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Abstract

Women inclusion in the board of directors is a topic that is present more than ever in microeconomic and macroeconomic studies. Reports from several international organizations conclude that there are a very low proportion of women on corporate governance. More importantly, the difference on women representation in boards gets magnified when taking into account the level of development of a country, such as between Latin American and European countries.
Such differences gives rising to the questions: Why does the number of women in the board of directors vary from one country to another? Moreover, why does it vary so much from one economical region to another? This thesis tests whether this difference is due to the variation in cultural aspects across countries. 
Using a 2,900 sample of listed companies between Latin America and European countries, this thesis performs an OLS multiple regression with interactions to analyze the relationship between the percentage of women in the board of directors and the four Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, while controlling for other factors. The analysis of 29 countries during 2015 reveals that masculinity and individualism indeed have strong effects on corporate governance and should be taken into account in business and governmental policies. Moreover, this thesis also provides a basis for further research since, as seen in an OLS regression with interactions, the relationship between the percentage of women and the four cultural dimensions changes as a function of the level of income.
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The pursuit of gender equality in the board of directors has increased in the last two decades at the national and firm level. At the macroeconomic level, it all started on the UN-conference in Beijing in 1995, where Gender Mainstreaming strategy was born (Verloo, 2005). Such approach assessed the implications for woman as well for men in all task and activities with the ultimate goal of achieving gender equality (Verloo, 2005). In this way, gender equality became a priority on most countries government agenda implementing policies to reach this objective. It is now common to encounter policies, such as quotas, underpinned by the premise that women’s participation has a positive impact on the performance of boards of the firms (Abdullah, Ismail and Nachum, 2016).

	At the firm level, research on women on boards has emerged as a topic with the main purpose of achieving gender equality and has been analyzed from many different angles (Gabaldon, De Anca, Mateos De Cabo and Gimeno 2016). Because of this, there is no short explanations for the under representation of women in the top management (Fernandez-Mateo and Fernandez, 2016). Some researchers point out to the world events, challenges and social trends of the recent years that have pressured the increase of gender diversity on women on boards (Van der Walt and Ingley, 2003; Marini, 1990; Mulcahy and Linehan, 2014). Some others advocate for the inclusion of women on boards because of the empirical evidence results that they contribute to financial as well as non-financial performance of the enterprises (Lee, Marshall, Rallis and Moscardi, 2015; Klenke, 2003; Dollar, 1999). 

	Despite the attention and the efforts to counterattack this problem, gender diversity on corporate boards has not been achieved and there is clear evidence that gender discrimination at firm and national level still exist (Mulcahy et al., 2014). It is a fact that despite the gains women have made in mid-level management and the relevance of gender equality on firms, the number of women in top executive positions continue to remain small (Klenke, 2003). Less than a quarter of women are inside the board of directors in S&P 500 companies[footnoteRef:1] and in 2016 there was only a 3% increase on women who held senior roles since 2011 (Catalyst, 2017). This has important repercussions if gender equality it’s the aim since, if this rate continues, women will not reach parity with men until the year 2060 (Catalyst, 2017).  [1:  According to Catalyst (2017), 19.9% of women have a seat on the board of directors in S&P 500 companies.
] 


	Therefore, understanding the causes behind gender inequality in the board of directors is an important step to give solution to the problem. A country’s social and cultural characteristics are one of the factors that influence the gender diversity of the board composition of firms (Carrasco, Francoeur, Labelle, Laffarga and Ruiz-Barbadillo, 2012; Li, 2008; Jayachandran, 2015; Abdullah et al., 2016). The influence of culture on corporate governance structure (Li, 2008; Carrasco et al., 2012) has been used to examine the impact it has on the female level representation on the board of directors. Likewise, the consequence on women’s participation on boards reflects the configuration of the institutional as well as the cultural country’s framework (Abdullah, 2016). In this sense, culture, through its social norms, has a way to impact gender inequality and this varies from country to country. Subsequently, by analyzing the cultural dimensions of such countries one can test whether social norms inside a country have an impact on the board composition of the companies. Furthermore, by segmenting between developed and non-developed countries, the economic growth can be included on the analysis and evaluate why there is a cross-country difference between gender diversity and the level of development of a country. 

I intend to extend the line of research focusing on the relationship between the cultural dimensions of developed and non-developed countries and the number of women there are on the board of directors of the firms. Accordingly, the research question can be defined as the following: 

What is the effect of cultural dimensions on the number of women there is on the board of directors of firms on developed and non-developed countries?

This analysis will be tested empirically with Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and firm level data that will be explained further in the second section. In that matter, a possible answer as to why does the level of women representation on corporates board of directors differ so much between one country and another; and even more, from one economical region to another, can be given.

This thesis has two aims. The first one is to analyze the impact culture has on the female representation on the board of directors of firms. The second one is to test whether the level of economic development, measured by the level of GDP per capita, intensify the relationship between culture and the number of women there is in the board of directors.

In addition, this thesis will contribute to the existing literature in two ways. In the first instance I would like to complement in a more exhaustive way the current research that has been made on the relationship between cultural dimensions of a country and the number of female employees on the board of directors. It is my intention to include more countries, from different economical regions, and firms in my analysis. The current literature only explores such relationship inside one or few countries and between a small numbers of firms. Although there are advantages of concentrating on small number of countries, such as more in-depth investigation and no superficial conclusions, the assumptions from four of five countries tend to differ in many characteristics and comparisons, as a rule, cannot hold for a wider range of countries (Semenov, 2000). In addition under this contribution, I intend to add as control variable not only firm level but also country level variables. Until now the research that has been made only takes into account the explanatory power of firm level variables and dismiss the influence of country level ones (Carrasco, Francoeur, Labelle, Laffarga and Ruiz-Barbadillo, 2014; Abdullah et al., 2016). Nevertheless, influence of a country’s legal and economic system also play a part on shaping the board of directors compositions of the firm, as will be seen in the next pages.

My second contribution will be in taking into account as well the economical region of the involved countries. Because female directors in non-developed markets are scarcer than in developed ones (Abdullah et al., 2016), one question that arises is, does the level of income indirectly impact the number of women there is in the board of directors of firms? Work on culture and economics claims that causality works both ways- from culture to economics and from economics to culture (Guiso, Sapienza and Zingales, 2006). My results can prove if the level of economic development of a country, indirectly and through cultural dimensions, has an impact on the gender representation at the board of directors.

The analysis of 29 countries with 2,900 observations during 2015 reveals that masculinity and individualism indeed have strong effects on corporate governance and should be taken into account in business and governmental policies. In effect, results show that countries which are more collectivistic in nature and that value more masculine traits are more probable to exhibit less women in their board of directors companies. Moreover, this thesis also provides a basis for further research since, as seen in an OLS regression with interactions, the relationship between the percentage of women and the four cultural dimensions changes depending on the level of income of a country.

The thesis is structured as follows. First, there is the theoretical background section where I intend to describe the literature review on which this research is based, namely a brief explanation of gender diversity, the causes of women under-representation and its connection to culture at the firm and country level. In the third chapter, the empirical study with the sample, variables and methodology will be described. Chapter four will present and discuss the obtained results and, lastly, chapter five will conclude presenting the data limitations and recommendations.
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[bookmark: _Toc360104124]2.1 Women Representation in the Board of Directors

Board diversity is the varied combination of attributes, characteristic and expertise contributed by board members in relation to board process and decision-making (Van der Walt et al., 2003). This includes variation in age, gender, ethnicity, culture and religion, among other attributes. Hence, having more female employees inside the board of directors comprise as a way of achieving board diversity.

	The advantages of gender diversity of board of directors are the result of behavioral and professional differences between male and females. Financial (Barton, 2011; Rao and Tilt, 2016; Francoeur, Labelle and Sinclair-Desgagné, 2008; Carter, Souza, Simkins and Simpson, 2010) and non-financial (Bear and Post, 2010; Brammer, Millington and Pavelin, 2009; Glass, Cook and Ingersoll, 2016; Hunter, Hatch and Johnson, 2004) benefits of having a gender diverse board of directors have been proved by many researchers. Nevertheless, gender board diversity is often seen as not top business priority. In contrast, other initiatives that contribute in a more straightforward way to financial performance of the firm are given a bigger importance over diversity initiatives, since their benefits are not so direct and often unseen (Robinson and Dechant, 1997). 

Financially speaking, gender diversity inside the board of directors can have an impact in the efficiency of the company. The board of directors is one of the most important structures inside the company’s corporate governance. Inside the board of directors important decision-making strategies that can impact the performance of the whole company are made (Nielsen and Huse, 2010). Hence, appointing women as corporate directors can influence board decision-making as women have different professional experiences and background (Hillman, Canella and Harris, 2012). 

	Likewise appointing women inside the board of directors is a way of break the vicious cycle of gender heterogeneity on top management. The appointment of a female CEO might break the institutional barrier against women who want to ascend to the top ranks of leadership (Lee et al., 2015). In the same way, having female board members serve as role models for other women that aspire the same career path and symbolizes career possibilities to others (Singh, Terjesen and Vinnicombe, 2008). 

	Whereas financial or non-financial benefits, female representation is an ethical issue that must be addressed by all companies. Women should be equally considered for leadership positions without weighing the increase in financial performance they will bring (Pletzer, Nikolova, Kedzior and Voelpel, 2015). Therefore, understanding the determinants that cause the lack of female representation in the board of directors its crucial for the overall health of a company.

[bookmark: _Toc360104125]2.2 Causes of Women Under-Representation on the Board of Directors

The change in the gender roles, the new challenges presented by globalization and the social trends on ethical activism we encounter have all made an influence on the development of board composition inside a company. Likewise, the research results that prove that gender diversity inside the board of directors can be beneficial to the performance of the firm can have an influence to enhance the women representation on the board. Society’s influence is also reflected on board diversity as well as globalization. In that sense, countries are today more multicultural and more gender sensitive than in previous time. Therefore, firms, especially multinational and transnational enterprises, face a more miscellaneous environment and economy that, at the same time, demand more diverse talent with a multicultural and diverse background (Van der Walt et al., 2003). In addition, the firm’s exposure to societal criticism, investors share of ownership, firm’s industry characteristics and the supply of female employees among the whole enterprise also shape representation of women in the board of directors (Gregoric, Oxelheim, Randøy and Thomsen, 2017).  It is important then to divide the cultural factors that cause this under-representation into supply and demand, as seen as following.


