Hair, 2019). Therefore, the Box-Tidwell method is used to investigate
nonlinearity. This is done for each independent variable that is considered continuous (p. 557
in Hair). In this case this is the variable Gender_Ratio. First, it is checked whether the original
variable Gender_Ratio has a significant effect on Successor_Gender. This is done via binary
logistic regression in SPSS. The output shows that the p-value is smaller than 0.05 (p < 0.05).
Hence, the Gender_Ratio tends to have a significant effect on the Successor_Gender. Second,
the linearity of the logit is examined. Therefore, Box-Tidwell transformation is used. This
concerns the creation of an interaction term which is the product of Gender_Ratio and its log
value (Gender_Ratio * log (Gender_Ratio) (Hair, 2019). Finally, the significance of the newly
created interaction term is tested. The results show that the transformed variable (interaction
term) is not significant (p = 0.202 > 0.05). This signifies that the assumption concerning
linearity of the logit is being met. Hence, the interaction term can be deleted from the model
and it is justified to move to the next assumption of logistic regression (Hair, 2019).
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Independence of observations
Another assumption of the logistic regression is that the observations in the sample are
independent of each other, i.e. the measurement of each observation within the sample are not
affected by or connected to the measurement of any other subject (Hair, 2019). This assumption
is fulfilled, as all observations in the sample were collected manually by the researcher.
Therefore, there is no such thing as a survey in which related- or the same respondents filled in
the questionnaire. Herewith, it is ensured that each observation (succession board function) has
no relationship with a previous observation. However, it is important to note that a number of
observations originate from the same family business. Nevertheless, this is not problematic as
it concerns (i) a different board function succession, (ii) a different time frame and a (iii)
distinct combination of separate individuals. It can therefore be said that the observations in the
sample are independent of each other. As a result, this assumption is satisfied.
Number of influential outliers
The last assumption concerns the absence of significant influential outliers. This is of relevance
as influential observations lie outside general patterns of the dataset and therefore could have a
strong effect on the end results of the regression analysis (Hair, 2019). It is examined whether
the dataset consists of influential outliers via a P-P plot and a Scatterplot. The P-P plot
demonstrates that the majority of the dots are clustered close to the reference line. This indicates
that there are no significant outliers in the data. When considering the Scatterplot there are two
parallel lines that are clustered around 0 which indicates that influential outliers are absent.
Next, it was examined whether these lines run horizontally. The lines in the Scatterplot are not
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fully horizontal, but also not so much vertical or dispersed. This indicates that there are some
variables that are approaching being an outlier, but are not significant outliers. Confirmatory,
the standard deviation of |3,3| is used as a critical value for outliers (Hair, 2019). No datapoint
exceeds this boundary. Hence, this assumption is being met.
Fortunately, there is no violation of any of the assumptions and no transformation and deletion
of certain variables or observations is required. Hence, it is permissible to use a binomial
logistic regression to test the model.
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Appendix 6. Stepwise model estimation
Block 0: Beginning Block

Model 0a

Model 0b
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Block 1: Model 1
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Model 1a

Model 1b
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Block 2: Model 2
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Model 2a

Model 2b
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Block 3: Model 3
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Model 3a

Model 3b
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Block 4: Model 4
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Model 4a

Model 4b
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Appendix 7. Chi-square test and crosstabs

Page | 66