[bookmark: _Toc360104126]2.2.1 Cultural Supply Factors

Supply factors refers to the female employee’s point of view. This means that supply side barriers invoke gender differences in values and attitudes, identification with gender role expectation and work family conflict (Gabaldon et al., 2016), which are all related to a country’s social norms. From the employer’s point of view there is a limited pipeline of experienced female candidates available to fill senior executive roles (Smith et al., 2015).

 In the first stance, the difference between women and male’s values and attitudes can have an impact on the pool of women in the workforce and, hence, the number of women to appoint on the board of directors.  Because of discrimination perceptions, women expect demand-side factors to be biased against them and avoid putting themselves forward as job candidates for board membership (Fernandez et al., 2016).  Cultural factors play a role in shaping this difference in attitudes between men and women. In some societies gender differentiated standards that put in a higher status men and their performance abilities than women, can help enhance the bias women have in assessing their own competences (Corell, 2016).  It is for this reason that women have been proved to be, overall, less aggressive, less power-oriented and power-hungry than men (Gabaldon et al., 2016).

Human capital also plays a role in establishing the difference between men and women. Gender differences in education, profile and career experiences are unequal from men and women. According to Singh, Terjensen and Vinnicombe (2008), because “women have to be twice as good as men”, females that aspire to be on corporate boards might need to have more extensive human capital than their male counterparts in order to attract the attention of the selectors of boards (Singh et al., 2008). Because of this, women tend to compensate it with more education, which leads to having more women with MBA degrees (Gabaldon et al., 2016).  Female directors were distinguished from male executives in have higher levels of education and being older, suggesting the previously mentioned, that women tend to have more human capital but require more time in proving their skills (Tharenou and Burgess, 2002). In relation to human capital and education, the fact that many females present bigger barriers to attend school and attain tertiary education helps to increase the lack of supply of women to be appointed as members of corporate boards. Culture is among the main determinants that contribute to the educational differences between male and females and hence, on human capital discrepancies (Lewis and Lockheed, 2015). In many countries, especially on non-developed ones, girls suffer from the start to attend to school because of the pre-existent culture of femininity, where a women’s role is to take care of the house and family. There are still strong cultural norms favoring boy’s education when a family has limited resources and forcing girls to child marriage that prevents them to attain a primary education (UNICEF, 2015)[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  According to UNICEF, one third of girls in non-developed countries marry before the age of 18 and give birth before the age of 20, making it difficult to continue with school.] 


Women’s lack of managerial experience also contributes to the low supply of women’s self-selection to the board of directors. In a survey made to chief executives, results show that CEO’s point out as a critical reason for the absence of advancement of women the lack of qualifications and general management experience with profit and losses (Ragins, Townsend and Mattis, 1998). Likewise, the pool of talent of women to be appointed as members of the board of directors is small, since board experience is likely to be an essential requirement to be appointed (Singh et al., 2008).  All in all, the requisites for women to accomplish and be appointed in the board of directors of companies are stricter than those for men, suggesting that the pool of female candidates get substantially reduced. Once again, culture also has an impact on this fact. One of the reasons women might not have managerial position experience is because the masculine culture inside a corporation. The demands made of women by the society to focus on the family life instead on their professional career it’s a major contributor on why women don’t aspire as much as men to become managers (Broughton and Miller, 2009).

Another reason for the low supply of women in senior positions is the difficulties on having a work-life balance job. The effect of home-time on occupational choice make women choose jobs with flatter rates of wage growth, i.e. no senior roles, because they are less penalized for taking long periods of absence for the labor force in case of maternity leave (Polachek, 1981). Because of family commitment, women are less likely to pursue high-profile careers than men, this include postulating as a member of the board of directors (Goldin and Katz, 2009). As a result of this, women will invest more hours than men in family related matters yet the same number of hours to work, which leads to difficulties in work performance (Gabaldon et al., 2016). The prevalence of masculinity in society it’s a major barrier for women that aspire to position in senior roles but are also demanded by cultural paradigms to take care of their family as a priority[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  It is for this reason that female managers are less likely to be married and to have children than their male counterparts (Apperson et al., 2002).] 


In conclusion, social norms shaped by cultural stereotypes about gendered jobs, gender segregation, competences and self-assessment biases and the balance between job and family preferences all contribute to the reduced pool of women to be appointed in the board of directors.

[bookmark: _Toc360104127]2.2.2 Cultural Demand Factors

	The demand-side factors looks into the employers/firms point of view. Inside these factors, the barriers that prevent women to advance to higher positions, for example discrimination and gender stereotypes, arising from culture, are considered. 

	Perhaps the most noticeable demand side barrier is gender discrimination. Foremost, gender can be used as a representation of unmeasured characteristics, which may lead to judgmental bias based on group rather than individual features (Gabaldon et al., 2016). Once again, social preconceptions that associate corporate leadership with masculinity comes into play.  Such preconceptions and cultural norms can even be unconsciously made, or what some authors calls as “implicit discrimination” (Bertrand, Chugh and Mullainathan, 2005). Indeed, the fact that women on board constitute a minority can help other members to see female as out-group members and not as part of the group. The previous statement can help enhance differences in-group dynamics and hinder interactions among the board of directors (Gabaldon, et al., 2016). In a like manner, the tokenism represents a way of gender discrimination towards women. This theory indicates that women are appointed as members of the board of directors just to represent the minority group and not because of their competences (Smith and Parrotta, 2015). In this case, tokenism represents discrimination since once women are appointed inside board of directors, the firm accounts for this “requisite” to be completed. Therefore the assignment of just one women in the board of directors may not be enough to discard gender discrimination, since they can be appointed as tokens and find it difficult to voice their opinions and be heard. Hence, having a larger number of women on board will help to eliminate communication barriers and raise the minority voices (Bear and Post, 2010). Finally, gender discrimination wouldn’t be complete without mentioning the glass ceiling that women face inside a corporation. Glass ceiling is the term used to describe the invisible barrier women encounter when trying to advance on their career due to attitude or organizational bias (Ragins, Townsend and Mattis, 1998). It is often pointed out as the main cause that limits women’s participation in the board of directors. Board members are chosen by the CEO and all of them are, in their majority, male whom engage in “homosocial reproduction”, placing others who have the same characteristics as them- male, age and race – in the board of directors (Aarfken, Bellar and Helms, 2004). Altogether, tokenism and glass ceiling discrimination are constructed by cultural values and traditional gender roles (Lockwood, 2004).

	Another demand side barrier that women face is the perceptions and misconceptions that they face because of their gender. As pointed before, women often face the cultural stereotype of being unprepared and lacking the experience and expertise require to be appointed in senior roles. In addition, women tend to have a more reduced access to networks, which has been identified as an important issue when considering to access to the board of directors (Gabaldon et al., 2016).

	Lastly, institutions also play a role in shaping the external environment and, thus, may help to intensify structural barriers for women (Terjensen, Aguilera and Lorenz, 2015). As will be seen next, country level factors such as the female labor force participation, government gender policies and attitude toward equality in general enhance or reduce the demand of women in the board of directors.
[bookmark: _Toc360104128]2.3 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions and Hypothesis

	As previously seen, cultural supply and demand factors influence the number of women on board there is on a company. Specifically, the legal, occupational and cultural environments are found to be the most relevant roles for the inclusion or exclusion of women on boards (Iannotta, Gatti and Huse, 2016). The latter, the cultural environment, will be the main topic of this chapter. Some researchers have analyzed Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and the impact they have on the demand of women on boards (Carrasco et al., 2014). I will take this approach as well and discuss how the four cultural dimensions created by Hofstede could be used to show the variations on gender diversity of the boards between countries. 

[bookmark: _Toc360104129]2.3.1 Power Distance 

Power Distance dimension refers to the degree in which a country´s less powerful members of a society accept that the power is distributed unequally (Hofstede, 1984). In other words, this dimension is concerned with power inequality. The attitude towards power distance reflects the beliefs and social norms about the roles women and men have in the society or organization (Lee, Pillutla and Law, 2000). Therefore it is expected that power distance score should be relevant in societies where there is high levels of gender inequality, as Ghosh (2011) states “a male dominated culture may exhibit high power distance characteristics” (Ghosh, 2011, p. 95). A high value for power distance demonstrates that inequality in power and wealth are tolerated and accepted, this includes inequality inside the board of directors (Carrasco et al., 2014). In other words, power distance has a negative connotation for the organizational environment since it limits the participation and empowerment of their employees, in specific women. Hence, we can expect to have a negative relationship between power distance and the number of women in the board of directors.

In addition, high power distance cultures are characterized by having rigid social hierarchy (Guimond, Branscombe, Brunot, Buunk, Chatard, Désert and Yzerbyt, 2007). This means that societies that have strongly defined its gender roles, i.e. women engaging in home chores while men in business roles, will have a higher power distance scores. In low power distance cultures it is seen as appropriate and desirable to interact with people in different positions and people at the top of the social hierarchy often interact in ways that reduce the social and power distance between themselves and others (Breslin, 1993). Therefore, taking into account that the majority of board members are male, women in low power distance cultures have a bigger possibility to be appointed as board member since interaction with male top executives tends to occur regularly. 

In effect, power distance discourages cross-gender social comparisons, which reinforce gender hierarchy (Glick, 2006). Linked to the before, in high power distances cultures interpersonal interactions with other members of your own group, for example gender group, is experienced as appropriate and comparisons with other members of other groups is not. In summary, there will be more gender inequality in high power distance cultures and reduced gender inequalities in low power distances cultures (Guimond et al., 2007) and, thus, societies exhibiting higher power distances values are expected to show lower number of women on boards (Carrasco et al., 2012). Therefore,

Hypothesis 1: Countries with high level of power distance have a low number of women in the board of directors of their firms.

[bookmark: _Toc360104130]2.3.2 Uncertainty Avoidance 

Uncertainty avoidance expresses the degree to which members of a society feel uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity (Hofstede, 1984). This means that cultures with a high uncertainty avoidance index will be likely stick to traditional gender roles and less open to changes in including women to non-traditional jobs. Openness, acceptance and tolerance are, therefore, traits of low uncertainty avoidance cultures. Countries with a higher capacity to confront change and adapt to modern times will be more inclined to have firms with more gender diversity on their boards (Carrasco et al., 2012). Consequently, there is a negative relationship between uncertainty avoidance and the number of women in the board of directors. 

Additionally, economic development is associated with more open and tolerant societies in acceptance of gender equality (Inglehart R.F. and Inglehart R.C., 2014). An open attitude toward minorities has played a role on countries to flourish economically (Berggren and Elinder, 2012). Tolerance is positively related to economic development (Berggren et al., 2012).  Hence, a relationship between low uncertainty avoidance and economic development could also be expected.

	Uncertainty avoidance is associated with traditional situations and customs. New and abnormal situations will lead to unknown results and consequences and, thus, will cause ambiguity. Traditionally, men and women are supposed to take on different social roles and activities, which leads to stereotypes shaping about gender characteristics (Meier-Pesti and Penz, 2008). In many cultures the appropriate place for women is within the house and participation in activities outside the domestic circle, such as in firms, is not seen with good eyes. In consequence, a shift from these traditional chores of women to one where they occupy an important position inside a corporation, such as inside the board of directors, is not easily tolerated in high uncertainty avoidance countries. Therefore,

Hypothesis 2: Countries with high level of uncertainty avoidance have a low number of women in the board of directors of their firms.

[bookmark: _Toc360104131]2.3.3 Individualism 

According to Hofstede (1984), individualism is the degree of the linkages between the individuals and the social group it belongs (Hofstede, 1984). The opposite view is a collectivistic dimension where there is a preference for close linkages between the individuals and a sense of obligation towards the group interest rather than the personal one. In other words, in collective societies, the individuals are willing to give priority to the goals of the group over their own personal goals and values (Dohi and Fooladi, 2008). 

Individualistic societies tend to emphasize the privileges and rights of the individuals and expect that everyone stand for these rights (Forbes, Zhang, Doroszewicz and Haas, 2009); therefore, gender inequality is less likely to happen in this kind of culture. Collectivistic cultures are more associated with gender inequality.  In an example given by Dohi and Fooladi, working married women in Japan are paid less than a man because the Japanese collectivistic structure is defined as traditional roles where the husband is at work and the wife stays at home (Dohi et al., 2008). Breaking this implicit cultural norm will be going against group values and rules. This kind of view has contributed to the gender pay gap, as well. In relation to this, women inside a corporation will have a difficult time to be a part of the board of directors if the majority of them are males. Ideas and behavior that differs from the group norms tends to be avoided in collectivistic societies (Yan, Alex, and Chan, 2007). Thus, if the standard view were to have only males in the board of directors of a company, it would be more difficult for women to break the status quo and be accepted on an all-male board. A positive relationship between individualism and the number of women in the board of directors is then expected. 

In addition, it is easier for female employees to get promoted and have access to managerial positions, including being a member of the board of directors, in individualistic societies. Employee´s efficiency, educational background and skills are the most important factors to be considered for career advancement (Hofstede, 1984; Yan, Alex and Chan, 2007) and societal cultural norms and gender discrimination is less likely to be taken into account. In the same manner, women tend to be more prepared in terms of education in individualistic societies. Since they are expected to look after themselves and make the best decisions for themselves only, women in individualistic societies fight for their right to attend to school and enroll in tertiary education (Yan et al., 20007), having as a result the educational resources needed to be appointed as members of the board of directors. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 3: Countries with high level of individualism have a high number of women in the board of directors of their firms.
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Masculinity represents a society’s preference for achievement, heroism, assertiveness and material reward, all considered to be representative of men traits (Hofstede, 1984). In masculine countries, gender roles are very distinct and separated, whereas, in feminine countries gender roles overlap (Stedham and Yamamura, 2004). Thus, in a high femininity culture both genders, male and female, can be assertive and delicate. In contrast, in a high masculinity culture, men are expected to be assertive and tough and women to be modest and tender. Taking into account the before, it will be more difficult for women to access the board of directors in a high masculinity country since board of directors are seen as part of an environment of performance, success, competition and aggressiveness, all masculine traits.

On masculinity societies men are view as superior to women. The idea that women are inferior to men, thus, makes it difficult for women to be appointed inside the board of directors in superiority corporate structure (Ortner, Rosaldo and Lamphere, 1974) comprised in their majority of a high degree of demographic homogeneity (Brammer, Millington and Pavelin, 2007). There is a small gender culture gap in low masculinity societies since socialization is toward non-traditional gender roles. A large number of women in non-traditional gender jobs, such as technical and managerial jobs, are encountered in low masculinity societies (Yan et al., 2007). Because of this, it is probable for a female employee to be appointed inside the board of directors in low masculinity societies.
 
Masculine cultures define gender roles in a traditional way and this can impact negatively how women are judged when trying to be appointed as members of the board of directors. If women succeed to climb to the top of the hierarchical ladder, this will be seen as assertive and competitive, which are considered masculine attributes (Hofstede, 1998). High values of masculinity indicate that the masculine role prevails and hence, it is expected to have a negative relationship with the number of women there is in the board of directors. Therefore,

Hypothesis 4: Countries with high level of masculinity have a low number of women in the board of directors of their firms.

[bookmark: _Toc360104133]2.4 Culture and Level of Development of a Country

When thinking on the factors that make a country economically grow, many individuals think on the importance of trade, accumulation of capital and labor and technical progress (Levine, 1992). Nonetheless, the previous factors alone are not sufficient to promote growth in a country; additional factors need to be considered.

Many researchers have claimed that culture is endogenous to economic development. That is, economic development has predictable effects on culture and social life (Tabellini, 2010; Inglehart and Baker, 2000; Tang and Koveos, 2008; Guiso et al., 2006). Culture and economic performance are assumed to influence each other (De Jong, 2013). In this manner, there is a casual relationship between culture and the level of economic development, measured by income, e.g. GDP per capita. For instance, as mentioned in the previous section 2.3, high power distance countries exhibit high inequality in power and wealth, nevertheless, if the level of income increases in a country the inequality is reduced and as a consequence female representation in the board of director’s increase (Hoeller, Joumard and Koske, 2014). Thereupon, GDP per capita can positively moderate the effect of power distance and the number of women in the board of directors.

In a like manner, women in uncertainty avoidance countries tend to be in charge of the house and occupy more “traditional” jobs. If the level of income of the people is higher, however, this will lead people to spend their disposable income in a less restrictive way (Elahee, Mamun and Sadrieh, 2016) and for women to divert from the traditional jobs since they will have more financial freedom. Uncertainty avoidance decrease as the level of income increases and this, in turn, raises the probabilities for women to enter the labor market and be appointed as members of the board of directors. Therefore, the level of income can positively impact the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and the women representation in the board of directors.
 
 Likewise, if the population of a country emphasizes the achievement of self-interest rather than the interest of a group, i.e. have high individualistic scores, then the country may be more likely to have higher economic growth and GDP per capita (Gorodnichenko and Roland, 2011; Hofstede, 2001; Zhao, Li and Rauch, 2012).  Increases in the GDP have been attributable to raising the female labor participation (Elbourgh.Woytek, Newiak, Kochhar, Fabrizio, Wingender and Schwarts, 2013), since women contribute more fully to national economies. Thereafter, the level of development of a country can regulate the treatment between individualism and the percentage of women in the board of directors.

Lastly, in a masculine society, women who are empowered and assertive (traits that come along with high income) are seen in a negative light. Thereupon, its is expected that the level of income per capita strengthens the negative relationship between masculinity and the number of women in the board of directors, i.e., the higher the income a women has in a masculine country, the harder it will be for her to be a member of the board of directors (Tang et al., 2008).

As seen in the previous paragraphs, cultural dimensions can have an impact on the number of women in the board of directors; hence, the level of development can intensify, either negatively or positively, the relationship between cultural dimensions the women representation in the board of directors. Therefore,

Hypothesis 5: The level of income of a country enhances the effect that all cultural dimensions have on the number of women in the board of directors. 

[bookmark: _Toc360104134]2.5 Conceptual Model

My hypotheses are that each of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions has an impact on the firm’s board of director’s composition. In other words, culture influences the gender diversity of the board of directors of the firm. In addition, I argue that these influences are different between developed and non-developed countries since the level of income varies from these two economical regions.

Based on the literature review presented, the conceptual model is given below.
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           +
           +
               
                     CULTURE
Power Distance
Uncertainty Avoidance
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Low Income per capita / Latin American countries
High income per capita / European countries
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc360104136]3.1 Sample

	The presented thesis will take as a sample countries belonging from two regions of different economic development. From one side, non-developed Latin American countries will be analyzed. I will take into account 6 Latin American countries with firm data availability. On the other hand, 23 developed countries of the European Union will be considered. The corresponding countries considered on the sample can be found on Table 1 in the Appendix. 

	For all these 29 countries, the first 100 listed companies with the highest numbers of employees will be analyzed. I choose to make the data selection selecting the biggest firms in every country since larger companies are more representative of the national culture and more embedded into it (Adler and Gundersen, 2007). Since I am interested in measuring national culture, the bigger the company, the more employees it has and the more rooted national culture is on the firm’s employees since national culture outweighs organizational culture (Adler et al., 2007)[footnoteRef:4]. Therefore, firm size is a good filter to select companies in each country. Thus, the only filter used to select the data was the number of employees and no other filter was applied[footnoteRef:5].  [4:  In her book, Adler notes that the bigger the company the more probable the employee resist organizational culture, especially if it goes against the beliefs of their own national culture.]  [5:  All firms with missing values, i.e. no number of employees or no information on board of directors were discarded.] 


The result of the data collection gave me a sample comprising 2,900 boards from 29 countries. All firm level data were extracted manually using Bureau van Dijk’s Orbis database; on the other hand, country level data were obtained from the World Bank database with the exception of the wage equality variable that was withdraw from the World Economic Forum survey. The year that was taken into account was 2015 since it is the last available year for most country level variables (GDP per capita, quotas, FDI).

[bookmark: _Toc360104137]3.2 Variables

[bookmark: _Toc360104138]3.2.1 Dependent Variable

Because I want to analyze the gender diversity inside the company’s board of directors, the dependent variable is the number of women on the board of directors per company. This variable will be measured by the percentage of female members obtained diving the number of women inside the board of directors by the total number of the executive board members. Table 5, at the end of this chapter, presents the description and measurement of the dependent variable.

[bookmark: _Toc360104139]3.2.2 Independent Variables

The most common tool for measuring culture is through survey questions at a country level. Hofstede dimensions of culture are one of the most used approaches and although they have been criticized[footnoteRef:6] they constitute one of the most used and cited cultural framework in international business, management and applied psychology (Alesina and Giuliano 2015). Hofstede conducted a survey from over 80 countries of how values in the workplace are influenced by culture. From the results, he then created four dimensions[footnoteRef:7] of national culture that represent independent preferences from one state of affairs over another that distinguish countries, and not individuals, from each other (Hofstede, 1980). The study was conducted between the years of 1969 and 1973, but since culture is considered to be deeply rooted and change very slowly, the dimensions can be considered up to date and used (De Jong, 2013). Each cultural dimension is measured on a scale that runs from 0 to 100, taking 50 as a mid-level score. This means that if a value is under 50 that dimension is considered low, in the same way, if a score is above 50 it is considered high on that scale. For Individualism dimension a lower value than 50 will be called a Collectivistic society. Likewise, for a lower value than 50 in Masculinity dimension, the society will be called Femininity. [6:  Criticism includes relevancy problems, cultural homogeneity, political influences and statistical integrity (Jones, 2007).]  [7:  In 1991 and 2010, Hofstede added two more dimensions: Long term orientation and Indulgence respectively. Because not all of our countries have such scores, they will not be taken into account for this thesis.] 


All scores were retrieved from Hofstede’s official website[footnoteRef:8]. The descriptions of the four independent variables are presented on Table 5 and the scores for each country are presented on Table 1 in the Appendix. [8:  https://geert-hofstede.com/national-culture.html] 


[bookmark: _Toc360104140]3.2.3 Control Variables

Because gender inequality on the board of directors can also be explained by other variables other than cultural dimensions, several control variables were also included in the regression.

Gender composition of the company’s workforce varies among industries. Companies in industries such as Energy and Infrastructure, for example, have less women participation (World Economic Forum, 2016). Women are more likely to be managing companies that specialized in health and social services in trade (Bertrand and Hallock, 2001). Therefore, the sector where the company develops can have an impact on the number of women in the board of directors (Bertrand et al., 2001; Harrigan, 1981). To control for the industry at lower levels of disaggregation sectors will be classified in seven industries, which present the highest share of senior roles of female workforce according to the World Economic Forum[footnoteRef:9] (World Economic Forum, 2016). The seven dummies will be classified with effects coding taking as the reference the general mean. [9:  See Table 2 in the Appendix for an overview of the industries and their percentages.] 


I also control for the size of the firm measured by the number of employees[footnoteRef:10]. The impact of firm size on women representation on the board of directors is still inconclusive. In one side, it has been found that women in top managerial positions tend to work for smaller companies since they have greater chance of being taken into account for promotion (Bertrand et al, 2001; Rae, 1995). On the other hand, research results have as well showed that there is a positive relationship between organization size and the number of women on board of directors (McCormick and Marcellino, 2002; Harrigan, 1981; Dalton, 2010; Smith, 2015) since the larger the firm, the more visible it is to the public and this can affect, through society pressure, female representation on the board (Nekhili and Gatfaoui, 2013). Size of firm can affect the number of women on boards either negatively or positively, hence why control for this variable is made. [10:  Firm size can be measured by different variables: total assets, turnover, number of employees, etc.] 


	In addition, board size is also an important determinant in the appointment of women directors. It is more likely to have female directors in larger boards. This is also related with firm size since the bigger the firm, the larger the board and the more possibilities a female has to be appointed in it (Nguyen and Faff, 2006). An increase in the size of the board of directors is also followed by the appointment of women as member of them (Nekheli and Gatfaoui, 2013). From the before, a positive influence is expected from having a bigger board since the possibilities are greater for female employees. In general, there is a positive correlation between board size and minority diversity overall (Brammer et al., 2007). 

	As far as country level variables, the country’s economic development in terms of trade is controlled. This is relevant because more open economies alter the country’s local norms for a greater tolerance, including a greater role for women in companies (Noland, Moran and Kotschwar, 2015). The previously mentioned can be measured by the FDI as a share of GDP extracted from the World Bank database.  Furthermore, a country’s economic development can be analyzed by measuring its gender wage gap disparity. Women earning less than men for the same job means that they face barriers that prevent them to advance in their career and to achieve senior positions because of discouragement (Adams and Kirchmaier, 2013). In effect, the lack of women on the board of directors could be influenced by the degree in which men and women receive unequal financial reward (Terjensen et al., 2008). This control variable can be weighted by the wage equality for similar work index from the World Economic Forum[footnoteRef:11]. [11:  This is the result of the World’s Economic Forum Executive Opinion survey from 2015-2016. Where 0 equals total imparity and 1 equals total parity.] 


	The structure of the board is also influenced by the quality of governance there is in a country. Determinants of board of structure differ in countries with different legal, institutional and regulatory system (Guest, 2008). The existing variations in the political and legal constraints on ownership and control across countries, specifically government regulations, affect the ways companies are owned and controlled and the processes by which ownership and control change inside the corporate governance (Prowse, 1990; Roe, 1993), including the appointment of women in the board of directors. A poor system of governance can result on gender discrimination and the violation of human rights (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2008). This has an impact in women inside the board of directors since government fails to guarantee women’s rights in the absence of gender equality policy implementation. The average of the six dimensions of the Worldwide Governance Indicators[footnoteRef:12] will be used to measure the political and legal system of the countries. In relation to government regulations, government institutions can also play a role in providing more opportunities for women to display their potential (Egon Zehnder, 2016). Some countries have implemented gender quotas and other national measures to guarantee a minimum number of women on the board of companies[footnoteRef:13]. This have an influence in the number of women found in the board of directors and, thus, it is also controlled[footnoteRef:14]. Table 3 and Table 4 in the Appendix show the average score of the WGI per each country and the national measures and quotas for each country, respectively. [12:  The WGI was initiated by Daniel Kaufmann and Aart Kraay (1999) and comprises of six broad dimensions of governance over the period of 1996 and 2015: voice and accountability, political stability, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law and control of corruption (WorldBank, 2017).]  [13:  Dichotomous dummy variable where 0 equals no quotas or national measures encountered in the country and 1 if otherwise.]  [14:  Quotas in place taken into account as of the year of 2015. Information retrieved from European Commission Database and Deloitte Women in the Boardroom: A Global Perspective report.
] 


Lastly, female labor participation in a country contributes to an increase in the number of women in the board of directors. The more females actively participate on the labor market, the more women are able to acquire experience and abilities necessary to become a board member (Adams et al., 2013). In addition to that, higher percentage of female labor participation is related to greater economic opportunities for women in accordance to the occupation they fill since they are now performing jobs that were exclusively for men in the past (Terjensen et al., 2015).  Because of the above, female labor participation is expected to be positively associated with the number of female board directors and, hence, why I control for this variable. The variable will be measured by the country’s female labor force participation rate as a percentage of population ages fifteen or more, extracted from the World Bank database.

[bookmark: _Toc360104141]3.2.4 Moderator Variable

As mentioned on section 2.4, the level of development can intensify, either negatively or positively, the relationship between cultural dimensions the women representation in the board of directors. To measure the economic development of a country GDP per capita is used as a moderator variable. 

A moderator variable is one that affects the relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variable, in this case, the linkage between the percentage of women and the cultural dimensions. The moderator variable also affects the direction and strength of the relation between an independent variable and a dependent one (Baron and Kelly, 1986). Thereupon, the level of development of a country may be incrementally determinative of the percentage of women in the board of directors if taken into account alongside the cultural dimensions. 

To conclude, Table 5 shows a summary of all the variables presented in this chapter along with their measurements. 


	Table 5: Summary of Variables


	 
	Description
	Measurement

	
DEPENDENT VARIABLE

	Women’s Board of Directors Representation
	Female representation on the firm's board of director
	Share of women on board

	INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

	Power Distance
	Degree in which less powerful members of a society accept that power is distributed unequally.
	Hofstede´s cultural dimension From 0 (low) to 100 (high)

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	Degree in which members of a society feel uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity.
	Hofstede´s cultural dimension From 0 (low) to 100 (high)

	Individualism
	Preference for loosely social framework in which individuals are expected to take care of only themselves.
	Hofstede´s cultural dimension From 0 (low) to 100 (high)

	Masculinity
	Preference in society for achievement, heroism, assertiveness and material rewards.
	Hofstede´s cultural dimension From 0 (low) to 100 (high)

	CONTROL VARIABLES

	Industry
	Sector where the firm operates.
	Divided into seven industries

	Firm Size
	How big a firm is.
	Number of employees

	Board Size
	How big the board of directors of a firm is.
	Number of members inside the board of directors

	FDI
	International trade and openness of a country.
	FDI as a share of GDP

	Wage Gap
	Wage disparity between genders in a country.
	Wage equality for similar work index

	Governance
	Quality of governance system in a country.
	Average of the WGI index

	Quotas
	Whether a country implemented quotas or other national measures.
	European Commission and Deloitte report

	Female labor Participation
	Female labor participation rate.
	Female labor force rate as a percentage of population ages fifteen or more

	MODERATOR VARIABLE

	GDP per capita
	Gross domestic product divided by the population in a country.
	GDP per capita



[bookmark: _Toc360104142]3.3 Method and Statistical Analysis
	
[bookmark: _Toc360104143]3.3.1 Methodological Approach

	For the methodological part, this thesis uses a multiple linear regression model alongside with interactions. An OLS multiple regression to test whether cross cultural differences between different economical regions have an impact on the proportion of female directors on corporate boards, while controlling for other factors (Carrasco et al., 2014) will be made. Regression analysis offers the possibility of including a large number of observations to conclude general deductions (De Jong, 2013).  Additionally, multiple regressions offers the convenience of flexibility since interactions between variables can be incorporated as well as controlling for other variables that might also affect the model.

	In addition, to test the hypothesis 5, an interaction between the main independent variables and the moderator variable will be performed. In other words, the value of the dependent variable will depend jointly upon the value of two independent variables (Aiken and West, 1991). In that way, we can see whether the conjunction of the cultural dimensions and the level of income are more significant on predicting the number of women in the board of directors or not. In analytical terms, the multiple linear regression can be presented in the following way, where β means the variables coefficients and is ε the error term:

WOMENBOARD = β0  + β1 INDUSTRY+ β2 FIRMSIZE + β3 BOARDSIZE + β4 FDI + β5 WAGEGAP + β6 GOVERNANCE  + β7 QUOTAS + β8 FEMLABOR + β9 EconomicalRegion + β10 CULTURALDIMENSIONS + ε

Likewise, the second OLS equation with interaction terms added can be defined as:

WOMENBOARD = β0  + β1 INDUSTRY+ β2 FIRMSIZE + β3 BOARDSIZE + β4 FDI + β5 WAGEGAP + β6 GOVERNANCE  + β7 QUOTAS + β8 FEMLABOR + β10 CULTURALDIMENSIONS + β11 GDP per capita + β12 GDPpercapita * CULTURALDIMENSIONS + ε

To do the multiple regression analysis the subsequent steps will be made. First the four assumptions of linear regression, i.e. normality, linearity, multi-collinearity and homoscedasticity, will be tested in the data and, if necessary, corrected. Then, 5 models of regressions will be made. The first model will only include the control variables in order to better see the effect of culture in the following models. Model 2 through 5 will introduce each a cultural dimension to see their individual effect on the dependent variable. Because there is strong correlation between the four cultural dimensions[footnoteRef:15], most studies examine the effect of culture in isolation (Zhao and Rauch, 2012), and therefore this thesis does not include a model with all the cultural dimensions in it. To analyze the effect of cultural dimensions on women representation in the different regions, the control variable Economical Region will be added in the regression in a dichotomous dummy variable where 1 accounts for European countries and 0 for Latin American ones. On the second OLS regression, the interaction variables will be centered and tested in 4 different models. Model 1 to 4 will each test each cultural dimension with the moderator variable to test for hypothesis 5.  [15:  Correlations can be seen in the correlation matrix in Table 9 of the Appendix.] 


[bookmark: _Toc360104144]3.3.2 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics of women participation on board, per region and per country will be discussed in the next paragraphs. Table 6 presents the summary of board size and the number of women on board variables[footnoteRef:16]. The average number of board members is of 6.7 individuals and the average number of women in the board of directors is of only 1.5 women, which represents the 22%. This is consistent with the presented information in the literature review section of lack of female representation. Women account for less than 50% of the representation of the board of directors. [16:  Note that the descriptive statistics is for the number of women in board and not for the share of women on boards, this is for the easiness of comparison in absolute numbers.] 


	
	Table 6: Descriptive Statistics of the Board Composition (n= 2,900)

	
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Percentage
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Overall

	Board Size
	6.7
	7
	
	1
	145

	Number Women
	1.5
	2.8
	22%
	0
	46

	
	Latin America

	Board Size
	5.1
	5.5
	
	1
	41

	Number Women
	.73
	1.7
	14%
	0
	17

	
	European Union

	Board Size
	7
	7.3
	
	1
	145

	Number Women
	1.6
	3
	23%
	0
	46



	The gender difference gets magnified when analyzing the two different economical regions. Women account for only the 14% of the board of directors members in Latin American countries, whereas they account for the 23% in European Union countries. Even though the European Union firms have larger gender diversity on their board of directors, the percentage is still small. The country with the highest representation of women in Latin America is Colombia, which is, coincidentally, also the only Latin American country that has established national measures or quotas to increase women representation in the firm’s board of directors. Lithuania, Belgium, France and Sweden are the European countries with the highest female representation in their board of directors. Most of these countries government also have imposed quotas to promote gender diversity on their firm’s boards. The sectors that have the most women in the board of directors are Health and Education, IT and Professional services.  Table 7 and Table 8 in the Appendix show the descriptive statistics for board size and gender representation by country and the descriptive statistics for all the variables respectively. 


[bookmark: _Toc360104145]Chapter 4: Discussion and Results

[bookmark: _Toc360104146]4.1 Assumptions testing

	There are four major assumptions that must be met in the sample data, or at least acknowledged and corrected, to avoid Type I and Type II errors (Osborne and Waters, 2002) and misleading conclusions. These are the assumption of linearity, multi-collinearity, homoscedasticity and normality.

	To test for the assumption of linearity scatterplots between the dependent variable and each of the independent variables as well as between the dependent variable and the independent variables collectively were examined. Figure 2 in the Appendix shows the results[footnoteRef:17]. As can be seen, there is a linear relationship between the dependent variable and each of the four independent variables. Moreover, the last figure shows that there is a linear relationship between the dependent variable and all collectively independent variables. Therefore, the assumption of linearity is met. [17:  Scatterplots were ra n using SPSS and Stata programs in combination.] 


	Next, examination for multi-collinearity was made with correlation matrix and VIF test. In the first stance, the correlation matrix between the independent variables and the control variables show a small to medium correlation. As a rule of thumb, there is a high correlation when the R-values are higher than .70 and a medium to small correlation when the values are less than .70 (Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs, 2003). There is only one value suggesting multi-collinearity in the correlation matrix: the negative relationship between Power Distance and Governance (-0.762). This is consistent with the academic literature that predicts that higher power distance values have lower governance score. Which means that in societies where the power is distributed inequality between the populations, there is a low compliance with rules and authorities. Since the high correlation between these variables involves a control variable, i.e. Governance, the multi-collinearity is not of primary interest and does not affect the results. As long as the collinear variables are used only as control variables they are not a problem and the performance of the control variable as control are not disabled (Allison, 2012). In addition, the VIF test gave a result of 2.44, which is lower than 10. A VIF of 10 has been used as a rule of thumb to indicate excessive or serious multi-collinearity (O’Brien, 2007). Nonetheless, there are several rules of thumbs that differ with the number of VIF, such as the rule of 4 to test multi-collinearity (O’Brien, 2007). If taken into account the rule of 4, then one of the variables, i.e. Governance, does incur in multi-collinearity.  Once again, this variable is a control variable and its impact is limited to the results. Likewise, as O’brien (2007) states “The main goal of these examples is to put the interpretation of VIF into a context that does more than focus on the size of VIF and on the rules of 4 or 10 or some other arbitrary number designed to indicate excessive multi-collinearity” (O´brien, 2007, p.679). Thus, in a combination between the VIF results and the context, it can be said that there is no multi-collinearity involved. Table 9 and Table 10 in the Appendix show the correlation matrix and the VIF results.

	It is noteworthy to mention the relationship between the main four independent variables and the dependent variable. Of all the cultural dimensions, masculinity is the only dimension that presents very low correlation between the other cultural dimensions. The remaining three present high correlation between them. It is expected to find high power distance values in less individualistic countries; or the contrary, high power distance in collectivistic cultures. This means that people that are individualistic have a belief that they are in control of their destiny and expect authority figures to consult with them about decision-making (Hoftsede, 2001; Merkin, 2015). Furthermore, this is why it is more probable to find more equality in low power distance and individualistic countries. There is also a high positive correlation between power distance and uncertainty avoidance. Which means that high distance between oneself and their superiors is more prone in societies that are more tolerant for uncertainty. Lastly, there is a strong negative relationship between uncertainty avoidance and individualism, which means that collectivistic countries are more conservative, rigid and structured (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010). Because of this multi-collinearity present in the majority of the cultural dimensions, each model will analyze one cultural dimension at a time. Interestingly, there is no high correlation between the dependent variable and the four main independent variables, yet all their relationship direction is as expected. There is negative relationship between the percentage of women and power distance, masculinity and uncertainty avoidance but not for individualism, which is as expected and in line with the literature since collectivistic cultures tend to have less percentage of women and individualistic more.
	In addition, GDP per capita has a negative correlation with the power distance, masculinity and uncertainty avoidance dimensions, yet a positive and high correlation with individualism dimension, which is in line with the theory presented in section 2.4. On the other hand, GDP per capita has a positive correlation with percentage of women, indicating that as the income per capita increases, so does the women representation on the board of directors.

	To test for homoscedasticity assumption a scatterplot graph was made to see the association between the percentage of women in the board of directors and the residuals, i.e. the errors of the four independent variables. As can be seen in figure 3 in the Appendix, the fit line plotted in the graph shows that the amount of errors stays consistent as the line increases. In a statistical analysis, homoscedasticity can be evaluated calculating the variances of the four main independent variables to verify if the ratio of the largest sample variance to the smallest sample variance does not exceed 1.5[footnoteRef:18]. Table 11 in the Appendix shows the variances for the variables and the ration of 1.2. Therefore, the assumption of homoscedasticity is also met. [18:  This is used as a rule of thumb.] 


	Lastly, graphical and numerical tests to see if the residuals are normally distributed were made. Firstly, Q-Q plots were made since they are easier to interpret in the case of larger samples, such as this thesis sample (Field, 2009). Figure 4 in the Appendix shows the Q-Q plots and histograms for the dependent and the four independent variables[footnoteRef:19]. As can be seen, the dependent variable is not normally distributed and Uncertainty Avoidance is slightly skewed towards the left. This is also in accordance with the numbers the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk test yield. Table 12 in the Appendix shows that none of the variables of interest have a normal distribution, with a significant p-value (p < . d )on, with a p-valueshows that none of the variables of interest have a normal distribution, with a p-value. 05). However, with large sample of data, e.g. samples over 50 data, the violation of the normality assumption should not be of concern and generalizations can be made, thus when having samples of thousands of observations, the distribution of the data can be ignored since distribution tends to be normal regardless of the shape of the data (Field, 2009; Elliott and Woodward, 2007; Altman and Bland, 1995). In the same manner, the Smirnov and Shapiro test have their limitations because in large samples it is very easy to have significant results from small deviations of normality (Field, 2009). Since this thesis sample consists of 2,900 observations, the assumption of normality is also assumed. [19:  Q-Q plots were made using SPSS and histograms were made using Stata.] 


[bookmark: _Toc360104147]4.2 Multiple Regression Analysis
	
A multiple regression analysis allows determining the relative importance of each variable by weighing each dimension for the outcome of interest (Barbera, 2014). This is the reason why the majority of the researchers that analyze cultural dimensions, including Hofstede himself, use this kind of statistical method (Hofstede, 2001; Carrasco et al., 2014, Yan et al., 2007; Stedham et al., 2004; Li et al., 2008). Another alternative is to use multilevel analysis, which takes into account the different levels of the data (e.g. national and individual). This method is used when the individual level is the main goal of analysis because it takes into account the variance of the parameters (Field, 2009); however, in this case country level, i.e. cultural dimensions and their effect, are the main interest of the this thesis.

	In the first multiple regression, the analysis was made in five models. The regression was analyzed using Stata statistical program. For easiness of comparison and scale, the standardized coefficients were taken into account for all variables. 

 Table 13, at the Appendix, shows the output of all the models. Model 1 includes only control variables. The majority of the variables shows statistically significance but except of female labor participation and firm size. Interestingly, the size of the firm does not have an effect on the number of women there is on the board of directors, which is consistent with the presented literature as being an ambiguous control variable. A surprising finding is the negative and significant effect quotas have on the percentage of women in the board of directors. Contrary to its aim, it seems that gender quotas its counterproductive due to the “token effect” as it shows that women want to be valued for what they can offer rather than their gender (Pletzer, Nikolova, Kedzior and Voelpel, 2015; Jones and Navia, 1999).
The most significant control variables are the size of the board, the gap between wages and the openness of the country (FDI). The results show that the larger the board, the greater gender diversity on it. In addition, the effect of inequality wage is also significantly important. The model shows us that in effect, an increase in the parity of wage will rise the percentage of women in the board of directors. In addition, there is a strong and negative relationship between how open a country is and women representation in the board of directors. While this thesis is limited in data, one explanation of this pattern could be that higher FDI raises the number of female workers in the labor-intensive/export-oriented sectors such as factories and maquiladoras (Pearson E., Pearson D. and Pearson R., 1981). Because women and children are the main target of such unskilled jobs, the number of women in the board of directors is reduced. Likewise, because women wages are typical lower than men’s, high FDI percentages may help widen the wage gap between men and women due to weakened bargaining power of women crowded in the MNCs (Braunstein, 2006; Chaudhuri and Mukhopadhyay, 2014), which is consistent with the high significance of wage gap variable. Lastly, women have less probability of becoming a member of the board of directors in firms in infrastructure, finance and energy sectors.
Overall, Model 1 is significant, which is in line with the literature review that the control variables affect in a substantial way the percentage of women in the board of directors and gives reason to include them in the subsequent models.

To test the first hypothesis we analyze Model 2. Power distance does not significantly affects the percentage of women in the board of directors. Both the significance and the coefficients are not of statistical importance. However, when combined with the other cultural dimensions, the significance of power distance increases to a relevant one. This is because power distance is highly correlated with other two cultural dimensions: individuality and uncertainty avoidance[footnoteRef:20]. Accordingly, countries with a high power distance scores have low individualism scores and vice versa. In the same sense, countries with high power distance will have high uncertainty avoidance scores. By analyzing power distance alone, the percentage of women in the board of directors remains unchanged, which means that this cultural dimension doesn’t have an impact on the women representation on the board of directors by itself. Finally, a positive and significant coefficient in the Economical Region control variable show us that there is more probability to encounter women in the board of directors in European countries than in Latin American ones. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is not supported.  [20:  Table 9 in the Appendix presents the correlations between the four cultural dimensions.] 


Model 3 tests hypothesis 2 by analyzing the effect uncertainty avoidance has on the percentage of women in the board of directors. The negative coefficient confirms that societies more open to change are willing to accept more risk and allow more presence of women in board of directors. However, its significance is not of importance and, therefore, hypothesis 2 is not supported. 

Higher individualistic cultures have higher percentage of women in their board of directors, as presented in Model 4. Quotas variable is highly significant in this model. Since women are expected to take care for themselves, women in individualistic societies are more prone to react negatively to quotas because of fear of not being taken seriously (Bear at al., 2010; Nekhili et al., 2013).  Likewise in accordance with the literature review, European countries are more individualistic and Latin American ones more collectivistic as signaled by the positive and significant coefficient of the Economical region control variable. Accordingly, hypothesis 3 is supported.

The masculinity dimension is analyzed in Model 5. The coefficient of masculinity is statistically and negatively related to the percentage of women there is in the board of directors. Hence, hypothesis 4 is supported. In masculine societies gender roles are more differentiated than in femininity cultures where there is more ambiguity.  If a woman is equally skilled than a man, in masculinity societies the gender will have more weight when assessing the entrance of the board of directors. Female labor participation is negative when entered in this model. This means that the less women there is in the workforce in a masculine country, the more women representation in the board of directors. Once again this could explain the idea behind that women are elected on the board of directors in bases of their gender to fulfill a diversity requirement, a.k.a tokenism. Fewer women in the workforce means a lack of supply of skilled women and, therefore, more probabilities of being appointed in the board of directors in masculine societies. Finally, in this model a negative and statistical significance is seen in Economical region control variable, which confirms the theoretical assumption that European countries are more feminine than Latin American ones.

[bookmark: _Toc360104148]4.3 Interaction Effects

	In the second OLS model with interactions an analysis whether the relationship between the cultural dimensions and the level of income of the country strengthens the impact culture has on the percentage of women was made. 

	Table 14 at the Appendix shows the output of the regression. Adding the interaction term into the model shows that GDP per capita impacts the four cultural dimensions (all interaction terms are statistically significant). Because it’s hard to describe the nature of the interaction effect just by looking at the beta coefficient, scatter plots were compiled in accordance with the Aiken and West method (Aiken et al., 1991).  A variable to categorize two levels of GDP per capita was created. Countries with income per capita lower than $12,475 US were classified in the low-income group and the remaining, higher than $12,4750 US, were added in high-income group[footnoteRef:21]. Figure 5 in the Appendix shows the results of these graphs. [21:  World Economic Situation and Prospects and World Bank.] 


The first graph shows that for higher income countries masculinity dimension is more important than for lower income countries with a correlation of .17 against .04. It can also be noted, because of the direction of the slope, that higher income countries are less masculine than lower income countries and that has an impact on the number of women in the board of directors.  In general, there is no main effect of either masculinity or GDP, but there is a cross over interaction. The effect of GDP per capita on the percentage of women in the board of directors is opposite, depending on the score of masculinity. In the same way, individuality is more important for high-income countries that for lower income countries and they have higher percentage of women in the board of directors because of that. In fact, the interaction graph shows that there is a main effect for individualism. Since there are no parallel lines for power distance dimension, on average high income countries score higher in power distance than low-income countries, but this dimension is more important for the latter[footnoteRef:22] (higher correlation). Lastly, uncertainty avoidance dimension tend to have more weight in high-income countries than lower income countries. Accordingly, there is a stronger interaction effect between masculinity and individualism cultural dimensions, which, interestingly, are the only two dimensions that were significant on the previous OLS regression. [22:  It is important to note that only 8 countries were scored under low income and the remaining 21 were segmented into high-income countries, which might affect the results. See data limitations on next chapter.] 


This thesis aim is not to discuss in deep the interaction between cultural dimensions and GDP per capita, but instead show that the relationship between women representation in boards and culture varies depending on the level of income of a country. Indeed, as seen in the graphs and regression output, the strength of the relationship between the percentage of women and the four cultural dimensions changes as a function of the level of income. Therefore, hypothesis 5 is supported. 
	
[bookmark: _Toc360104149]4.4 Summary of Results

	The analysis above suggest that only two cultural dimensions have an impact on determining the number of women in the board of directors: masculinity and individualism. Moreover, this impact is different between Latin American and European countries as their level of income is significantly divergent. Indeed, this thesis results confirm the well know fact of Latin American countries being more masculine and collectivistic than European ones. Countries with higher scores on masculinity dimension tend to have fewer women in their board of directors as well as more collectivistic countries. These two cultural dimensions are the ones with the most weight when determining women representation in the corporate boards.

 In addition, this thesis provides a foundation to further investigate the link between the level of income and the percentage of women in the board of directors through cultural dimensions since, as seen in this thesis, the effect of all cultural dimensions fluctuates when including the level of income of the countries. Indeed, more investigation is needed to understand the relationship between GDP and cultural dimensions and of GDP and women representation on boards.


[bookmark: _Toc360104150]Chapter 5: Conclusions

[bookmark: _Toc360104151]5.1 Conclusions

	It is a strong and hard fact that women are under-represented in the firm’s board of directors. This represents both an ethical and economical issue and, as such, governments and firms are taking action in correcting it. The past research is limited and inconclusive and therefore this thesis present and extension to this topic contributing to the literature and forming a foundation for further research.

	The difference in the number of women there is in the board of directors among countries gave grounds for questioning whether the culture plays a role in determining these differences. This thesis results shows that some cultural dimensions indeed have a significant effect on the women representation in the board of directors. Power distance and uncertainty avoidance analyzed alone doesn’t impact female inclusion on the board of directors, unlike individualism and masculinity. Moreover, this thesis also confirms the findings previous research has made; Latin American countries are more masculine and collectivist and have higher scores in uncertainty avoidance and power distance than European ones. This also consistent on why there are fewer women in the board of directors in Latin American countries than in European countries.

	In addition, this thesis expose that the level of development of a country, measured by GDP per capita, does play a significant role on determining women representation in the board of directors for all cultural dimensions. The masculinity and individualism dimensions once again proved to be more important that the other two. More research to analyze the effect of level of development change with specific cultural dimensions is recommended.



[bookmark: _Toc360104152]5.2 Data limitations 

	As with any research, this thesis is not without its limitations. The first restriction is the unequal number of countries between the regions. Six countries for Latin American were considered against 23 from the European Union since it was troublesome to find firm level data from Latin American countries, especially board membership information. 

Also, due to time and data limitations, this thesis only considers the data from year 2015, which is a cross-sectional study. Cross-sectional studies may not provide information about cause and effect relationships as they study only one time period. Therefore, it is difficult to determine whether the outcome of this thesis can be used as reference for past or previous years. Including other years as a reference so to analyze them in a longitudinal study would provide more robustness to the conclusions extracted from this thesis. It could also be useful to see the trend of change in gender diversity in the board of directors in a period of time.
	
	Many control variables that were also found out to have an impact on the board of directors were not taken into account in this thesis because of data limitation. For instance, it has been found out that the level of education and expertise is not the same from men and women. Controlling for this variable could have important implications. In the same sense, profitability of the firms in question can also be an important control variable for further research since firms that have better financial performance may select more women directors (Carter et al., 2010). 
 
	When segmenting the countries by its GDP per capita for the interaction effects, only 8 countries were assigned into low income and the remaining 21 into high-income countries. This disparity in numbers could affect the interpretation of results and, therefore, the reader’s consideration is recommended.

	Finally, the effect that GDP per capita and culture have on each other was not taken into account. Because the main focus of this thesis is not to explore the relationship between these variables, the reverse causality can be a limitation not taken into account when introducing the interaction terms.

[bookmark: _Toc360104153]5.3 Recommendations and further research

	This thesis has important managerial and country-level implications. On the managerial side, the findings on this thesis show that understanding corporate governance in different countries can be a vehicle for firms to seek legitimacy and acceptance when entering one country, especially firms with subsidiaries. Considering the influence of gender diversity on the board of directors can make an impact for top managers, shareholders, policy makers and even the own corporate board (Carter et al., 2010). For instance, multinationals that are looking to set up a subsidiary in another country must study and analyze the country’s society and look to conform to societal norms and values, including corporate governance structure. Accordingly, when considering board composition structure it’s important for multinationals to examine what types of structures would conform to societal norms of the host country, so they can gain authority and acceptance in the eyes of the society. Multinationals should implement objectives and rules to diminish the effect of a country’s culture, especially on high masculine and collectivistic countries. An example of such rules could be to educate employees and organizational leaders on how stereotypes, especially those that are unconscious, affect hiring decisions. The appointment of at least one senior leader who is responsible for monitoring institutional fairness and diversity could also help enhance gender diversity inside the enterprise (Walton and Cohen, 2011).

At the country level this thesis prove that policies implementations that some government have applied to increase female representation at the top management - such as quotas- have been inefficient. Gender quotas have a negative view, including women, who see them as the contrary of its aim, discrimination (Nekhili et al., 2013). Hence, government should move towards the direction of creating interventions that combat stereotypes instead of imposing measures that are not proven to reduce stereotypes. Countries that score high in masculinity and individualism can introduce legislations to counterattack or neutralize these effects. Because culture is a rooted trait that is difficult to get rid of, high masculinity and collectivist countries government should implement laws that ensure that everyone, especially women, are treated fairly in an environment that is free from any form of discrimination. 

	Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are proven to be stable over the decades even if they were collected since 1970 (Carrasco et al., 2014). Hofstede (2001) states that the factors that cause culture to shift are global, meaning that they affect many countries at the same time; thus, if one changes, they all change together so they relative positions remain the same. Nevertheless, further research should take into account other measures of culture such as the GLOBE project cultural dimensions to see if the results vary according to culture measurements. In addition, it would also be useful to analyze the impact of culture on the number of women in the board of directors on a reduced sample size covering equally amount of countries in both regions, Latin America and Europe. 

	Another recommendation is relating the dependent variable. The percentage of women in the board of directors may fluctuate among countries and may be influenced by increasing either the number of women or the size of the board. Therefore, taking into account a more conservative variable such as dichotomous variable (for instance where 1 if the board includes at least one women and 0 if no) could be more representative of gender diversity in the countries. 

	Lastly, to analyze the effect of culture each cultural dimension was examined in isolation. Accordingly, the assumption that the effects of cultural dimensions on women representation on corporate board are independent of each other was made. However, culture it’s a multidimensional term and the four cultural dimensions are correlated between them. The study of the four cultural dimensions and its impact on female representation all together calls for further investigation that goes beyond this thesis.

	Regardless of is limitation, this thesis stills contribute to the academic literature by providing new evidence that culture can be an important factor that contributes on the difference on women representation in the board of directors between regions. 
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Table 1: Countries considered on this thesis sample with their Hofstede’s scores.
	Country
	Power Distance
	Individualism
	Masculinity
	Uncertainty Avoidance

	Latin America


	Argentina
	49
	46
	56
	86

	Brazil
	69
	38
	49
	76

	Chile
	63
	23
	28
	86

	Colombia
	67
	13
	64
	80

	Mexico
	81
	30
	69
	82

	Peru
	64
	16
	42
	87

	European Union


	Austria
	11
	55
	79
	70

	Belgium
	65
	75
	54
	94

	Bulgaria
	70
	30
	40
	85

	Czech Republic
	57
	58
	57
	74

	Denmark
	18
	74
	16
	23

	Estonia
	40
	60
	30
	60

	Finland
	33
	63
	26
	59

	France
	68
	71
	43
	86

	Germany
	35
	67
	66
	65

	Greece
	60
	35
	57
	100

	Hungary
	46
	80
	88
	82

	Ireland
	28
	70
	68
	35

	Italy
	50
	76
	70
	75

	Lithuania
	42
	60
	19
	65

	Luxembourg
	40
	60
	50
	70

	Netherlands
	38
	80
	14
	53

	Poland
	68
	60
	64
	93

	Portugal
	63
	27
	31
	99

	Romania
	90
	30
	42
	90

	Slovakia
	100
	52
	100
	51

	Spain
	57
	51
	42
	86

	Sweden
	31
	71
	5
	29

	United Kingdom
	35
	89
	66
	35


Source: Hofstede’s official website


Table 2: Sectors with highest share of female workforce as board members

[image: ]Source: The Industry Gender Gap 2016 report by the World Economic Forum 

Table 3: World Governance Indicator Averages
	

	Country
	Governance Average Index

	Argentina
	-0.36

	Brazil
	-0.17

	Colombia
	-0.22

	Mexico
	-0.27

	Peru
	-0.21

	Austria
	1.47

	Belgium
	1.29

	Bulgaria
	0.12

	Czech Republic
	0.94

	Denmark
	1.72

	Estonia
	1.19

	Finland
	1.77

	France
	1.12

	Germany
	1.53

	Greece
	0.19

	Hungary
	0.50

	Ireland
	1.51

	Italy
	0.46

	Lithuania
	0.95

	Luxembourg
	1.72

	Netherlands
	1.66

	Poland
	0.85

	Portugal
	1.04

	Romania
	0.21

	Slovakia
	-1.07

	Spain
	0.78

	Sweden
	1.75

	United Kingdom
	1.52


Source: WorldBank database

Table 4: Quota and other national measures for women representation on boards.

	Country
	Quota Percentage
	Other national measure

	Austria
	35% for supervisory boards by 2018.
	Mandatory requirements: For listed companies, obligation to report on the initiatives taken to promote more women in positions of leadership in their corporate governance reports.

	Belgium
	33% for executives and nonexecutives in state-owned and listed companies by 2017 and by 2019.
	Program to increase the representation of women on boards and in management positions.

	Denmark
	No quota
	From 2013 obligation to all companies to self-regulate and set their own targets.
A company can be fined if it hasn’t set any target figures or hasn’t submitted any reporting.

	Finland
	No quota
	The Act on Equality between Women and Men requires government bodies or state-owned enterprises with boards of elected representatives to have both men and women equally represented.

	France
	40 % by 2017.

	

	Germany
	30 % for supervisory boards of the listed companies.

	Other companies have to set individual quantitative objectives of women on boards with regard to non-executive and executive board members and senior managers below board level and deadlines to achieve them.

	Greece
	33 % only companies fully or partially owned by the State.

	Hellenic Corporate Governance Code (2013): diversity of skills, views, competencies, knowledge, qualifications, and experience relevant to the business objectives of the company.

	Italy
	33 % by 2015 for listed companies and state-owned companies.
	

	Netherlands
	Target of 30 % in the executive boards and supervisory boards of large companies
	Self-regulation: diversity clauses in the Dutch Corporate Governance Code of 2009.

	Poland
	No quota
	The Code of good practices establishes a target of 30% for 2015 and a priority rule for equally qualified women.

	Portugal
	No quota
	A government resolution of 2015 encourages listed companies to attain 30% of the underrepresented sex at their administrative bodies by 2018.

	Spain
	40 % by 2015 in state-owned companies with 250 or more employees.
	

	Sweden
	No quota
	The Corporate Governance Code of 2004 has a voluntary goal of parity for listed companies to explain their board selection mechanism.


	United Kingdom
	No quota
	The recommended target for listed companies in FTSE 100 is of 25%.


	Colombia
	Mandatory 30 % female quota for decision-making positions at all government entities.

	

	Brazil
	The Brazilian senate is discussing the inclusion of mandatory quotas for state and federal mixed-capital companies, which would require a 40 % representation of women on boards by 2022.

	Bill is currently awaiting approval. Not implemented yet.


Source: European Commission and Deloitte report.



Table 7: Board Size and Women representation in boards by Country and Region.

	
	Average Size of Board
	Average Number of women in board
	Percentage of Women on Boards

	Latin America

	Argentina
	4.46
	0.47
	10%

	Brazil
	6.75
	0.52
	8%

	Chile
	3.73
	0.48
	13%

	Colombia
	8.41
	2.41
	29%

	Mexico
	5.95
	0.36
	6%

	Peru
	1.8
	0.16
	9%

	Europe

	Austria
	7.28
	0.81
	11%

	Belgium
	20.13
	7.92
	39%

	Bulgaria
	4.59
	0.8
	17%

	Czech Republic
	3.67
	0.36
	10%

	Denmark
	8.09
	1.62
	20%

	Estonia
	5.54
	0.94
	17%

	Finland
	7.03
	1.72
	24%

	France
	14.43
	4.86
	34%

	Germany
	3.51
	0.33
	9%

	Greece
	4.91
	0.32
	7%

	Hungary
	4.97
	0.77
	15%

	Ireland
	9.71
	2.16
	22%

	Italy
	6.3
	1.45
	23%

	Lithuania
	2.55
	1.78
	70%

	Luxembourg
	7.24
	0.76
	10%

	Netherlands
	4.32
	0.69
	16%

	Poland
	2.47
	0.32
	13%

	Portugal
	6.77
	1.2
	18%

	Romania
	3.16
	0.91
	29%

	Slovakia
	4.88
	0.91
	19%

	Spain
	10.01
	1.67
	17%

	Sweden
	9.62
	2.97
	31%

	United Kingdom
	11.3
	2.62
	23%




Table 8: Descriptive Statistics of all variables
	

	
	Observations
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min
	Max

	Dependent Variable
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Women on Boards
	2900
	.1796
	.2483
	0
	1

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	
	

	Power Distance
	2900
	53.0344
	20.3479
	11
	100

	Individualism
	2900
	53.7931
	20.6673
	13
	89

	Masculinity
	2900
	49.4827
	22.3778
	5
	100

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	2900
	71.5862
	20.7125
	23
	100

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	

	Industry
	2900
	.7351
	0.44131
	0
	1

	Firm Size
	2900
	14454.54
	41265.86
	65
	611366

	Board Size
	2900
	6.6751
	7.0816
	1
	145

	FDI
	2900
	6.1771
	14.8324
	-4.5699
	71.7169

	Wage Gap
	2900
	0.597
	0.08927
	0.475
	0.799

	Governance
	2900
	0.794
	0.7721
	-1.07333
	1.7678

	Quotas
	2900
	0.5517
	0.4974
	0
	1

	Female Labor Participation
	2900
	52.3537
	5.3257
	39.306
	65.729

	Moderator Variable

	GDP per capita
	2900
	28003.29
	21092.68
	6027.126
	99717.74





Figure 2: Scatterplots for Linearity test
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Table 9: Correlation Matrix (Stata and SPSS)

	
	Percentage Women
	Power                  Distance
	Individualism
	Masculinity
	Unc. Avoidance
	Firm Size
	Board Size
	FDI
	Wage Gap
	Governance
	Quotas
	Fem. Participation
	GDP per capita

	Percentage Women
	1
	-0.746
	0.167
	-0.1502
	-0.0914
	0.0697
	0.1469
	-0.0341
	0.1638
	0.1232
	0.0528
	0.0221
	.042

	Power Distance
	-.0746
	1
	-0.559
	0.265
	0.582
	-0.092
	-0.063
	-0.255
	-0.506
	-0.762
	-0.275
	-0.344
	-0.620

	Individualism
	0.167
	-0.559
	1
	0.026
	-0.566
	0.254
	0.209
	0.111
	0.418
	0.613
	0.283
	-0.05
	0.584

	Masculinity
	-0.1502
	0.265
	0.026
	1
	0.19
	0.017
	0.002
	0.062
	-0.396
	-0.461
	-0.142
	-0.438
	-.0135

	Unc. Avoidance
	-0.0914
	0.582
	-0.566
	0.19
	1
	-0.158
	-0.065
	-0.319
	-0.574
	-0.454
	-0.075
	-0.47
	-.0533

	Firm Size
	0.0697
	-0.092
	0.254
	0.017
	-0.158
	1
	0.238
	-0.01
	0.029
	0.173
	0.21
	0.04
	0.166

	Board Size
	0.1469
	-0.063
	0.209
	0.002
	-0.065
	0.238
	1
	0.031
	0.163
	0.177
	0.24
	-0.004
	0.225

	FDI
	-0.0341
	-0.255
	0.111
	0.062
	-0.319
	-0.01
	0.031
	1
	0.325
	0.27
	-0.278
	0.061
	0.576

	Wage Gap
	0.1638
	-0.506
	0.418
	-0.396
	-0.574
	0.029
	0.163
	0.325
	1
	0.628
	0.186
	0.261
	0.636

	Governance
	0.1232
	-0.762
	0.613
	-0.461
	-0.454
	0.173
	0.177
	0.27
	0.628
	1
	0.362
	0.273
	0.732

	Quotas
	0.0528
	-0.275
	0.283
	-0.142
	-0.075
	0.21
	0.24
	-0.278
	0.86
	0.362
	1
	0.149
	0.224

	Fem. Participation
	0.0221
	-0.344
	-0.05
	-0.438
	-0.47
	0.04
	-0.004
	0.061
	0.261
	0.273
	0.149
	1
	0.175

	GDP per capita
	0.042
	-0.620
	0.584
	-0.135
	-0.533
	0.166
	0.225
	0.576
	0.636
	0.732
	0.224
	0.175
	1





Table 10: VIF results (Stata)

	Variable
	VIF
	1/VIF

	Governance
	5.61
	0.1781

	Individuality
	3.72
	0.2687

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	3.68
	0.2716

	Power Distance
	3.14
	0.3186

	Wage Gap
	2.31
	0.4322

	Fem. Participation
	2.13
	0.4686

	Masculinity
	2.11
	0.4745

	FDI
	1.69
	0.5913

	Quotas
	1.55
	0.6467

	Firm Size
	1.18
	0.8475

	Board Size
	1.16
	0.8587

	Industry
	1.02
	0.9791

	Mean VIF
	2.44
	 







Table 11: Variance and Ratio of Independent Variables



	Variance and Ratio

	
	Variance

	Power Distance
	414.04

	Individualism
	427.14

	Masculinity
	500.77

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	429.01

	Ratio
	1.2







Figure 3: Homoscedasticity Graphs

a) Using SPSS
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b) Using Stata
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Figure 4: Normality Graphs
a) Q-Q plots
i. Dependent Variable
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ii. Independent Variables
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b) Histograms
i. Dependent Variable
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ii. Independent Variables
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Table 12: Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk test for normality

	Variable
	Kolmogorov-Smirnov
	Shapiro-Wilk

	Percentage of Women
	.0000
	.0000

	Power Distance
	.0000
	.0000

	Individualism
	.0000
	.0000

	Masculinity
	.0000
	.0000

	Unc. Avoidance
	.0000
	.0000






Table 13: OLS Multiple Regression output
	OLS analysis of cultural dimensions that affect the proportion of women on corporate boards (n= 2,900)

	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	Industry
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Infrastructure
	-.068
(.156)
	-.071
(.001)***
	-.071
(.001)***
	-.070
(.001)***
	-.070
(.001)***

	Consumer
	.001
(.940)
	.005
(.799)
	.006
(.782)
	-.004
(.840)
	.010
(.629)

	Energy
	-.048
(.175)
	-.054
(.008)**
	-.054
(.008)**
	-.055
(.007)**
	-.051
(.012)*

	Finance
	-0.059
(.103)
	-.068
(.001)***
	-0.064
(.002)
	-0.061
(.003)
	-0.035
(.086)

	Health and Education
	.019
(.543)
	.018
(.370)
	.018
(.365)
	.022
(.264)
	.016
(.402)

	Professional Services
	.001
(.997)
	.002
(.996)
	.006
(.989)
	.007
(.877)
	-.001
(.977)

	IT
	.006
(.997)
	-.004
(.837)
	-.004
(.833)
	-.001
(.944)
	-.006
(.735)

	Firm Size
	.037
(.052)
	.030
(.116)
	0.029
(.138)
	0.021
(.282)
	.040
(.034)*

	Board Size
	0.131
(0.000)***
	0.141
(0.000)***
	.139
(0.000)***
	.133
(0.000)***
	.144
(0.000)***

	FDI
	-0.129
(0.000)***
	-.111
(0.000)*
	-.111
(0.000)***
	-.109
(0.000)***
	-.056
(0.013)*

	Wage Gap
	0.163
(0.000)***
	.112
(0.000)***
	.111
(0.000)***
	.116
(0.000)***
	.072
(0.007)**

	Governance
	0.057
(.027)*
	-.021
(.552)
	-.005
(.871)
	-.035
(.250)
	-.093
(.003)**

	Quotas
	-0.067
(.002)**
	-.070
(.002)**
	-.068
(.002)**
	-.071
(.001)***
	-.048
(.029)*

	Fem. Labor
	-0.027
(.153)
	.022
(.314)
	.021
(.381)
	.030
(0.159)
	-.010
(.643)

	Economical Region (1=Europe/0=Latin America)
	-
	.140
(0.000)***
	.137
(0.000)***
	.107
(0.000)***
	-.184
(0.000)***

	Power Distance
	-
	-.023
(.447)
	-
	-
	-

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	-
	-
	-.007
(.776)
	-
	-

	Individualism
	-
	-
	-
	.076
(0.005)**
	-

	Masculinity
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-.158
(0.000)***

	Adjusted R²
	0.0626
	0.068
	0.058
	0.065
	0.064

	F- Test
	14.84
	15.048
	13.88
	15.51
	15.37

	p value
	0.000***
	0.000***
	0.000***
	0.000***
	0.000***

	p values in parentheses

	*p<.05; **p<.01;*** p<.001





Table 14: Interaction Effects

	OLS analysis of cultural dimensions with the level of income (n= 2,900)

	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Industry
	
	
	
	 

	Infrastructure
	-.067
(.002)**
	-.081
(.000)***
	-.071
(.001)**
	-.070
(.001)***

	Consumer
	.001
(.958)
	-.008
(.703)
	-.006
(.765)
	.001
(.945)

	Energy
	-.041
(.041)*
	-.056
(.006)**
	-.057
(.005)**
	-.046
(.022)*

	Finance
	-0.011
(.599)
	-0.064
(.002)**
	-0.048
(.019)*
	-0.052
(.013)*

	Health and Education
	.006
(.769)
	.022
(.263)
	.021
(288)
	.008
(.671)

	Professional Services
	.001
(.997)
	.001
(.997)
	.001
(.997)
	.001
(.997)

	IT
	.006
(.740)
	.002
(.921)
	-.002
(.986)
	-.002
(.894)

	Firm Size
	.043
(.023)*
	.042
(.029)*
	.030
(.119)
	.045
(.019)*

	Board Size
	.102
(0.000)**
	.136
(0.000)**
	.139
(0.000)**
	.138
(0.000)**

	FDI
	.026
(0.325)
	.062
(0.032)*
	-.001
(0.969)
	-.096
(.001)***

	Wage Gap
	.286
(.000)***
	.206
(0.000)***
	.204
(0.000)***
	.199
(0.000)**

	Governance
	-.015
(.685)
	0.170
(0.000)***
	0.059
(0.065)
	0.018
(0.621)

	Quotas
	-.044
(.047)*
	.008
(0.722)
	-038
(.095)
	-.027
(.238)

	Fem. Labor
	.02
(.282)
	-.053
(0.013)*
	.012
(0.569)
	-.052
(0.012)*

	Power Distance
	-.018
(0.552)
	
	-
	-

	Uncertainty Avoidance
	-
	-.169
(0.000)***
	-
	-

	Individualism
	-
	-
	.143
(0.000)***
	-

	Masculinity
	-
	-
	-
	-.100
(0.000)***

	GDP per capita
	-.027
(0.474)
	-.301
(0.000)***
	-.247
(0.000)***
	-.077
(0.048)*

	Power Distance*GDP per capita
	.277
(0.000)***
	-
	-
	-

	Unc. Avoidance*GDP per capita
	-
	.214
(0.000)***
	-
	-

	Individualism*GDP per capita
	-
	-
	-.057
(0.045)*
	-

	Masculinity*GDP per capita
	-
	-
	-
	.104
(0.000)***

	Adjusted R²
	0.101
	0.09
	0.081
	0.082

	F- Test
	21.45
	18.934
	16.997
	16.037

	p value
	0.000***
	0.000***
	0.000***
	0.000***

	p values in parentheses. Standardized coefficients

	*p<.05; **p<.01;*** p<.001




		

















Figure 5: Visualization of Interaction Effects (SPSS)
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